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Abstract
This study aims to: 1) describe the effects of cooperative learning (CL ) on achievement motivation of female
college students, and 2) compare the difference in the achievement motivation between the female college
students learning through cooperative learning and those learning through the traditional learning pattern. In this
study , an intervention program was devised as part of a new learning style to encourage the performance of
physical education and achievement motivation in which students (mean age =21.2years, N= 67) were invited to
participate as part of physical classes. The questionnaire were completed as pre-test at the beginning of the
intervention for overall the treated and control groups and as post-tests at the end of week twelve. T test
measures were used to examine whether there were significant differences of achievement motivation within the
two groups. The results showed that the cooperative learning classes to improve the achievement motivation
among the female college students.
Keywords: cooperative learning, female university students, motivation
1. Introduction
Since 1985, China’s economic system has been transitioning from a planned economy to a market one. China’s
political system has begun to improve from the centralization of state power to local democracy and autonomous
diversification. These changes in China’s economic and political systems have provided a suitable environment
for educational reforms, shifting from a traditionally rigid and closed system to a flexible and more open one
(Guan & Meng, 2007). Influenced by innovation, the National PE curriculum has undergone major changes as
well. In 2002, a new curricular concept for PE was adopted and implemented. The Chinese Ministry of
Education (2002) officially initiated the Course Standard of PE and Health, which outlines the general direction
and aim for PE reform in the next decade. This course standard suggests that the focus of PE should evolve from
its sport skill-related objectives to a fitness, health, cognitive, and affective orientation. In this new concept, the
PE curriculum aims to develop motor competencies and promote healthy and safe lifestyles, sports participation,
and social adaptability of students (Chinese Ministry of Education, 2002).
To achieve the goals of the new PE curriculum, schools were advised to shift PE teaching from direct teaching
that focuses on the mastery of techniques to a facilitative style of teaching that emphasizes student interests and
needs (Chinese Ministry of Education, 2002). Based on these guiding principles, various new pedagogical
models have been introduced in the primary and secondary schools in China (Wang, Qiu, & Xiao, 2010).
As a student-centered and inquiry-based pedagogical model, cooperative learning (CL) was introduced in China
in the 1990s. At present, CL is provided as part of a pedagogy course and a pedagogical model for pre-service
teachers in several universities. Furthermore, several workshops on CL are provided to in-service teachers from
various cities of China. However, no studies on the effects of CL on students’ achievement motivation in China
have been conducted.
1.1 Traditional Teaching
The traditional teaching model was influenced by Kairov’s pedagogy (1956) in Soviet Union (Wang, 2004). This
teaching method begins with the instruction of the teacher, then practice of students (Jiang, 2007). Teacher’s
behavior occupies a dominant position in the whole learning process, which can not provide students with a
chance to active learning and less opportunity to communicate with other students. In addition, physical educator
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may use inappropriate teaching practices which can lead to students stand. Monotonous teaching pattern and
boring teaching content not only restricted a variety of teaching around waiting (Dunn, et al. 1991), “Waiting”
students rarely experience the joy of involvement in activities patterns’ developing but also make student lose
their interesting for P.E. curriculum (Hao, et al. 2010) which can provide them a sense of worth, belonging,
accomplishment, and priding.
1.2 Cooperative Learning
Cooperative Learning (CL) is an instructional model that also shifts the focus of learning to the student (Dyson,
Griffin & Hastie, 2004). A primary goal in CL is that each student becomes a heterogeneous groups to master the
content. The students are not only responsible for learning the material, but also for helping their group-mates
learn (Antil, Jenkins, Wayne, & Vadasay, 1998; Putnam, 1998)
There is a growing body of research in education that reports the benefits of cooperative learning (Cohen,1994;
Johnson & Johnson, 1989; Kagan, 1990; Slavin, 1990,1996). Substantial evidence exists to support the idea that
students working in small cooperative groups can master material presented by the teacher better than students
working on their own (Cohen, 1994; Johnson & Johnson, 1989; Slavin, 1990, 1996). CL also has social
outcomes such as positive inter-group relations, the ability to work collaboratively with others, and the
development of self-esteem (Cohen, 1994; Johnson & Johnson, 1989; Slavin, 1990, 1996).
There are four major CL approaches: (a) conceptual, (b) structural, (c) curricular, and (d) complex instruction.
First, Johnson and Johnson (1989) have developed the conceptual approach, which is based on the premise that
teachers can learn the key elements of structuring effective cooperative learning activities. Johnson, Johnson, and
Johnson-Holubec (1998) presented five main elements that they believe are necessary for cooperative learning to
be successful. First, positive interdenpendence refers to each group member learning to depend on the rest of the
group while working together to complete the task. Second individual accountability is defined as practices
teachers use to establish and maintain student responsibility for appropriate behavior, engagement, and outcomes.
Third, promotive face-to-face interaction is literally head-to head discussion around the group in close proximity
to each other. Fourth, interpersonal and small group skills are developed through the tasks and include listening,
shared decision making taking responsibility, learning to give and receive feedback, and learning to encourage
each other. Finally, group processing refers to time allocated to discussing how well the group members achieved
their goals and maintained effective working relationships.
One of the most appealing attributes of cooperative learning is its dual focus on social and academic outcomes
(Antil et al., 1998; Cohen, 1994; Putnam, 1998). Research has shown that CL can have a positive impact on
social variables including inter-group relations, ability to work collaboratively with others, and self-esteem
(Jognson & Johnson, 1989; Sapon-Shevin, 1994; Slavin, 1996).
Cooperative learning works to place the students at the center of learning. In a cooperative learning lesson, all
students contribute to group work, and students rely on each other to complete the task. The teacher acts as a
facilitator and works to shift the responsibility to the students while holding them accountable. Putnam (1998)
point out that educators are not typically aware of the conditions that are essential for cooperative learning to
lead to positive outcomes. Putnam (1998) suggested that “simply placing students in groups and asking them to
cooperate will not ensure higher achievement or positive interpersonal outcomes” (p.18). The implementation of
cooperative learning is a complex process (Antil et al., 1998; Cohen, 1994; Cohen & Lotan, 1997; Dyson, 2002;
Putnam, 1998) and it may take three or more years for a teacher to feel comfortable with this instructional model
(Dyson, Griffin & Hastie; 2004).
In physical education, CL has enhanced students’ goals for lessons, helped students take responsibility through
roles, improves students’ motor skills and strategizing, enhanced students’ communication skills, improves
students’ working together and help students accountable through the use peer assessment and task sheets
(Dyson, 2001, 2002). Barrett (2000) found that cooperative structures increased students’ trials in sports skills
units. In addition, low- skilled male and female students also showed improved performances.
1.3 Achievement Motivation
Achievement Motivation was proposed by Atkinson and Feather (1966). They stated “the strength of motivation
to perform some act is assumed to be a multiplicative function of the strength of the motive, the expectancy
(subjective probability)that the act will have as a consequence the attainment of an incentive, and the value of the
incentive: Motivation=f (Motive × Expectancy × Incentive)”. Atkinson & Feather (1966) also stated that a
person’s achievement oriented behavior is based on three parts: the first part being the individual’s
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predisposition to achievement, the second part being the probability of success, and third, the individual’s
perception of value of the task.
Motivation, as it relates to students, is very important. The training literature has reported to exhibit a positive
relationship with learning outcomes (Colquitt & Simmering, 1998; Mathieu et al., 1992; Quinones, 1995).
According to Keefe & Jenkins (1993), students who have high motivation to achieve generally do well
academically, and students with low motivation do not well do well academically (Keefe, Jenkins, 1993).
Purpose:
The first purpose is to examine the effect of cooperative learning on student achievement motivation.
The second purpose of this experimental study is to investigate the effects of two different teaching methods on
achievement motivation of female college students in Shanghai, China.
2. Research Method
2.1 Research Design
Two groups of students participated in this study including one control (Teacher-centered techniques) group and
one experimental group. A pre-test/post-test research design was followed to investigate the effects of an
intervention program using CLS on the achievement motivation of female university students.
2.2 Participants
The comparative research design was adopt by collecting data from three college students cohorts. A total of 67
2nd year female students at Shanghai University of Finance and Economics who attended aerobics course
responded to this survey. The subjects were 20-22 years old and were composed of 2 cohorts: (1) The first group
(N=33) was used CL method (2) The second group (N=34) was applied the traditional teaching method.
2.3 Intervention Program
The 12-week teaching program, in which a series of aerobics movement examined and approved by Chinese
Aerobic Association was taught by an expert on aerobics. The total of the 67 participants were selected randomly
from the population. This technique was employed in order to achieve an unbiased selection of subjects (Ary,
Jacobs & Razavieh, 1990). The intervention program was sent to a supervisory committee and also experts in the
field in China for checking the content of the plans. Most of the plans were amended to fit with the purpose of
the study.
Teachers Uses:
The two teachers aged from 33 to 35 bachelor degree in physical education and sport science (Bachelor), and had
six years of teaching experiences. Therefore, the teacher of the experimental group were exposed to a two-week
training course on the implementation of the CLS technique (Goudas & Magotsiou, 2009). The person who
undertook the training of the teacher held a PhD. Degree in CL.
The cooperative learning training course included three main stages such as the theoretical cooperative learning
approach, practical implemental and the control group. The subjects in two groups were exposed to achievement
motivation test. The pretest scores helped to determine the prevailing level of the achievement motivation and
the motor skills of the students.
After week twelve of the study, both groups were subjected to the post-test which was administrated the same
procedure as the pre-test.
2.4 Instruments
The Achievement Motive Scale ( AMS) was adopted in this study. AMS (Gjesme, Nygard, 1970) was revised by
Ye and Hagtvei K.A in 1998. This scale has 30 items, including the motivation of pursuing success (Ms) and
motive to avoid failure (Mf). Responses were coded on a five-point scale (from not at all =1, to very much =5).
The individual’s perception of probability for achieving the task would cause a need to achieve and a fear of
failure. Both are strong emotions that influence the individual’s decision on whether or not to attempt the task
(Bar-Tal, Frieze, and Greenberg, 1974). If a task simultaneously arouses an individual’s motivation to approach
the task and motivation to avoid the task, then the sum of the two motivations will be the result. If the result is
more positive to approach the task, then the individual will be motivated toward the task. If the result is more
positive to avoid the task, then the individual will be motivated to avoid the task (Atkinson, Feather, 1966). AMS
has been translated in to many languages (Yeo, Lay See. 2012) and widely used in many fields (Xu, 2012; Chen,
2012; Che, 2004).The scale’s split-half reliability is 0.77 and validity is 0.58, coefficient of internal consistency
is 0.68.
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2.5 Data Analysis
The computer statistical program SPSS 18.0 package (PASW) was used to analyze quantitative data. Means were
calculated for the experimental and control group based on the responses of the subjects to the AMS. The
Paired-Samples T test was adopted to examine the difference of student achievement motivation between preand post- CL program. The Independent-Samples T test was applied to compare the effects of the traditional
teaching and CL on student achievement motivation.
3. Results
Table 1. Independent-samples t test of achievement between CL group and control group at post test
Achievement motivation

GL group(N=33)

Control group(N=34)

t

M

SD

M

SD

Ms

49.93

5.18

38.19

5.05

-5.38***

Mf

23.54

3.23

31.08

6.36

6.92***

Achievement motivation (Ms-Mf)

20.39

6.99

7.12

8.63

-2.00***

*p<0.05 **p<0.01 ***p<0.001
Table 2. Paired-samples t test of achievement motivation between pre- and post-test in CL group
Achievement motivation

Pre-test

Post-test

t

M

SD

M

SD

Ms

49.93

5.18

38.29

6.38

-3.47*

Mf

23.54

3.23

31.39

7.48

6.50**

Achievement motivation (Ms-Mf)

20.39

6.99

6.90

9.76

-2.15**

*p<0.05 **p<0.01 ***p<0.001
Based on the result of Table 1, Difference was between the traditional teaching and the cooperative learning
(t=-2.00, p=0.000<0.001). The mean scores of motivation in the control group (M=7.12, SD=8.63) was
significantly lower than the experimental group (M=20.39, SD=6.99 ).
From the result of Table 2, CL group had significant difference of pre and post test (t = -2.15, p =0.000<0.001 ).
The scores of pre-test (M=20.39, SD=6.99) is lowerer than that of post test (M =6.90, SD=9.76).
4. Discussion
Comparison of the cooperative form of teaching and the traditional teaching method revealed clear differences in
the achievement motivation, and the result after the CL method implementing showed a significant difference
between pre-and post test. All these indicated that the CL method can improve students’ achievement motivation.
The reason might be as fallows:
1) Higher self-efficacy can increase motivation
Weiner’s (2000) attribution theory assumes that motivation is affected by how people attribute their past success
or failure (i.e.; stable , constant, and thus uncontrollable factors versus unstable, temporary, and thus controllable
factors). Bandura’s (1993) self-efficacy theory maintains that, if individuals deem competence as “acquired” (i.e.,
controllable based on the attribution theory), they focus on personal improvement and maintain strong
commitment to goals. Conversely when individuals deem competence as “inherent” (i.e., uncontrollable), they
maintain a self-diagnostic focus and recoil from challenging tasks in fear of having to acknowledge low inherent
ability in case of unsatisfying performance. Similarly, Covington’s (1992) self-worth theory assumes that
learners with low confidence often avoid working hard so that they can attribute failure to level of effort exert
(controllable) to retain their sense of control and self worth.
2) More successful experiences can increase motivation
Based on the motivation theories, it appears that in order to enhance motivation, instruction needs to be tailored
to help learners perceive competence as acquired skills and to enhance their sense of control over learning tasks.
In order for learners to perceive competence as attainable through efforts and to make them believe their power
in making a difference, allowing students to make improvement against their own past performance rather than
against their classmates seems a reasonable solution. In cooperative learning, this pedagogical practice is called
“equal opportunities for success” (Slavin, 1983), a feature shared by many cooperative learning methods.
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3) Setting a group goal can increase motivation
Locke and Latham’s (1990) goal setting theory argued that human behaviors are regulated by goals and that the
setting of personal goals are in turn influenced by factors such as group goals, role modeling, encouragement,
and feedback. These factors are compatible with Slavin’s (1995) model of cooperative learning, the setting of
group goals will trigger motivation to learn, motivation to encourage group members to learn, and motivation to
help group members to learn. students' achievement motivation is often higher in small-group activities because
students feel more positive about being able to complete a task with others than by working individually
(Johnson et al. 1991).
4) A positive relationships with classmates can increase motivation
When learning in a cooperative group setting, students develop a positive interdependence towards their
classmates, which increases motivation (Kraus et al; 2009). In a cooperative learning setting, behaviors such as
working hard, attending class, participating regularly, acknowledging others' efforts and receiving help from
colleagues are encouraged. In other words, cooperative learning encourages positive peer pressure and learning
becomes a valued activity. When success is based on the group's efforts rather than individual work, students
attribute success to hard work rather than luck, so they are motivated to give their best.
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