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ABSTRACT Scholars in student learning have shown a growing interest in using Student Teams Achievement
Divisions (STAD) as a cooperative learning technique in classroom teaching. This study explores the effects of
STAD on student achievement, attitude and motivation in economics education. Three research instruments, a
Test of Economic Literacy (TEL); a Motivation Scale and an Economics Modular Test were employed for the
purpose of this study. Quasi-experimental research, a pretest-posttest design was constructed for the purpose of
this research. Results revealed that STAD compared to direct instruction promoted positive attitudes, showed
better achievements and motivated students to learn in economics education.

 INTRODUCTION

Scholars in student learning have shown a
growing interest in using Student Teams
Achievement Divisions (STAD) as a coopera-
tive learning technique in classroom teaching.
In the past two decades major theoretical per-
spectives have been explored, related to coop-
erative learning, namely motivational and cog-
nitive theories on student learning (Slavin 1987).
Killen (2007) defines cooperative learning as an
instructional design that stimulates peer inter-
action and learner-to–learner cooperation with
the aim of fostering successful learning by all.
Van Wyk (2010) reports that cooperative learn-
ing is a practical teaching strategy, offering stu-
dents more active learning experiences, equal
access to learning and a more supportive social
environment. Moreover, Adams and Hamm (1996)
state that cooperative learning as a teaching
strategy has been a success story in the trans-
formation of education over the past decade.
Student Teams Achievement Divisions as a co-
operative learning experiment was designed and
researched by Johns Hopkins University and is
known as “student team learning” (Sharan 1994).
Research studies in the use of STAD as a teach-
ing technique have been applied with great suc-
cess in various research projects (Slavin 1987;
Vaughan 2002; Jacobs et al. 2003; van Wyk 2010).

This paper briefly discusses the conceptu-
alization of STAD as a cooperative learning ex-
periment. Secondly, the research design and

data collection procedures are explained. Lastly,
the findings of the study are reported.

Student Teams Achievement Divisions (STAD)
as a Cooperative Learning Technique

Cooperative learning is generally defined, as
will become clear from the following two defini-
tions, as a continuum of learners working to-
gether in a small group, so that everyone can
participate in the collective task that has been
clearly defined by the teacher. Cooperative learn-
ing is not merely another name for group work
as it includes more than learners simply working
together in groups. Cooperative learning is a
practical teaching strategy to offer learners more
active learning experiences, equal access to learn-
ing and a more supportive social environment
(Johnson et al.1999). Killen (2007) defines coop-
erative learning as an instructional design that
stimulates peer interaction and learner-to–learner
cooperation in the process of fostering success-
ful learning by all. Adams and Hamm (1996) state
that cooperative learning as a teaching strategy
is a success story in the transformation of edu-
cation over the past decade. Their research fo-
cuses on the application of cooperative learn-
ing activities in the classroom where students
jointly and creatively identify problems and gen-
erate practicable solutions. Sapon-Shevin and
Schniedewind (1992) contend that cooperative
learning is necessary in any teaching-learning
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situation, because this particular strategy “can
foster educational excellence for all children re-
gardless of race, class, or gender, and can pro-
vide students and teachers with the experience
and expectations of active participation in con-
trolling and changing the spheres of their lives”
(p.32).

Gathering learners together in a group is no
guarantee that they will work together. Accord-
ing to van Wyk (2007), cooperative learning in-
volves much more than regular group work: “Co-
operation is much more than physically associ-
ating with other students, discussing material
with them, helping them, or sharing knowledge
with them” (p. 231). These elements are all im-
portant for cooperative learning, but Johnson et
al. (1999) identify four basic elements that should
be present before cooperative learning groups
can truly function cooperatively: Positive inter-
dependency, Group interaction, Individual learn-
ing performance and Interpersonal and small-
group skills. There are different forms of coop-
erative learning techniques such as Student
Teams-Achievement Divisions (STAD), Teams-
Games-Tournament (TGT), Jigsaw, Cooperative
Integrated Reading and Composition (CIRC),
Learning Together (LT), Team Assisted Individ-
ualisation (TAI), Academic Controversy (AC),
Group Investigation (GI), etc. (Kagan 1994). The
idea which lies beneath all cooperative learning
methods is that students work together to learn
and are responsible for one another’s learning
as well as their own (Slavin 1994). These two
methods can easily be used in economics edu-
cation classes and they combine cooperative
goals and tasks with a high degree of individual
accountability (Slavin 1990). These two meth-
ods were used because they have simple proce-
dures that are easy to understand, remember and
apply.

The cooperative learning technique that has
been extensively researched and assessed spe-
cifically on academic achievements, attitudes,
social interactions and interpersonal relation-
ships is the Student Teams Achievement Divi-
sions (STAD) (Slavin 1983, 1990; Kagan 1994;
Johnson and Johnson 1998; Johnson et al. 1999;
Balfakih 2003; Bernaus and Gardner 2008; Tarim
and Akdeniz 2008). STAD is one of the simplest
and most extensively researched forms of all
cooperative learning techniques and it could be
an effective instrument to begin with for teach-
ers who are new to the cooperative learning tech-

nique (Slavin 1990; Becker and Watts 1998).
STAD as a teaching technique was designed
and researched by Johns Hopkins University
and is known as “student team learning” (Sha-
ran 1995). Research studies in the use of STAD
as a teaching technique has been applied with
great success in various research projects
(Vaughan 2002; Jacobs et al. 2003; van Wyk
2010). The main purpose of STAD is to drasti-
cally improve and accelerate learner performance.
The modified STAD consists of: subsection
teams; individual improvement scores; class pre-
sentations/demonstrations and economic quiz-
zes.

Design of the Modified STAD:  The teams
for this research consist of heterogeneous
groups of five members composed on the basis
of random selection in accordance with gender
and ethnicity (diversity). Each week new sub-
ject matter and material of the module EEE 112
(elementary economics) was introduced (van
Wyk 2008).  The researcher assigned the learn-
ers to groups, because learners tend to choose
only certain members for their groups.  Accord-
ing to Slavin (1994) “the main idea behind STAD
is to motivate students to encourage and help
one another master skills presented by the
teacher” (p. 23). Teams had the opportunity to
choose a creative name for their respective group
and team members remain in their respective
groups for the rest of the semester. Team mem-
bers study the subject matter and learning mate-
rial together until all students successfully mas-
ter the subject matter and work assignments.
Each student is tested individually on the learn-
ing material without any assistance from other
learners. Each student’s points (marks per work-
sheet or assignment) are constantly compared
with the points (marks) scored previously. The
sum of the individual points (marks) in a group
serves as the basis for the points allocated to
the group.  Group members compete with one
another and earn certificates on the basis of how
well the group performs. Groups are rewarded
marks (points) which count towards their se-
mester mark (continuous assessment mark).

Components of the Modified STAD:  Slavin
(1990) stipulates five major components of the
STAD, namely: class presentations, teams, quiz-
zes, individual improvement scores, and team
recognition. The researcher implemented a mod-
ified STAD during the contact sessions and fo-
cused on elements such as direct instruction,
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class demonstrations, student presentations
through role play, simulations and group dis-
cussions. Some of these class presentations
were done through audiovisual presentations,
such as the playing of a DVD of elementary eco-
nomics topics during contact sessions (Becker
and Watts 1998; van Wyk 2010). Students ob-
served and gave presentations per group on
activities during the contact sessions. Students
paid special attention to the researcher’s pre-
sentations during the contact sessions on eco-
nomic content and skills.

Students in the experimental group (STAD)
received individual grades on their assignments.
However, the individual performances of team
members were combined at the end of each week
for a team score. The team with the best score
for the previous week (determined by team mem-
bers’ individual improvement) was acknowl-
edged at the beginning of each week with verbal
recognition from the researcher (lecturer) and
the results written up on a team success chart
located in the classroom and also on a ‘Black-
board’ (e-learning management network system).

The purpose of this study is to explore the
effects of Student Teams Achievement Divisions
as a cooperative learning experience in relation
to direct instruction on student achievement,
attitude and motivation in economics education.
This study was then guided by the following
specific research questions:

1. Is there a significant difference between
the effects of STAD as a cooperative learn-
ing approach and the direct instruction
approach on student teachers’ economics
education achievement scores?

2. Is there a significant difference between the
effects of STAD as a cooperative learning
approach and the direct instruction ap-
proach on student teachers’ economics
education attitude scores?

3. When compared to students receiving di-
rect instruction, do students in STAD, as a
cooperative learning approach (a) display
higher levels of achievement, (b) report
being more learning goal oriented, (c) have
greater positive self-efficacy beliefs regard-
ing their abilities in economics education,
(d) display greater intrinsic valuing of eco-
nomics, and (e) report the use of deeper
cognitive processing strategies?

  METHODOLOGICAL   CONSIDERATIONS

Research Design: For this research study,
quasi-experimental research, pretest-posttest
design, with partially matched experimental and
control groups, was constructed because of its
resistance to common threats to internal validi-
ty. The design of a quasi-experiment relates to
the setting up of a particular type of experiment
or other study in which one has little or no con-
trol over the allocation of the treatments or oth-
er factors being studied. The key difference in
this empirical approach is the lack of random
assignment (Mouton 2001; Gray 2004).

Sampling: Third-year education student
teachers were identified for the experiment. One
hundred and sixty-eight Baccalaureus of Edu-
cation (BEd) students who were registered for
the module EEE 112, elementary economics, par-
ticipated in this study. These students were se-
lected as the proportional stratified sample for
the quasi-experimental research. The sample
consisted of thirty-five percent (35%) Black stu-
dents and sixty-five percent (65%) White stu-
dents. Furthermore, 81% of the students were
females (N=109) and 19% were males (N=59).
The sample comprised the experimental group
(N=85) and the control group (N=83), who were
randomly selected from the registered list for
module EEE 112. Both groups were taught by
the researcher over a 12- week period of two
contact sessions of 55 minutes per week for the
first semester.  The goal for both styles of in-
struction (direct instruction and STAD) was to
have students gain an equal balance of concep-
tual and computational understanding of ele-
mentary economics. A standard curriculum (ele-
mentary economics) was followed with the co-
operative group of students covering the same
course objectives at the same pace as the direct
instruction group (van Wyk 2008). The cooper-
ative learning was based on the previous work
reported by Slavin (1990) and van Wyk (2010)
on Student Teams Achievement Divisions
(STAD). Students receiving STAD instruction
were placed by the researcher (instructor) in
heterogeneous groups consisting of four to five
students. Sherman and Thomas (1986) reported
student achievement in elementary mathemat-
ics classes which used to place students in these
CL-groups. Each group consisted of a prior low-
achieving student (grade of D), a low–medium
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achieving student (grade of C), a high–medium
achieving student (grade of B), and a high achiev-
ing student (grade of A).

Research Instruments

Motivation Scale: Five dependent variables
were measured on the motivation scale: achieve-
ment, goal orientation, self-efficacy, intrinsic
motivation toward economics, and cognitive
processing. An eighty-three-item motivational
scale questionnaire was developed to assess
the various aspects of student motivation. Vari-
ations of this questionnaire have been used by
Miller and his colleagues (Miller et al. 1993;
Nichols and Miller 1994) on related research
projects. The items were Likert-type questions
intended to measure student learning and per-
formance goal orientation (12 items), perceived
intrinsic and extrinsic valuing of a task (four each
subscale), cognitive strategy use (nine deep
strategy and nine shallow strategy items), and
self-efficacy (eight items). The items were ran-
domly ordered using a 5-point scale with ‘strong-
ly agree’ and ‘strongly disagree’ at the extremes.
The internal reliability coefficients from the pre-
, post-, and post-posttest questionnaire sub-
scales ranged from r=.41 to r=.93. The ques-
tionnaire was distributed during the first week
of school in August 2010, at the end of the first
6-week grading period and again at the end of
the second 6-week grading period. Students
completed the questionnaire at the conclusion
of each phase of the project in approximately 20
minutes.

The Test of Economic Literacy (TEL) which
is a standardised test of economics content, is
nationally norm-referenced in the United States
for use in high schools and first-year economics
classes at university level (NCEE 1987; NCEE
2005). The statistical tool used was the Cron-
bach’s alpha coefficient which indicates a mea-
sure of internal consistency of the items in the
questionnaire (Huysamen 1993). Furthermore,
Starborn (2006) mentions that Cronbach’s alpha
is an appropriate test to use to assess the inter-
nal consistency of scales that are computed from
a 5-point Likert scale. To test the reliability of
the research results, Cronbach’s alpha coeffi-
cient was calculated for items in question 2
(0.9501 > p), question 3 (0.8788 > p) and ques-
tion 4 (0.733 > p).

Economics Modular Tests: In addition, two
economics modular tests (2 x 50 marks) reflect-
ing the subject content: curriculum statement
objectives, economic concepts, microeconom-
ics, economic development, and entrepreneur-
ship were used to measure achievement. These
tests or variations of them have been used in
previous years. The first was a 25-question mul-
tiple choice test with items derived specifically
from the objectives students worked on in both
the experimental and control groups. This test
was administered at the end of the first 6-week
grading period and the score counted as 20% of
the students’ term grade. The second econom-
ics test was similar in nature and the results were
used to compute the semester grade. It was ad-
ministered following the second 9-week grading
period. At each testing period, students had 1
hour to complete the exam. Reliabilities for each
of the two economics 6-week exams were calcu-
lated using the Kuder–Richardson 20 and were
r = .85 and r = .88. All students had to complete
the tests on the e-learning system, ‘Blackboard’,
on a specified date.

RESULTS

This study aimed to explore whether there
was any significant difference between the
means of the pre-and posttests of the students
of the STAD and control groups’ achievement,
attitude and motivation. Independent t-tests and
paired t-tests for both achievement and attitude
tests comparing the mean scores of the pretest
and the posttest between the experimental group
and control group were computed to determine
if a significant difference existed. In order to re-
ject or accept the hypothesis for this study, the
t-test scores for both groups were computed.
The internal reliability of the instruments and
the consistency of the significant correlations
throughout the project among several of the
motivation subscales provide support for the
construct validity of the instruments.

 Based on the data in Table 1, mean of pre-
test scores prior to instruction is not significantly
different (t

66
 = -0.078, p<0.05). The results of

post-achievement test indicate that the mean of
post-test scores for participants in the experi-
mental group that studied STAD as a coopera-
tive learning technique are statistically different
from the control group that learned via direct
instruction (t

66
= -5.231, p<0.05).
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 Table 2 reported the paired samples t-test
results of data gained from the achievement
scale. The use of the paired sample t-test on the
gathered data reveals that both the STAD coop-
erative learning technique experience (t

168
 = -

29.018, p<0.05) and direct instruction (t
168

 = -
2.631 p<0.05) are statistically effective for the
achievement of students in economics. STAD
as a cooperative learning experience, however,
leads to a better performance of achievement
than direct instruction. The change in scores of
the pretest and posttests for experimental and
control groups is presented in Figure 1.

Fig. 1. Change in pre-test and post-test scores of
achievement

 Based on the results in Table 3, indepen-
dent t-test results of data gained from attitude

scale are reported. A summary is given of inde-
pendent t-test results comparing the mean
scores of economics education students’ per-
formances in both the experimental and control
groups with respect to the achievement and at-
titude scales. As seen in Table 3, the mean of
pre-test scores for both groups is statistically
significantly different (t

168
 = -0.021 p<0.05). The

analysis of the results of the post-tests in the
attitude test indicates that the mean of post-test
scores for the experimental group (mean=87.19)
that studied the STAD cooperatively performed
better compared to the control group (mean=
77.23).

 Table 4 reports the paired samples t-test re-
sults of data gained from the attitude scale that
aimed to assess the effects of direct instruction
on students’ attitude toward economics educa-
tion. The findings from the experimental group,
however, showed that STAD cooperatively,
which took place in the experimental group, is
statistically effective on the attitude toward eco-
nomics education (t

168
 = -4.018, p<0.05). It is rea-

sonable to claim that STAD as a cooperative
learning experience is more effective in promot-
ing a positive attitude in students towards eco-
nomics education than direct instruction. Fig-
ure 2, depicts the changes in pre- and post-test
mean scores of the attitude towards economics
education. There is also a relative decrease in
students’ positive attitude scores after direct

Table 1: Independent t-test results of data gained from achievement scale

Tests Groups N Mean SD t P

Pretest Experimental 88 32.88 4.55
-0.078 0.956

Control 80 33.44 4.23
Posttest Experimental 88 57.89 4.67

-5.231 0.000*

Control 80 54.23 5.67
**Significant at p<0.05 (Sig. 2-tailed)

Table 2: Paired samples t-test results of data gained from achievement scale

Groups Tests N Mean SD t P

Experimental Pre-test 88 31.78 4.66
-29.018 0.000*

Post-test 88 59.04 4.73
Control Pre-test 80 37.49 4.37

-2.631 0.0210*

Post-test 80 39.13 7.17

*Significant at p<0.05 (Sig. 2-tailed)

32.88 33.44

57.89 54.23

Experi-
mental

Control
pre-test

Experi-
mental

Control
post-test
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instruction, whereas STAD cooperatively
showed an increase in positive attitude scores
towards the subject.

Fig. 2. Change in pre-and post-test mean scores
of attitude toward economics

The means and standard deviations for the
pre-test, and post-test achievement, attitude and
motivation mean scores are reported in Table 5,
Figures 3 and 4.

Using the achievement measure as a covari-
ate, analysis of covariance  revealed  a  signifi-
cant difference between the two groups on the
achievement variable at the pre-test-post-test
on the experimental group, F(88) 27.26, p<.05 of
the study (Table 5). Planned comparisons re-
vealed that achievement scores of the STAD
experimental group were significantly greater

than those of the control t
168

 19.91, p < .05, at the
end of the twelve weeks of the study.  The anal-
ysis of the achievement and attitude test data
indicate significant overall effects, controlling
for pre-test, F(79.22)=3.24, p=0.000. Regarding
academic achievement, students in the STAD
experimental group benefited significantly more
than those in the direct instruction control group
(mean difference: 3.24, p=0.000), as did students
in the STAD groups (mean difference: 4.26,
p=0.000). On the attitude test data, the overall
analysis for covariance for both groups,
F(71.22)=11.69, p=0.018, showed significant ef-
fects attitude toward economics.

Table 6 indicated the motivational variables
for both groups of the study. A repeated-mea-

Table 3: Independent t-test results of data gained from attitude scale

Tests Groups N Mean SD t P

Pretest Experimental 88 77.88 14.55
1.08 0.256

Control 80 79.44 18.23
Posttest Experimental 88 87.19 13.67

-0.021* 0.022*

Control 80 77.23 23.67

**Significant at p<0.05 (Sig. 2-tailed)

Table 4 : Paired samples t-test results of data gained from attitude scale

Groups Tests N Mean SD t P

Experimental Pre-test 88 71.78 14.06
-4.018 0.000**

Post-test 88 78.04 13.73
Control Pre-test 80 77.49 16.37

0.556 0.595
Post-test 80 72.13 24.17

**Significant at p<0.05 (Sig. 2-tailed)

77.88 79.44

57.89 54.23

Experi-
mental

Experi-
mental

Control
post-test

Control
post-test

84.22

78.19

81.22

74.09

Experi-
mental

Control
Achieve-

ment

Experi-
mental

Control
Attitude

Fig. 3. Pre-post-test means scores in achievement
and attitude tests
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sures multivariate analysis of variance was used
to determine if significant differences existed
among groups on the motivational variables at
each phase of the study. Results for the learning
goal variable showed a significant group main
effect F(2.63) 3.81, p < .01; and a significant group
by time interaction F(4.15) 37.76, p < .01. Perfor-
mance goals also showed a significant main ef-
fect for group F(2.63) 4.83, p < .01, for time F(2.15)
21.51, p< .01, and showed a group by time inter-
action F(4.15) 22.95, p < .01. Results for self-
efficacy revealed significant group main effects
F(2.63) 2.23, p < .01, significant effects for time
F(2.15) 56.05, p < .05, and a significant group by
time interaction F(4.15) 38.57, p < .01. Intrinsic
valuing of the learning task showed a signifi-
cant group main effect F(2.63) 1.35, p < .01, a
significant effect for time F(2.15) 70.80, p < .01
and a significant group by time interaction
F(4.15) 47.09, p < .01. Extrinsic valuing of the
learning task also exhibited a significant group

Table 5: Results of analysis of covariance of
overall achievement and attitude scales

Measures F df P Direction

Achievement 79.22 3.24 0.000*

  overall
STAD vs Direct 74.26 4.26 0.000* STAD >
  instruction Direct

instruction
Attitude toward 71.22 11.69 0.018* Experimen-
  economics tal = Control

Fig. 4.  Comparison of motivation variables on mean scores between experimental (N=88) and control
groups (N=82)
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main effect F(2.76) 7.27, p < .01, a significant
effect for time F(2.15) 10.77, p< .01, and a signif-
icant group by time interaction F(4.15) 3.55, p <
.01. Students involved with the cooperative
learning experience also exhibited significant
gains in their reported use of shallow and deep
processing strategies. The analysis of shallow
processing revealed a significant group effect
F(2.63) 3.38, p < .05, a significant effect for time
F(2.15) 23.03, p<.01, and a significant group by
time interaction F(4.15) 5.27, p< .05. The results
for the reported use of deep processing revealed
a significant group effect F(2.63) 9.82, p< .05, a
significant effect for time F(2.15) 58.42, p < .01,
and a significant group by time interaction
F(4.15) 9.32, p < .01.

 DISCUSSION

The results of this investigation into the im-
pact of cooperative learning on students in eco-
nomics education provide optimistic support for
this instructional technique. Achievement gains
were observed in the STAD experimental group
when cooperative learning experience was im-
plemented. This is consistent with similar
achievement gains previously reported (Stahl
and Van Sickle 1992; Nichols and Miller 1994;
Slavin 1990; van Wyk 2010). When cooperative
learning techniques are used properly, achieve-
ment benefits appear to be one of the results
that can be anticipated. The results of this study

THE EFFECTS OF THE STAD-COOPERATIVE LEARNING METHOD 267
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also offer support for previous findings in that
cooperative learning instruction was used to
explore student motivation in a variety of ways
(Nichols and Miller 1994). Both groups of stu-
dents in this research who received STAD as a
cooperative learning experience, as well as di-
rect instruction increased their intrinsic valuing
of the learning task, self-efficacy, learning goal
orientations and their reported use of deep pro-
cessing strategies for this project. In previous
studies, Bernaus and Gardner (2008) and van
Wyk (2007) observed increases in achievement
and motivation gains when cooperative learn-
ing replaced the traditional form of instruction.
One goal of this study was to replicate these
findings while improving upon the design of the
earlier project. In the earlier study, van Wyk
(2010) used STAD in a quasi-experimental de-
sign on student performances in economic liter-
acy. The results showed that the experimental
group had a 16.13 score; an increase from the
pre-test to the post-test compared to the control
group. The experimental group which was ex-
posed to STAD had a statistically significant

increase in economic literacy levels compared
to the control group. By using the STAD exper-
imental group and implementing cooperative
learning at two different times of the year, the
findings of this project provide additional sup-
port for this type of instruction technique. Ema-
nating from this study, it has been suggested
that student perceptions of the learning envi-
ronment remain relatively fixed or stable after
the first six weeks of contact; after this time it
becomes difficult to change their impressions
(Bernaus and Gardner 2008; Nichols and Miller
1994). The findings of this study suggest that
STAD as cooperative learning technique is one
avenue that effectively promotes a positive
change in student perceptions and motivation.
A second design improvement was the use of
Slavin’s Student Teams Achievement Divisions
(STAD) design as opposed to Team Assisted
Individualisation (TAI) in the earlier studies. The
previous findings were contingent with the use
of TAI which incorporates individualised in-
struction. In the earlier study, a retesting com-
ponent was used when students did not meet

Table 6:  Achievement, attitude and motivation means and standard deviations (SD) of experimental
(n=88) and control groups (n=80)

         Pretest        Posttest

 M   SD   M        SD

Achievement Scale
  Experimental 31.78 4.66 59.04 4.73
  Control 37.49 4.37 39.13 7.17
Attitude Scale
  Experimental 71.78 14.06 78.04 13.73
  Control 77.49 16.73 72.13 24.17

Learning Goal
Experimental 3.08 .80 6.89 .67
Control 3.14 .64 4.23 .45
Perform Goal
Experimental 3.08 .60 6.19 .77
Control 3.08 .60 6.19 .77
Intrinsic
Experimental 2.88 .90 6.39 1.77
Control 2.44 1.14 5.03 1.65
Extrinsic
Experimental 3.18 .35 4.19 .47
Control 3.74 .44 3.23 .51
Efficacy
Experimental 3.68 .69 6.09 .42
Control 3.94 .54 4.03 .55
Shallow Learning
Experimental 3.18 .50 6.99 .60
Control 3.19 .64 4.83 .47
Deep Learning
Experimental 3.68 .69 6.19 .31
Control 3.14 .54 4.23 .45
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predetermined objectives. The findings of the
current study offer support for this type of in-
struction in that increases student motivation
and achievement and may also be generalised
to other cooperative group structures (in this
case STAD) that do not include individualised
instruction or a retesting component. Further-
more, several studies report that STAD is the
most successful cooperative learning technique
for increasing student academic achievement
(Mills 2001; Zenginobuz and Meral 2008; van
Wyk 2010). The bulk of research studies on
STAD have been conducted at the elementary
level and in subject areas other than social stud-
ies and economics education. Slavin (1995) re-
ported on 29 studies that examined the effec-
tiveness of STAD. Thus, it can be said that STAD
as a teaching technique consistently has posi-
tive effects on economic literacy levels of all
educational student learning. The findings of
this investigation are also in agreement with the
efficacy of STAD as a teaching technique for
better performances in elementary economics
(Vaughan 2002; van Wyk 2007). Additionally,
research studies conducted in STAD as a teach-
ing technique were also applied with great suc-
cess in various research projects (Slavin 1994;
Mills 2001).

CONCLUSION

The results of this study are encouraging
and add to the work of other research studies
conducted in this. While cooperative learning
was found to be more effective than the lecture
method with respect to home economics stu-
dents’ achievement and retention, the literature
suggests there may be additional reasons to use
cooperative learning.

In summation, the results indicated that
STAD compared to direct instruction promotes
positive attitudes, shows better achievements
and motivates students to learn in economics
education. The adoption of learning goals, the
intrinsic valuing of the learning task, increased
self-efficacy and increased use of deep process-
ing strategies are all positive indications of the
impact STAD, as a cooperative learning experi-
ence, can have on student motivation. Although
several perspectives may be considered in in-
terpreting these results, the initial findings are
encouraging. Additional research should be
conducted in the future that investigates the
possible long-term effects of STAD as a cooper-

ative learning technique and the subsequent
decline of achievement and student motivation
that was observed in the current and previous
studies after the removal of cooperative group
instruction. Future research should also focus
on comparisons between the Jigsaw method and
the STAD method of cooperative learning, as
well as comparisons with the lecture method, in
order to determine if other cooperative learning
models are equally effective in producing de-
sired student outcomes.
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