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ABSTRACT

This study investigates the impact of cooperative learning on students’
achievement in French grammar, aiming to address the issues of low learning
motivation and significant disparities in language proficiency commonly
observed in French language classrooms. By implementing heterogeneous
grouping within a cooperative learning framework, the research seeks
to enhance student motivation, improve academic performance, and
cultivate competencies essential for future workplace competitiveness. The
participants of this study were students enrolled in the French Grammar III
course offered by the Department of Applied Languages and Linguistics
Studies. A quasi-experimental design was employed, dividing the class into
a control group (n = 12) and an experimental group (n = 14). Based on their
French Grammar II pre-test scores, students in the experimental group
were categorized into four proficiency levels: high (top 25%), upper-middle
(25%–50%), lower-middle (50%–75%), and low (bottom 25%). The
control group received traditional instruction through teacher-centered
lectures and pre-recorded video materials, while the experimental group
engaged in the Student Teams Achievement Divisions (STAD) model,
wherein higher-proficiency students led collaborative learning sessions
during and after class. The primary objectives of this study are twofold:
(1) to move beyond conventional instructional methods by incorporating
peer-assisted learning strategies, and (2) to stimulate learners’ intrinsic
motivation and develop their cooperative and humanistic literacy. It is
anticipated that the intervention will result in improved learning outcomes
and greater student engagement. The findings will be disseminated through
academic conferences and peer-reviewed publications, and will contribute
to the development of instructional materials aimed at promoting effective
pedagogical practices in foreign language education.

Keywords: French grammar, group learning, second language teaching,
Student Team Achievement Divisions (STAD).

Submitted: June 20, 2025

Published: September 02, 2025

10.24018/ejlang.2025.4.5.152

Department of Applied Linguistics and
Language Studies, Chung Yuan Christian
University, Taiwan.

*Corresponding Author:
e-mail: vivianne@cycu.edu.tw

1. Introduction

1.1. Background

In recent years, it has become increasingly evident in instructional settings that university students
in Taiwan exhibit substantial disparities in language proficiency, particularly with respect to their
second foreign language. This widening proficiency gap poses significant challenges for language
educators. The Student Teams-Achievement Divisions (STAD) model, a cooperative learning strategy,
has been employed to address these differences. This approach involves organizing students into
heterogeneous groups based on their respective learning abilities and educational needs. The primary
objective of STAD is to promote peer-supported learning, collaboration, and mutual academic
growth within teams. By leveraging the benefits of cooperative learning, the project seeks to enhance
students’ collaborative competencies especially those from humanities disciplines, while simultaneously
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nurturing innovative thinking and improving their future employability and competitiveness in the
global workforce.

Owing to the inherent complexity of French grammar, students with lower proficiency levels
frequently encounter substantial difficulties and display diminished learning attitudes, with some
considering discontinuation as early as their first year. Such negative dispositions can have lasting
effects, adversely influencing students’ academic performance in subsequent second- and third-year
grammar courses. Recognizing that one of the primary pedagogical challenges lies in addressing
students’ attitudes toward learning, this study proposes fostering peer collaboration and interaction as
a strategic means of enhancing motivation and engagement among lower-proficiency learners. Utilizing
an experimental design comprising an experimental group and a control group, this research investi-
gates whether interactive learning through heterogeneous groupings can improve learning outcomes.
This study aims to gain a comprehensive understanding of the challenges and needs faced by students
with varying proficiency levels, particularly in the context of second foreign language instruction.
Ultimately, the objective is to demonstrate the efficacy of a collaborative, team-oriented pedagogical
approach over traditional paper-based assessments, thereby enriching the depth and breadth of
instruction and offering meaningful feedback for refinement of the educational environment.

Accordingly, this study, entitled “Cooperative Ability X Foreign Language Skill: Study of Achieve-
ment in French Grammar Learning,” adopts the Student Teams-Achievement Divisions (STAD)
method as a core instructional strategy. This pedagogical approach seeks to mitigate the decline in
student motivation often resulting from disparities in French language proficiency. By integrating
heterogeneous collaborative groupings into the curriculum, this study aims to enhance students’
motivation and learning effectiveness. Ultimately, the goal is to cultivate transferable collaborative
competencies and elevate students’ overall competitiveness in their professional environments.

1.2. Literature Review

1.2.1. STAD Teaching Method Definition of STAD Teaching Method
The Student Teams-Achievement Divisions (STAD) teaching method is one of the most extensively

applied cooperative learning strategies in educational practice. Originally developed by Slavin (1986),
STAD emphasizes structured teamwork and individual accountability, in which students are grouped
heterogeneously typically in teams of four to five, based on their diverse academic abilities. After
receiving whole-class instruction, students work collaboratively under the guidance of a team leader to
review the content, discuss learning materials, and support one another’s academic progress. Research
consistently affirms the adaptability of STAD across multiple disciplines and educational levels (Gillies,
2007; Slavin, 1995), making it particularly suitable for fostering cognitive and social-emotional learning
outcomes.

In the context of global educational reforms and the demands of the 21st century, educational
systems worldwide are increasingly prioritizing the cultivation of transferable competencies such as
communication, collaboration, and critical thinking (Partnership for 21st Century Skills, 2009). STAD
aligns with these goals by creating interactive learning environments that encourage student autonomy,
peer accountability, and meaningful social interactions. From an interpersonal perspective, Chang
(2003) observed that students engaged in STAD-based cooperative learning are more inclined to offer
praise, demonstrate empathy, and show respect for peers. These findings are echoed by Johnson and
Johnson (2009), who found that cooperative learning consistently improves interpersonal relationships,
fosters a sense of belonging, and enhances students’ self-esteem. Similarly, Slavin (1996) emphasized
that cooperative strategies such as STAD improve students’ social competence by requiring them to
negotiate meaning, resolve conflicts, and practice perspective-taking.

Regarding classroom dynamics, Chao (2007) found that the application of STAD significantly
improved the classroom atmosphere, leading to heightened student interest and a reduction in
counterproductive behaviors, such as inattentiveness, absenteeism, and disengagement. These findings
align with those of Gillies and Boyle (2010), who demonstrated that cooperative learning settings
tend to produce more positive student-teacher interactions, greater levels of on-task behavior, and
stronger classroom cohesion. Moreover, studies in foreign language education confirm that cooperative
strategies, such as STAD improve motivation and facilitate authentic language use through peer
interaction (Jacobs et al., 2002; Ning & Hornby, 2014).

In sum, the literature underscores the educational value of the STAD model not only in enhancing
academic achievement but also in promoting essential social, emotional, and communicative skills.
Through the integration of heterogeneous grouping, peer support, and individual accountability,
STAD contributes to the development of holistic learners equipped with competencies necessary for
both academic success and real-world collaboration.
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1.2.2. The Application of STAD
The Student Teams Achievement Divisions (STAD) model, developed by Robert Slavin in the

1980s, remains one of the most widely implemented cooperative learning strategies in educational
settings. STAD integrates team collaboration with individual accountability, offering a structured,
research-supported framework to enhance student engagement and academic performance (Slavin,
1995). Numerous studies have confirmed the efficacy of STAD in promoting student achievement
across a range of disciplines, including mathematics, science, and language arts (Kagan, 1994; Sharan,
1994). Its adaptation to foreign language education (FLE) presents a particular promise, especially
given the communicative and interactive nature of language learning.

In FLE contexts, where meaningful communication, repeated practice, and social interaction are key
to language acquisition (Krashen, 1982; Swain, 1985), STAD fosters an active learning environment
that aligns well with pedagogical goals. Research has shown that cooperative learning can significantly
improve students’ motivation, linguistic competence, and intercultural communication skills Jacobs
et al. (2002). Specifically, STAD enhances opportunities for peer interaction in the target language,
which is essential for the development of fluency and grammatical accuracy (Long & Porter, 1985).
The STAD model is structured around five core components: class presentations, team studies, quizzes,
individual improvement scores, and team recognition. In the context of foreign language instruction,
these elements can be tailored to focus on language-specific objectives, such as vocabulary acquisition,
grammar, and oral proficiency. Following teacher-led instruction, students engage in heterogeneous
groups to consolidate learning through collaborative activities such as role-plays, dialogues, and task-
based games. These activities align with Vygotsky’s (1978) sociocultural theory, which emphasizes the
importance of social interaction and scaffolding in the development of higher-order thinking and
language skills.

A distinctive feature of STAD is its emphasis on individual accountability, operationalized through
regular assessments that measure personal progress. Research underscores that when cooperative
learning includes individual assessments and clear structures for accountability, student achievement
significantly (Slavin, 1996). This model supports the assessment of listening, speaking, reading, and
writing skills in language classrooms. The use of improvement scores not only motivates learners
by rewarding growth but also accommodates diverse proficiency levels within the same classroom,
which is an essential consideration in heterogeneous FLE contexts (Ning & Hornby, 2014). Team
recognition, which acknowledges collective progress, fosters a classroom climate of mutual support
and shared responsibilities. Studies have demonstrated that such recognition enhances group cohesion
and student engagement, particularly in culturally diverse classrooms (Johnson & Johnson, 2009).
By blending individual responsibility with collaborative learning, the STAD promotes a balanced
pedagogical approach that nurtures both academic and social competencies. In sum, the STAD model
meaningfully contributes to the language learning process by cultivating communicative competence,
fostering motivation, and supporting inclusive teaching practices, which are central to effective second
language instruction.

2. Method

2.1. Research Design

This research design enabled the integration of both quantitative and qualitative data to provide
a more comprehensive understanding of pedagogical intervention. Quantitative data were collected
through pre- and post-tests and a motivation questionnaire, whereas qualitative data were obtained via
open-ended feedback questionnaires. The study framework follows the mixed-methods research model
proposed by Chen Hung-Ling, wherein qualitative findings corroborate, enrich, or explain quantitative
results. This triangulated strategy aims to assess the measurable impact of heterogeneous group-based
instruction and capture students’ subjective learning experiences within the STAD framework.

In terms of learning effectiveness, the study utilized a pre- and post-test structure. The pre-test
is derived from the students’ final performance in the prerequisite course, “French Grammar II,”
while the post-test corresponds to the midterm examination of the current “French Grammar III”
course. The experimental group’s post-test performance was calculated using the mean scores of each
STAD team, thereby emphasizing collective achievement, whereas the control group maintained their
individual scores. Notably, the student who demonstrated the most significant improvement received
recognition of both individual effort and team contribution.

2.2. Research Participants

The participants were students enrolled in the course “French Grammar III”during the first semester
of academic year 113 at a university in Taiwan. This course is part of the required sequence in second
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foreign language learning. A total of 26 students were included in this study. The students were divided
into two groups: a control group of 12 students and an experimental group of 14 students. In the
experimental group, students were further categorized into four proficiency levels based on pre-test
scores:

• High proficiency (top 25%)
• Upper-medium proficiency (25%–50%)
• Lower-medium proficiency (50%–75%)
• Low proficiency (bottom 25%)

Each STAD team was composed of one student from each proficiency tier, resulting in three
heterogeneous groups. The control group was randomly assigned according to proficiency.

The allocation of the control and experimental groups is illustrated in the figure below:
Table I displays the pre-test scores of the participants in the control group, identified by their

unique ID numbers. Each row corresponds to an individual participant, showing their ID under the
“Control Group” and their corresponding “Pre-test score.” The scores range from a low of 56 to a
perfect score of 100. The data suggests generally high performance among participants before any
intervention or treatment, with many scores in the 90s. Specifically, three individuals scored 96, and one
scored 100, indicating strong prior knowledge or skills. Only one participant scored significantly lower
(56), which may represent an outlier or participant with different prior experiences or backgrounds.
This pre-test data is likely to be used to assess the baseline performance of the control group before
implementing a study or experiment. It provides a reference point against which post-test results can
be compared, allowing researchers to evaluate changes or improvements over time. The relatively high
average suggests that the group already had a good command of the material being tested, which could
affect the interpretation of any observed improvements in a follow-up test.

Table II presents the pre-test scores of the participants in the experimental group, categorized into
four proficiency levels: high, upper-medium, lower-medium, and low. The classification was based
on percentile rankings. The “High proficiency” group (top 25%) includes participants who scored
between 96 and 100, indicating excellent prior knowledge. The “Upper-medium proficiency” group
(25%–50%) scored between 89 and 95, reflecting strong performance, though slightly below the top
tier. The “Lower-medium proficiency” group (50%–75%) includes scores from 79 to 88, suggesting
moderate familiarity with the material. Lastly, the “Low proficiency” group (bottom 25%) contained
scores ranging from 30 to 76, with one notably low score of 30, which is significantly lower than the
rest. This tiered distribution allows researchers to compare participants’ performance based on their
initial knowledge levels. It also enables the analysis of whether the intervention had different effects
depending on the learner’s starting proficiency. By organizing the data in this way, this study can better
assess the effectiveness of instructional strategies across varying ability levels within the experimental
group.

2.3. Instructional Content and Structure

2.3.1. Reading Topics
• Lesson 12: Travel information
• Lessons 13 & 14: Booking tickets and making social inquiries
• Lessons 15 & 16: Describing daily life activities
• Lesson 17: Food preparation

TABLE I: Pre-test Score in the Control Group

Control Group Pre-test score

11050000 56
11050002 72
11250009 76
11250008 78
11250000 78
11250004 87
11250004 91
11250000 93
11250009 94
10950005 96
11250008 96
11150006 100
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TABLE II: Pre-test Score in the Experimental Group

Experimental group Pre-test score

High proficiency (top 25%)
11250004 96
11250001 97
11250007 100

Upper-medium proficiency (25%–50%)
11150001 89
11250004 94
11250005 95

Lower-medium proficiency (50%–75%)
11250009 79
11250003 83
11150005 85
11250002 88

Low proficiency (bottom 25%)
11250003 30
11150008 73
10930002 73
11250002 76

2.3.2. Grammar Topics
• Interrogative pronouns: Comment, Combien, Qui, Que, Quand
• Sentence structure registers: Langue courante, Langue familière, Langue soutenue
• Negation: La négation
• Imperative mood: L’impératif
• Prepositions and verb combinations: Les prépositions et les verbes

2.3.3. Assessment Components
• Class participation and regular assessments: 20%
• Assignments: 20%
• Midterm exam: 25%
• Final exam: 25%
• Report: 10%

Midterm scores for the experimental group were calculated as the group average, reflecting the
collaborative nature of the STAD method.

2.3.4. Teaching Environment
All classes are conducted in a traditional classroom setting.

2.3.5. Course Duration and Schedule
The course meets for two hours per week, totaling 36 hours over the semester. Each textbook

unit is covered for two weeks; alongside the related grammar instruction. One or two grammar rules
were analyzed weekly. All materials were uploaded to an online platform to facilitate review and
discussion. In the experimental group, high-proficiency students lead the discussions; and the control
group students were randomly grouped. Both groups completed a post-test during the midterm week
to measure their progress.

2.4. Data Collection Instruments

To evaluate the learning impact, this study uses:

• Pre-test and post-test: To measure improvement in grammar proficiency.
• Motivation scale: A Likert-scale questionnaire to evaluate student motivation levels.
• Open-ended feedback questionnaire: To gather qualitative insights into students’ perceptions.
• Classroom observation checklist: Used weekly to monitor student engagement and group

interaction.

To comprehensively investigate student motivation in the context of foreign language learning,
this study employed a mixed-methods approach that integrated both quantitative and qualitative
data collection tools. This approach is designed to capture a multi-dimensional understanding of
how cooperative grouping influences students’ motivational attitudes and perceptions of the learning
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experience. Midway through the semester, a researcher-developed questionnaire was administered to
all participants in both the experimental and control groups. This instrument consists of ten carefully
constructed items intended to evaluate key motivational constructs. These constructs include “learner
autonomy,” which reflects the degree to which students feel they are in control of their own learning
process; “willingness to learn,” which measures students’ openness and enthusiasm toward acquiring
a new language; “perceptions of course design,” which examine how students evaluate the structure
and delivery of the course; and “goal achievement,” which assesses students’ perceived progress toward
their academic and language learning objectives.

Each item on the questionnaire was rated using a “five-point Likert scale”, with options ranging
from “strongly agree” to “strongly disagree.” This scaling system allows for nuanced distinctions
in student responses and facilitates the statistical analysis of trends and patterns across different
groups. The quantitative data derived from the Likert-scale responses provided measurable insights
into how cooperative learning structures impact various motivational dimensions. For instance, higher
ratings of autonomy and willingness to learn among students in the experimental group suggest
that collaborative tasks foster a more self-directed and engaged learning mindset. However, while
quantitative instruments can efficiently gauge overall tendencies and correlations, they may fall short
in capturing the “complex, subjective dimensions” of learner experience. To address this limitation, we
incorporated a “qualitative component” into the study design. At the end of the semester, all students
were invited to complete an open-ended feedback questionnaire, which encouraged them to reflect on
their learning journey in depth. This second instrument was designed to contextualize the numerical
data by providing rich, descriptive accounts of individual student experiences.

The open-ended questionnaire included prompts such as: “No matter whether the course content is
simple or difficult, I am confident that I can learn it”; “I am highly motivated to learn in this class”;
“When learning new knowledge in the course, I make an effort to understand it”; and “I participate
in course activities mainly to get good grades” which questions are intentionally broad to allow
students to express their perceptions freely, and to reveal emotional, cognitive, and social responses
that might not be captured through closed-ended survey items. Through their responses, students may,
for example, share specific examples of how group work contributed to their confidence, or how the
instructional design either supported or hindered their language development. The combination of
these two data sources—a structured Likert-scale questionnaire and an open-ended reflective feedback
form—allowed for a “more holistic assessment” of the instructional intervention. The “quantitative
data” offer generalizable results and enable group comparisons, while the “qualitative data” add depth
and context, shedding light on the “reasons behind” the observed patterns. For example, if students
in the experimental group reported higher motivation scores, their written feedback may explain how
peer collaboration or a supportive classroom culture played a role in this outcome.

3. Results and Discussion

3.1. Research Implementation

The research study was systematically organized over the duration of a single academic semester, as
illustrated in Fig. 1. This longitudinal approach allows for a comprehensive evaluation of both instruc-
tional impact and learner development over an extended period. The procedure was carefully designed
to ensure methodological rigor and consistency in instructional delivery and data collection across both
the experimental and control groups. During the initial week of the semester, all participants received
an introductory session outlining course objectives, instructional methods, and evaluation criteria.
Subsequently, a pre-test was administered to students in both groups to assess their existing knowledge
of French grammar, specifically their proficiency acquired in the prerequisite course, French Grammar
II. This pre-test served a dual purpose: it not only established a baseline for measuring academic
progress but also informed the composition of student teams within the experimental condition.
Following the pre-test, the experimental group was systematically divided into three heterogeneous
teams, each consisting of four students. These groupings were deliberately structured to reflect a range
of proficiency levels, thereby facilitating peer-supported learning in each team. This grouping strategy
aligns with the principles of the Student Teams Achievement Divisions (STAD) cooperative learning
model, which emphasizes team diversity, individual accountability, and collaborative achievement. By
contrast, the control group proceeded with conventional teacher-centered instruction, characterized
by randomly formed peer interactions and a predominantly lecture-based pedagogical approach.

Midway through the semester, specifically during the eighth week, all participants were asked
to complete a motivation questionnaire designed to measure their affective engagement with the
course content and the instructional format. This instrument provides valuable insight into students’
attitudes toward the learning process, their level of interest, and perceived self-efficacy. Concurrently,
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Fig. 1. Implementation procedure.

qualitative data were collected through an open-ended survey, that allowed students to articulate their
personal experiences, perspectives on group dynamics, and reflections on instructional practices. The
incorporation of both quantitative and qualitative measures strengthened the capacity of the study
for triangulated analysis and enriched the interpretive depth of the findings. Throughout the semester,
a single instructor maintained instructional responsibilities to ensure pedagogical consistency. The
instructor employed a blended teaching strategy that incorporated the elements of the flipped class-
room model. Students were expected to engage with preparatory materials, such as video lectures and
digital content, outside of class hours, thereby reserving in-class time for interactive tasks, discussions,
and collaborative grammar exercises. In addition, the instructional framework was enhanced through
the inclusion of guest lectures delivered by subject-matter experts. These interactive grammar sessions
offered learners the opportunity to explore complex language structures in greater depth, receive expert
feedback, and engage with authentic linguistic inputs in a dynamic and participatory environment.

To elaborate further, the study commenced with a pre-test, using grades from a prior course,
French Grammar II. This ensured baseline comparability among participants and controlled for prior
knowledge and proficiency in French grammar. Notably, the students in French Grammar III are
the same as those who took French Grammar II, suggesting a longitudinal design that builds on
earlier academic data. This pre-test serveda critical role in experimental validity, providing a means
to assess learning gains and ensuring equivalence between the control and experimental groups before
the intervention. Students enrolled in French Grammar III were divided into two groups: a control
group consisting of 12 individuals and an experimental group with 14 individuals. This division marked
the initiation of the experimental phase of the study. The use of two distinct groups allowed for the
comparison of outcomes under different instructional strategies. The control group was exposed to
traditional group work, while the experimental group engaged in the STAD model. The discrepancy
in group size (12 vs. 14) should be noted, as it could introduce slight variations in interaction
dynamics and group performance metrics. The next phase involved implementation of the group
achievement differentiation method. Both groups received instruction in French Grammar III using
conventional classroom teaching methods. The teacher is responsible for delivering the course content
and integrating classroom activities as per the planned schedule. This ensurs a uniform instructional
context for both groups, isolating the variable of group learning strategy as the primary experimental
factor. Key differentiation occurs during group activities. All students participated in group-based
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tasks designed to reinforce the instructional content. However, the structure and organization of these
groups differed significantly between the control and experimental cohorts.

In the control group, students were randomly assigned to groups. This method reflects a traditional
approach to group learning in which team composition is typically arbitrary and does not account for
individual performance levels or collaborative learning strategies. Such an approach may not effectively
leverage peer learning potential or foster accountability among the group members. In contrast,
the experimental group was organized using the STAD method, a cooperative learning strategy
developed by Slavin (1986). This method involved grouping students with varying levels of academic
ability to promote peer tutoring and mutual support. Each member of the group is individually
responsible for learning the material; however, group success is measured by the improvement in each
member’s performance. This method encourages interdependence and accountability, thus aligning
individual motivation with collective achievement. Following the instructional and group activity
phases, all students completed an individual midterm examination, which served as a post-test. This
assessment provides the data necessary to evaluate the effectiveness of group-learning strategies. A key
methodological point is that while all students take the exam individually, the experimental group’s
results are reported as a group average, aligning with the STAD emphasis on collective success. This
experimental design offers a robust framework for exploring how different group structuring methods
affect student learning outcomes in higher education language courses. The use of pre- and post-tests
enables the measurement of academic gains, while the clear differentiation in group structuring allows
for causal inferences regarding the impact of the STAD method.

One of the strengths of this design was its ecological validity. Since the experiment took place within
the context of a real university course, the results are more likely to be generalizable to actual classroom
settings. Additionally, the emphasis of the STAD method on heterogeneous grouping and shared
responsibility aligns with current pedagogical theories advocating active, student-centered learning.
However, there are some limitations to consider. The unequal group sizes may introduce bias or
affect the group dynamics. Furthermore, using the group averages for the experimental group may
obscure individual improvements, potentially limiting the granularity of the analysis. Future research
could improve this by reporting both group and individual scores to provide a more comprehensive
understanding of the effects of cooperative learning. A comparison between the individual scores of
the control group and the group average of the experimental group allows researchers to assess whether
collaborative learning based on the STAD framework leads to improved academic outcomes. However,
this averaging of scores in the experimental group might mask individual variations in learning gains
and should be interpreted with caution.

This study contributes to the growing body of literature on cooperative learning by empirically
examining the effectiveness of the student teams achievement divisions method in a foreign language
grammar course. The flowchart illustrates a thoughtful and systematic experimental design that
controls prior knowledge, standardizes instructional delivery, and manipulates group structuring as an
independent variable. The results, derived from midterm exam performances, offer insights into how
structured group achievement differentiation can foster improved learning outcomes. As educational
institutions continue to seek innovative methods to enhance student engagement and achievement,
strategies such as STAD warrant further investigation and implementation.

3.2. Research Results

As for the outcome of the average post-test score, Table III presents the pre-test and post-test scores
for three subgroups within an experimental group: Group A, Group B, and Group C. Each group
consisted of five participants, and their learning progress was evaluated by comparing individual pre-
test scores with corresponding post-test scores. The average post-test score for each group is also
provided, offering a clear basis for comparison. Group A included participants with a wide range of
initial proficiencies, from a very low pre-test score of 30 to a perfect score of 100. Post-test results
showed a significant improvement for the lowest-scoring participant (from 30 to 47), although the gain
was modest compared to others in the group. The participant with a pre-test score of 94 improved
to 99, and that with 100 slightly decreased to 98. The average post-test score for Group A was 78,
suggesting moderate overall improvement, although variability among participants was high. Group B
demonstrated strong outcomes, with pre-test scores ranging from 73 to 97, and post-test scores ranging
from 79 to 97. This group showed consistent performance improvements across all participants,
particularly mid-range performers. The number of participants who scored 73 improved to 79, while
others made moderate but meaningful gains. The group’s average post-test score was 90.2, the highest
among all three groups, indicating that this set of learners benefited the most from the intervention.
Group C had mixed results. Although the initial scores ranged from 73 to 96, post-test performance
fluctuated. One participant’s score decreased from 85 to 72, while others, such as those who scored
96, improved slightly to 92. This suggests that, while some learners maintained or improved their
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TABLE III: The Grouping and the Post-test Score in the Experimental Group

Experimental group Pre-test score Post-test score

Group A
11250003 30 47
11250002 88 68
11250004 94 99
11250007 100 98

Average post-test score 78
Group B

11150008 73 79
11250009 79 97
11250003 83 86
11250005 95 97
11250001 97 92

Average post-test score 90.2
Group C

10930002 73 62
11250002 76 80
11150005 85 72
11150001 89 86
11250004 96 92

Average post-test score 78.4

performance, others regressed. The average post-test score for Group C was 78.4, which was slightly
higher than that of Group A but well below that of Group B.

In summary, Group B demonstrated the most consistent and substantial improvement, suggesting a
positive response to the instructional approach used. Groups A and C showed more varied outcomes,
possibly because of differences in initial proficiency levels, learning needs, or instructional fit. These
results could inform further analysis of how learner characteristics and group dynamics influence
learning gains.

This study examined the pedagogical efficacy of the Student Teams-Achievement Divisions (STAD)
cooperative learning strategy in a university-level French grammar course. Specifically, the research
focused on the extent to which this instructional approach influenced students’ academic performance
and motivational levels, with particular attention paid to variations across proficiency levels. The
findings revealed a differentiated impact of the STAD method, highlighting its particular benefits
for students positioned at the lower and lower-intermediate ends of the proficiency spectrum. The
STAD model, as implemented in this study, is characterized by structured team collaboration, peer
accountability, and cooperative goal-setting. While students in the higher proficiency range exhibited
relatively stable academic performance regardless of the instructional model, the same was not true for
their lower-proficiency peers. Data collected from post-tests and motivation questionnaires suggest that
learners with lower grammatical proficiency experienced substantial gains in both academic outcomes
and affective engagement with course content.

These findings may be attributed to the several core features of STAD. First, the use of heterogeneous
grouping, in which teams were composed of students with diverse skill levels—provided struggling
learners with consistent access to peer modeling and scaffolding. High-achieving team members con-
tributed explanations and clarified content, thereby reinforcing their understanding while supporting
their peers. This collaborative dynamic fostered a low-stress, high-support learning environment in
contrast to the competitive and isolating nature of conventional classroom settings. Second, peer-
led discussions and cooperative task completion encouraged active participation from all students,
particularly those who might otherwise be hesitant to engage in teacher-centered instructional formats.
The group-based structure of the STAD appeared to reduce the cognitive and emotional barriers often
faced by lower-performing students. As they contributed to shared goals and experienced incremental
success, they developed greater academic confidence and a heightened sense of responsibility for
their own learning. Moreover, the inclusive pedagogical climate cultivated through STAD not only
enhanced academic performance but also positively influenced student motivation. Participants in
the experimental group reported increased interest in the subject matter and greater willingness
to invest effort in grammar-related tasks. These attitudinal shifts were supported by qualitative
feedback, in which students frequently cited the value of peer interaction, motivational boost of group
accountability, and encouragement received from teammates.

Although the benefits of the STAD approach were more pronounced among lower-proficiency
learners, the findings also suggest that even higher-achieving students derived value from the model,
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particularly in terms of reinforcing their mastery by teaching others. However, the marginal academic
gains observed for these students imply that cooperative learning may be more critical for scaffolding
lower-level learners than for enhancing the performance of those who are already proficient. In
conclusion, the STAD method offers a compelling pedagogical strategy to improve educational
equity in language instruction. Emphasizing collaboration, peer support, and differentiated interaction
creates a learning environment where students of varying abilities can thrive, particularly those who
face challenges in more traditional instructional settings.

The motivation scale shown in Fig. 2 includes ten survey items addressing various dimensions of
student engagement, motivation, and learning behavior. Each response was recorded on using a Likert
scale (1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree). The data offered insights into students’ cognitive and
motivational orientations. A high frequency of ratings between 4 and 5 across most items suggests a
generally positive engagement with the course material. For example, several respondents rated Items 1,
2, and 3 with 5, indicating a strong sense of self-efficacy, intrinsic motivation, and cognitive engagement
factors positively correlated with academic achievement in the literature. Interestingly, Item 10 (grade-
oriented motivation) also received high scores from many respondents, with multiple entries of 5. This
suggests that, while students are intrinsically motivated to learn and comprehend material, extrinsic
motivation (i.e., performance goals) is also a significant factor. This duality is supported by goal
orientation theory, which posits that students often balance mastery (deep learning) and performance
goals (grades) simultaneously. For items related to metacognitive strategies (such as item 5: planning
during learning), scores tended to vary more, with some respondents selecting mid-range values (3
or 4). This may reflect a less consistent implementation of metacognitive strategies among students,
indicating a potential area for instructional intervention. Another noteworthy pattern is the consistent
score of 5 for item 7 (“When I answer incorrectly, I still put in effort”) among many participants.
This suggests a resilient mindset and aligns with the concept of academic grit—perseverance in the
face of failure, which is predictive of long-term success. Overall, this dataset reflected a generally high
level of student motivation and engagement. Students reported strong confidence in their learning
capabilities, actively strived to understand course content, and remained persistent in the face of
challenges. However, variability in planning behaviors and the strong role of grade-oriented motivation
indicate areas where pedagogical strategies can be refined to support deeper learning approaches.

Fig. 2. The motivation scale.
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4. Conclusion

While the current study demonstrates promising outcomes regarding the application of the Student
Teams-Achievement Divisions (STAD) cooperative learning strategy, particularly in enhancing the
motivation and academic performance of lower- and lower-intermediate proficiency learners, some
limitations warrant further exploration. Notably, the relatively minimal impact of STAD on high-
achieving students suggests the necessity for pedagogical refinement to ensure that all learners
optimally benefit from cooperative instructional frameworks. One promising avenue for addressing this
issue is the integration of differentiated instructions into the STAD model. Differentiation recognizes
that learners possess diverse strengths, interests, and levels of readiness, and seeks to tailor instructional
strategies accordingly. Within a cooperative learning context, differentiation can be implemented
by assigning high-achieving students to more complex, cognitively demanding tasks that align with
their advanced linguistic capabilities. These tasks might include leading group discussions, mentoring
peers, designing supplementary grammar activities, or engaging in meta-linguistic analysis of gram-
matical rules. By embedding such enrichment opportunities, educators can support the continued
intellectual development of high-performing students while maintaining the collaborative spirit that
underpins STAD.

Moreover, differentiated instruction can encourage greater learner autonomy in advanced students.
Instead of being confined to the role of peer supporters, they can take ownership of their learning by
exploring advanced content, formulating their own questions, and engaging in self-directed projects.
These activities can cultivate higher-order thinking skills and ensure that cooperative learning remains
challenging and meaningful for all participants, regardless of their proficiency level. In addition
to instructional design considerations, future research should adopt longitudinal methodologies to
examine the enduring effects of STAD-based interventions. While the current study demonstrated
significant short-term gains in motivation and academic achievement among lower-achieving learners,
it remains unclear whether these improvements are sustained over time and whether they contribute
meaningfully to long-term language development. A longitudinal design would enable researchers to
track students’ progress across multiple semesters or language courses, thereby providing insights into
the durability and transferability of cooperative learning benefits. This extended perspective is essential
for assessing the practical utility of STAD in broader curricular contexts and for informing long-term
educational planning.

To further enhance the effectiveness and reach of the STAD model, educators may also consider
incorporating digital technologies into a cooperative learning environment. Technological tools such
as interactive grammar platforms, online collaborative workspaces (e.g., shared Google Docs, forums,
and learning management systems), and mobile language-learning applications can provide students
with expanded opportunities for practice, engagement, and feedback outside formal classroom hours.
For instance, team members can collaborate asynchronously on grammar exercises, receive real-time
feedback through adaptive apps, or co-construct learning artifacts such as digital grammar guides or
video tutorials. These digital enhancements not only extend learning beyond the physical classroom,
but also support varied learning styles and increased accessibility for diverse student populations.
Cross-cultural and cross-linguistic replication is another area that merits further attention. While
the present study focused on a French grammar course within a specific academic context, it is
crucial to determine whether the observed outcomes are replicable across other second -or foreign-
language learning environments. Future research could examine the implementation of STAD in the
instruction of other target languages such as German, Spanish, Japanese, or Mandarin, and within
varied sociocultural contexts including different educational systems, institutional cultures, or learner
demographics. Such comparative studies would help to assess the generalizability of the model and
refine its components to suit a broader range of linguistic and cultural settings.

Furthermore, while quantitative data and open-ended surveys provided valuable insights into the
current study, a more nuanced understanding of learner experiences could be achieved through
qualitative methodologies such as in-depth interviews or focus group discussions. These methods
allow the exploration of students’ personal narratives, perceptions of group dynamics, and emotional
responses to cooperative learning environments. For example, interviews might reveal the specific
strategies students use to navigate team roles, the challenges they face when collaborating with
peers of varying proficiencies, or their evolving attitudes toward grammar learning. Such qualitative
data would complement statistical findings and offer a richer, more comprehensive portrait of how
cooperative learning is internalized and experienced. It is also important to acknowledge that the
successful implementation of the STAD model relies heavily on the instructor’s role as facilitator.
Unlike traditional instructional formats, in which the teacher is the primary source of knowledge,
cooperative learning requires instructors to manage complex social and academic interactions, monitor
team progress, resolve conflicts, and ensure equitable participation. As such, the pedagogical skill
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set required for STAD differs substantially from that required for conventional teaching. To support
educators in effectively adopting this model, professional development initiatives should be designed
that focus on collaborative learning theory, classroom management techniques, and practical strategies
for forming and maintaining heterogeneous teams. These training programs might include workshops,
teaching simulations, and access to instructional resources such as team activity templates, assessment
rubrics, and digital toolkits. In addition, peer observation and reflective teaching practices should be
encouraged to foster continuous professional growth. By equipping instructors with the knowledge
and tools necessary to implement cooperative learning successfully, educational institutions can create
more inclusive and effective language learning environments.

In conclusion, while the current study affirms the value of the STAD cooperative learning model
in fostering improved motivation and academic performance, particularly among lower-proficiency
students, considerable scope remains for further innovation and exploration. By incorporating dif-
ferentiated instruction, adopting longitudinal research designs, leveraging digital tools, expanding to
new linguistic and cultural contexts, and investing in teacher training, future research and practice can
continue to refine cooperative learning strategies that promote equity, engagement, and excellence in
language education.

Conflict of Interest

The author declares that there is no conflict of interest.

References

Chang, Y. W. (2003). The effects of cooperative learning on interpersonal relationships and self-esteem of junior high school students
[Master’s thesis]. National Taichung University of Education.

Chao, M. S. (2007). The effects of cooperative learning on learning behavior and classroom climate of junior high school students
[Master’s thesis]. National Kaohsiung Normal University.

Gillies, R. M. (2007). Cooperative Learning: Integrating Theory and Practice. Sage.
Gillies, R. M., & Boyle, M. (2010). Teachers’ reflections on cooperative learning: Issues of implementation. Teaching and Teacher

Education, 26(4), 933–940. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2009.10.034.
Jacobs, G. M., Power, M. A., & Loh, W. I. (2002). The Teacher’s Sourcebook for Cooperative Learning: Practical Techniques,

Basic Principles, and Frequently Asked Questions. Corwin Press.
Johnson, D. W., & Johnson, R. T. (2009). An educational psychology success story: Social interdependence theory and

cooperative learning. Educational Researcher, 38(5), 365–379. https://doi.org/10.3102/0013189X09339057.
Kagan, S. (1994). Cooperative Learning. Kagan Publishing.
Krashen, S. D. (1982). Principles and Practice in Second Language Acquisition. Pergamon Press.
Long, M. H., & Porter, P. A. (1985). Group work, interlanguage talk, and second language acquisition. TESOL Quarterly,

19(2), 207–228. https://doi.org/10.2307/3586827.
Ning, H., & Hornby, G. (2014). The impact of cooperative learning on tertiary EFL learners’ motivation. Educational Review,

66(1), 108–124. https://doi.org/10.1080/00131911.2013.768701.
Partnership for 21st Century Skills. (2009). P21 framework definitions. https://www.battelleforkids.org/networks/p21.
Sharan, Y. (1994). Cooperative learning and the use of group investigations in science teaching. Science Education, 78(1), 37–73.

https://doi.org/10.1002/sce.3730780104.
Slavin, R. E. (1986). Using Student Team Learning. 3rd ed. Center for Social Organization of Schools, Johns Hopkins University.
Slavin, R. E. (1995). Cooperative Learning: Theory, Research, and Practice. 2nd ed. Allyn & Bacon.
Slavin, R. E. (1996). Research on cooperative learning and achievement: What we know, what we need to know. Contemporary

Educational Psychology, 21(1), 43–69. https://doi.org/10.1006/ceps.1996.0004.
Swain, M. (1985). Communicative competence: some roles of comprehensible input and comprehensible output in its

development. In S. Gass, & C. Madden (Eds.), Input in second language acquisition (pp. 235–253). Newbury House.
Vygotsky, L. S. (1978). Mind in Society: The Development of Higher Psychological Processes. Harvard University Press.

Vol 4 | Issue 5 | September 2025 12

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2009.10.034
https://doi.org/10.3102/0013189X09339057
https://doi.org/10.2307/3586827
https://doi.org/10.1080/00131911.2013.768701
https://www.battelleforkids.org/networks/p21
https://doi.org/10.1002/sce.3730780104
https://doi.org/10.1006/ceps.1996.0004

	Cooperative Ability X Foreign Language Skill: Study of Achievement in French Grammar Learning
	1. Introduction
	2. Method
	3. Results and Discussion
	4. Conclusion
	Conflict of Interest
	References



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile (None)
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages false
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Average
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth 8
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /FlateEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages false
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages false
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Average
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth 8
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /FlateEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages false
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages false
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000500044004600206587686353ef901a8fc7684c976262535370673a548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200208fdb884c9ad88d2891cf62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef653ef5728684c9762537088686a5f548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200204e0a73725f979ad854c18cea7684521753706548679c300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b370c2a4d06cd0d10020d504b9b0d1300020bc0f0020ad50c815ae30c5d0c11c0020ace0d488c9c8b85c0020c778c1c4d560002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken voor kwaliteitsafdrukken op desktopprinters en proofers. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents for quality printing on desktop printers and proofers.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure true
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [300 300]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


