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Abstract  Keywords 

The educational concept of 21th century, during which great social, 
economic and technological developments are experienced, 
confers the responsibilities of determining the most relevant 
teaching approach and implementing this approach voluminously 
in the classrooms to the educators for the purpose of planning a 
qualified teaching process and performing the target acquisitions 
at the end of this process. It can be said that collaborative learning 
approach is qualified enough to fulfil this need in terms of its 
contribution to academic achievement and social skills of 
individuals. The fact that the studies done in different fields and 
different sample groups in the literature revealed positive effect of 
collaborative learning approach on academic achievement has 
created the need of meta-analysis of these researches. Within this 
frame, it was aimed to determine the effect of collaborative learning 
approach on academic achievement of students in Turkish courses 
in Turkey with this study. Within this scope, the related literature 
was scanned in order to reach the researches included in the study. 
As a result of this scanning, totally 32 researches examining the 
effect of collaborative learning approach on the academic 
achievement in Turkish courses of students studying in Turkey and 
providing the criteria determined for the study were included in 
meta-analysis.  Effect size values and combined effect sizes of each 
study were calculated by using Comprehensive Meta-Analysis 
(CMA) while normal distribution plot of effect sizes was calculated 
by using MetaWin software in the study carried on. As a 
consequence of meta-analysis, it was found out that collaborative 
learning approach has positive effect on academic achievement of 
the students in Turkish courses in comparison with traditional 
methods. In the end of the analysis done in terms of random effect 
models, the average effect value was calculated as 1,034 with 0,110 
errors. The lower bound of effect size was determined as 0,818 
while the upper bound was 1,251 within 95 % confidence interval.  
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When the findings attained are interpreted according to Cohen, 
Manion, and Morrison (2011), it can be stated that collaborative 
learning approach has large effect in terms of enhancing academic 
achievement in Turkish courses. 

  

Introduction 

The educational concept of 21st century during which great social, economic and technological 
developments are experienced confers the responsibilities of determining the most relevant teaching 
approach and implementing this approach voluminously in the classrooms to the educators for the 
purpose of planning a qualified teaching process and performing the target acquisitions at the end of 
this process. Investigating the researches done on in-classroom teaching implementations of teachers 
(Bardak & Karamustafaoğlu, 2016; Çelikkaya & Kuş, 2009; Karamustafaoğlu, Bayar, & Kaya, 2014; 
Saracaloğlu & Karasakaloğlu, 2011; Taşkaya & Muşta, 2008; Taşkaya & Sürmeli, 2014; Temizöz & Özgün 
Koca, 2008; Yeşilyurt, 2013) it was determined that the teachers serving in Turkey generally use 
traditional teaching method. However, a classroom environment in which the students can participate 
in classroom activities efficaciously, interact with the recently presented practices by impelling their 
pre-knowledge and experiences, explain their own opinions without hesitation, question and internalise 
multidimensional perspectives (Doğanay & Sarı, 2012) shoul be created for an effective learning-
introduction process. Considering this requirement, it can be said that the learning approaches 
providing students with the mentioned environments are needed. Considering the fact that 
collaborative learning approach increases academic achievement, contributes developing social circle, 
strengthens interpersonal communication (Slavin, 2013), respects diversity by eliminating prejudice 
(Cabrera et al., 2002), decreases cognitive load on individual’s mind (Kirschner, Paas, & Kirschner, 2009) 
improves critical thinking skill (Gokhale, 1995); it can be said that it is qualified enough to respond this 
need. Collaborative learning can be defined as a learning approach in which the students help each 
other’s academic development by forming little groups for a mutual goal (Prichard, Bizo, & Stratford, 
2006; Slavin, 2011), produce suggestions to problems through doing and experiencing (Maden, 2011) 
and in which group success is awarded in different ways (Açıkgöz, 2003). All students share different 
sources they posses, support each other mutually and thereby enhance their learnings to the maximum 
level in collaborative learning approach (Johnson & Johnson, 2002). 

It can be said that the basis of collaborative learning approach can be found in ancient 
civilizations investigating its origins. Nevertheless, the use of collaborative implementations as a 
learning approach founded on theoretical basis corresponds to second half of 19th century. The social 
dependency, cognitive development and behavioural learning approaches emerging in second half of 
19th century contributed to the development of theoretical bases of collaborative learning approach and 
its rich theoretical background (Johnson & Johnson, 2002). The studies carried on have revealed that 
collaborative learning approach affects students’ academic achievement positively at elementary school, 
middle school, high school and university levels of education (Avşar & Alkış, 2007; Doymuş, Şimşek, & 
Bayrakçeken, 2004; Huang, Su, Yang, & Liou, 2017; Pattanpichet, 2011; Sharan, 1980; Smith, Hinckley, 
& Volk, 1991; Stevens & Slavin, 1995; Sung & Hwang, 2013). The positive effect of collaborative learning 
on students’ academic achievement stands out also in the results of the studies (Ezell, Kohler, Jarzynka, 
& Strain, 1992; Ghaith, 2003; Henry, Castek, O'Byrne, & Zawilinski, 2012; Hitchcock, Dimino, Kurki, 
Wilkins, & Gersten, 2011; Philippakos & MacArthur, 2016) performed in terms of developing basic 
language skills. 

The fact that there are a lot of experimental researches revealing the effect of collaborative 
learning approach on academic achievement in different learning domains of Turkish courses with 
different student groups studying in Turkey has raised the need for meta-analysis of these researches. 
Because it is seen that the mentioned experimental researches are independent from each other and 
different results on some certain subjects are inferred from each one. These researches have some 
limitations such as sample, period, access, number of implementers, etc. The researches are generally 
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done independently from each other and end up with stating the fact that more researches should be 
done. It is a well-known truth that inclusive and reliable secondary studies are needed to interpret the 
knowledge attained by similar studies and to guide new studies (Akgöz, Ercan, & Kan, 2004). Therefore, 
it has been decided to do meta-analysis study for the purpose of reaching a more accurate judgement 
about the effect of the methods based collaborative learning approach on academic achievement in 
Turkish courses in comparison with traditional teaching methods; besides making more clear 
predictions and generalisations about the future. The aim of this research was determined as revealing 
the effect of collaborative learning approach on students’ academic achievement in comparison with 
traditional teaching. Accordingly, the problem statement has been determined as “Do the research 
results about the effect of collaborative learning approach on students’ academic achievement in 
comparison with traditional teaching differ on behalf of collaborative learning approach when the 
calculated effect sizes are taken into consideration? 

The sub-problems are:  

1) What is the distribution of the studies included in meta-analysis in terms of moderator 
variables??  

2)  Does collaborative approach have a different general effect on academic achievement in 
comparison with traditional teaching? 

3) Is there a significant difference among the effect sizes in terms of the learning domains of 
Turkish courses in which collaborative learning approach was implemented? 

4) Is there a significant difference in terms of educational level among the effect sizes of the studies 
in which collaborative learning approach was implemented? 

5) Is there a significant difference among the effect sizes of the studies in terms of the base 
techniques of collaborative learning used in experimental studies? 

6) Is there a significant difference among the effect sizes of the studies in terms of experimental 
implementation period? 

7) Is there a significant difference among the effect sizes of the studies in terms of the sample size 
the study implemented on? 

Method 

The research method used in the study, data collection, inclusion criteria, coding the data, data 
analysis and interpretation titles are stated in this chapter. 

Research Model 
Meta-analysis technique was used in the research with the purpose of synthesising the results 

of independent experimental studies investigating the effect of collaborative learning approach on 
academic achievement.  Meta-analysis can be described as classifying the researches done about a 
subject, theme or in a study field within the context of certain criteria; coherently comparing quantitative 
findings of these researches through statistical methods; combining and calculating their effect sizes 
(Cohen et al., 2011; Dinçer, 2014; Durlak & Lipsey, 1991; Hedges, 2007; Salkind, 2007). 

Data Collection 
The data of the study were collected in December in 2016. The necessary scanning was done by 

using the keywords “collaborative learning, Turkish course, academic achievement, reading, writing, 
listening, speaking” in Web of Science, ERIC, Scopus, EBSCOhost, ULAKBİM TR index, YÖK (National 
Council of Higher Education) Thesis and Google Scholar in order to reach the researches to be included 
in the study. At the end of the scanning, 29 articles and 21 post-graduate studies (13 master’s theses and 
8 doctoral dissertations) examining the effect of collaborative learning approach on Turkish courses 
academic achievement of students studying in Turkey were accessed.  
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These criteria were taken into consideration while determining the studies included in:  

1) The researches should be published between 2000 and 2016 years.  
2) The type of the researches should be master’s thesis, doctoral dissertation or article published 

in peer-reviewed scientific journals in English or Turkish languages. 
3) The researches should be in experimental pattern. 
4) The researches should be done with preschool, elementary school, middle school, high school 

and university students in Turkey. 
5) The information about validity and reliability of the studies should be given. 
6) Collaborative learning approach should be implemented to experimental group and traditional 

teaching approach should be implemented to control group in the researches. 
7) The necessary statistical information (arithmetical average, standard deviation or t-test, “F” test 

analysis results and pre-test post-test correlations) should be stated in order to calculate the 
effect sizes. 

8) The sample sizes should be given in the studies. 

The researches, recorded as a result of the scanning, were revised within the frame of the criteria 
stated above in order to carry on the study. 3 of the researches examining the effect of collaborative 
learning approach on Turkish course academic achievement of the students in Turkey were excluded 
from the study as they are theoretical, 15 were excluded also as they do not include arithmetical average, 
standard deviation, t-test, F test analysis result, and pre-test post-test total score correlations or the 
necessary values for calculating these. Additionally, it was determined that there are two studies in 
three researches and thereby 2 effect size values were calculated for the mentioned researches. They 
were included in the study in this way. Consequently, totally 32 researches were included in the meta-
analysis study in terms of the determined criteria.  

Coding the Data 
A coding form was created before meta-analysis study in order to handle the researches done 

about collaborative learning with an overall aspect and to determine the researches to be included in 
meta-analysis. This information was stated in the coding form; 

• Research name, author, publication year and type 
• Implementation period of research, learning domain the implementation was done in and 

collaborative approach technique preferred during the implementation 
• Educational level of the students participating in the research 
• Whether there are validity and reliability evidences of the measurement tools used in the 

researches 
• Total number of the study group of the research and descriptive statistics (sub-group size, mean 

and standard deviation of the group) of control-experimental groups. 

In order to provide the reliability of the study, coding of the researches included in meta-
analysis should be done by at least two domain experts (Cooper, 2017; Wilson, 2009). Therefore, the 
coding was done separately by two domain experts (Lecturers who have a doctoral degree in Turkish 
Language Education and give courses in related programs in faculty of education), then the necessary 
agreement was provided by gathering. Thus, it was aimed to prevent errors deriving from data entry. 
Coding reliability was calculated by using “Reliability = Number of agreement / (Agreement + 
Disagreement) x 100” formula (Miles ve Huberman, 1994) and founded as 94 %. If the values obtained 
from this formula are above 70 %, it is accepted enough for reliability (Yıldırım & Şimşek, 2011, p. 233). 
Accordingly, it can be said that the coding is reliable.  
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Data Analysis and Interpretation  
Fixed and random effect models are used for analysing and calculating the effect sizes of the 

data in meta-analysis studies. It is assumed that each of the studies included in analysis has a real effect 
size based on fixed effect model. Accordingly, the differences among all the observed effects stem from 
sampling error (Borenstein, Hedges, Higgins, & Rothstein, 2013). In random effect model, it is accepted 
that the real effect might differentiate from one research to another one (Bakioğlu & Özcan, 2016; Ellis, 
2010).  Differences might appear in effect sizes because that the densities of implementations done in 
the researches differ, different methods are included in implementation, research subjects might 
differentiate in sub-themes, sample sizes are different in all studies and individual variables  (Cooper, 
2017). The heterogeneity of the effect sizes’ distribution should be tested to decide which one of these 
two models will be selected. As a result of heterogeneity test, fixed effect model is required to be used 
if the effect sizes do not show heterogeneous distribution; random effect model is required if the they 
show heterogeneous distribution (Ellis, 2010). Generally, Q test is used for deciding whether the 
researches included in meta-analysis constitute a heterogeneous structure.  Q statistics is used for the 
purpose of testing zero hypothesis claiming that all the researches included in the study share the 
mutual effect through chi-square distribution (Borenstein et al., 2013). Accordingly, it is accepted that 
homogeneity condition is provided if Q statistics calculated per heterogeneity test is lower than the Q 
value corresponding in X2 table. Otherwise, heterogeneity condition is accepted as provided (Dinçer, 
2014). However, it is stated in the literature that Q test shares other statistical significance tests’ 
limitations (Üstün & Eryılmaz, 2014). Hence, I2 value which is another criterion for heterogeneity was 
calculated in the study. I2 informs the researches about real heterogeneity ratio of total variance in 
observed effect (Borenstein et al., 2013). The condition of I2 value lower than 25 % can be interpreted as 
low, 50% can be interpreted as medium and 75 % as high level of heterogeneity (Higgins, Thompson, 
Deeks, & Altman, 2003). 

The effect size values of each research included in the study and combined effect size were 
calculated by using Comprehensive Meta-Analysis (CMA) (Biostat Inc, 2005) software in the study. The 
formats, by which averages of experimental- control groups, standard deviation values, sample sizes of 
test statistics values (p value, t value etc.) can be inputted through interface presented by CMA program, 
were chosen in calculation of the effect sizes. It was examined by funnel plots and Rosenthal’s fail-safe 
N statistics whether the research has publication bias or not. “Analog ANOVA” test was used for 
comparing the effect sizes of different sub-groups of the researches included in the study. The 
moderators of the study were determined as learning domain, educational level, collaborative learning 
technique used in the research, experimental implication method and sample size. Hedge’s g coefficient 
was used for calculating the effect sizes. The confidence level was accepted as 95 % in calculation of the 
effect sizes. Additionally, Meta Win software was utilised to obtain normal distribution plot of the effect 
sizes.  The criteria (Cohen et al., 2011, p. 617) stated below are considered in interpreting the significance 
of the effect sizes obtained as a result of the study. These criteria can be used for Hedge’s g values 
although they were given for Cohen’s d (Dinçer, 2014).   

• 0 ≤ Effect size value ≤ 0,20 (Low Effect), 
• 0,21 ≤ Effect size value ≤ 0,50 (Small Effect),  
• 0,51 ≤ Effect size value ≤ 1,00 (Medium Effect), 
• 1,00 > Effect size value (Large Effect) 
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Results 

Initially, the descriptive characteristics of the researches included in meta-analysis are 
explained. The descriptive data about the researches examining the effect of collaborative learning 
approach on academic achievement in Turkish courses of students studying in Turkey are stated in 
Table 1. 

Table 1. The Descriptive Data About the Researches Examining the Effect of Collaborative Learning 
Approach on Academic Achievement in Turkish Courses 
  Frequency Percentage 

Study Type 
Article  20 % 62,5 
Thesis/Dissertation 12 % 37,5 

Study Year 

2004 1 % 3,1 
2005 2 % 6,3 
2006 2 % 6,3 
2007 1 % 3,1 
2008 1 % 3,1 
2009 1 % 3,1 
2010 5 % 15,6 
2011 6 % 18,8 
2012 5 % 15,6 
2013 2 % 6,3 
2014 2 % 6,3 
2015 2 % 6,3 
2016 2 % 6,3 

Educational Level of Sample 
Elementary School 7 % 21,9 
Middle School 18 % 56,3 
University 7 %21,9 

Learning Domain 

Grammar 7 % 21,9 
Listening 1 % 3,1 
Speaking 1 % 3,1 
Reading 11 % 34,4 
Writing 9 % 28,1 
General (Turkish Course) 3 % 9,4 

Collaborative Learning 
Technique 

Peer Feedback 2 % 6,3 
Combining 6 % 18,8 
Learning Together 12 % 37,5 
Group Research 1 % 3,1 
Twin Check 1 % 3,1 
Collaborative Reading and Composition 3 % 9,4 
Collaborative Discussion and Questioning 2 % 6,3 
Reading Circle 1 % 3,1 
Teams-Games-Tournaments 2 % 6,3 
Authoring Cycle 1 % 3,1 
Unidentified  1 % 3,1 

Sample Size 
30 ≤ N ≤ 50 7 % 21,9 
51 ≤ N ≤ 70 16 % 50,0 
71 ≤ N 9 % 28,1 

Implementation Period 

1 ≤ H ≤ 10 4 % 12,5 
11 ≤ H ≤ 20 5 % 15,6 
21 ≤ H ≤ 30 9 % 28,1 
31 ≤ H 4 % 12,5 
Unidentified  10 % 31,3 

 Total 32 % 100 
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Investigating Table 1. it is seen that totally 32 researches, 20 article (62,5 %) and 12 post-graduate 
thesis/dissertations (37,5 %), are included in meta-analysis. These researches done on the subject of 
collaborative learning approach’s effect on Turkish course academic achievement densify in 2011 (18,8 
%). It is found out that 18 researches (56,3 %) were done at middle school level, 7 each (21,9 %) were 
done at university and elementary school level when the samples of the respective researches are 
investigated. Investigating which learning domains the implementations were associated with 
collaborative learning in the researches included in meta-analysis; it is determined that 3 (9,4 %) 
researches are related to Turkish course general academic achievement, 11 (34,4 %) are related to 
reading skill, 9 (28,1 %) are related to writing skill, 7 (21,9 %) are related to grammar, 1 (3,1 %) is related 
to listening skill and 1 (3,1 %) is related to speaking skill. It is seen that learning together technique is 
the most frequently used one with 12 researches (37,5 %) when the statistics showing which techniques 
were based in the experimental implementations were investigated. It is identified that combining 
technique with 6 studies (18,8 %), collaborative reading and composition with 3 studies (9,4 %) follow 
learning together technique. The sample sizes of experimental and control groups included in 
collaborative learning implementations are expressed by grouping. According to the grouping; there 
are 7 studies (21,9 %) carried with sample of 30-50 persons, 16 studies (50,0 %) with 51-70 persons, 9 
studies (28,1 %) having 71 or more person sample size. Investigating the implementation periods of 
collaborative learning, it is determined that there are 4 researches (12,5 %) implemented for 1-10 hours, 
5 (15,6 %) for 11-20, 9 (28,1 %) for 21-30 and 4 for 31 hours or more.  It attracts the attention that the 
implementation period of 10 researches (31,1 %) were not stated in the researches. 

Findings about the Effect of Collaborative Learning Approach on Turkish Course Academic 
Achievement 

In order to evaluate the convenience of the effect sizes to be combined, normal distribution plot 
should be examined firstly. The plot showing normal distribution of the studies’ effect sizes is given in 
Figure 1. 

 
Figure 1. Normal Distribution Plot of The Studies’ Effect Sizes 

Investigating figure 1, it is seen that the effect sizes of the researches included in meta-analysis 
are at both sides of the normal distribution line and between the confidence interval indicated with the 
dotted lines. Within this context, it is seen that the researches included in the study show normal 
distribution. Rosenberg, Adams, and Gurevitch (2000) pointed out that it is statistically possible to 
calculate average effect sizes of the studies included in meta-analysis in case that the distribution is 
normal. Depending on this finding, average effect sizes of the researches included in meta-analysis were 
calculated and the answer was searched for “How is the effect of collaborative learning approach on 
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Turkish course academic achievement in comparison with traditional teaching?” sub-problem. It was 
examined whether there was publication bias in the researches included in meta-analysis before the 
average effect size was calculated. The funnel plot results related to publication bias probability are 
given in Figure 2. 

 
Figure 2. Funnel Plot Related to the Average Effect Sizes of Collaborative Learning Approach 

Investigating funnel plot in Figure 2, it is seen that the studies gather at the middle part and 
there is an almost symmetrical scatter at both sides of the line showing the combined effect size. In 
addition to funnel plot, it was investigated whether the study has publication bias by Rosenthal’s fail-
safe N statistics and fail-safe N was found as 3660 as a result of the analysis presented in Table 2. This 
value gives the number of the studies having effect at zero level for the mutual effect size calculated as 
1,408 at the end of meta-analysis to be statistically insignificant. Accordingly, it can be stated that the 
effect size obtained through meta-analysis is resistant to publication bias. Additionally, Mullen, 
Muellerleile, and Bryant (2001, p. 1454) stated that the result of meta-analysis can be resistant to future 
researches on the condition that the value obtained through N/(5k+10) formula is higher than 1. When 
the related calculations [3360/ (32*5+10) =19,764] were done, it was found out that the result was higher 
than 1. This value can be interpreted as relatively low publication bias of meta-analysis. 

Table 2. Calculating Rosenthal FSN for Meta-Analysis Examining the Effect of Collaborative Learning 
Approach on Turkish Course Academic Achievement 
Bias Condition 
Z value for observed studies 21,05206 
P value for observed studies 0,00000 
Alpha 0,05 
Direction 2 
Z value for alpha 1,95996 
Number of observed studies 32 
FSN  3660 
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The model for calculating the effect sizes should be determined and the effect sizes should be 
expressed according to the model after investigating normal distribution plot and publication bias 
statistics of the researches included in meta-analysis. 

Heterogeneous distribution value, average effect size and confidence intervals according to the 
effect model of the studies are presented in Table 3. 

Table 3. Average Effect Sizes and Lower-Upper Bounds of Confidence Interval in Terms of Effect 
Model 

Model 
Average Effect 
Size Value (ES) 

95% Confidence 
Interval for Effect Size Standard 

Error (SE) 
Homogeneity 

Value (Q) 
Degree of 
Freedom 

I2 p 
Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

Fixed 0,962 0,869 1,055 0,047 166,099 31 81,336 0,000 
Random 1,034 0,818 1,251 0,110     

Seen in Table 3, Q value was found as 166,099 as a result of calculating heterogeneity value of 
the researches included in the study according to the fixed effect model. Investigating 𝑥𝑥2 table, the 
critical value of 31 degree of freedom at 95 % significance level was determined as 44.985. Considering 
these findings, it is found out that Q value (166,099) is higher than the critical value of chi-square 
distribution for 31 degree of freedom (𝑥𝑥2 =44,985 for df=31). In this case, it can be figured out that the 
researches included in meta-analysis constitute a heterogeneous structure. Additionally, the value of 
81,366, obtained through calculating I2, indicates high level of heterogeneity. Therefore, random effects 
model was decided to be used in calculating average effect sizes of the researches included in meta-
analysis. 

The average effect size was calculated as 1,034 with 0,110 errors as a result of the analysis done 
according to random effects model. The lower bound of the effect size is 0,818 and upper bound is 1,251 
in 95 % confidence interval. Interpreting the findings according to Cohen et al. (2011), it can be said that 
collaborative learning approach has a strong level of effect in terms of increasing Turkish course 
academic achievement. The positivity of the average effect size (+1,034), indicates that the operational 
effect is on behalf of the experimental group. Forrest plot showing the distribution of primary studies’ 
effect sizes and created in terms of random effects model is presented in Figure 3. 



Education and Science 2018, Vol 43, No 194, 185-205 A. Kaldırım & Ö. F. Tavşanlı 

 

194 

 
Figure 3. Forest Plot Related to Effect Sizes of the Studies in Terms of Random Effects Model 

The black squares seen in figure 3 show the study’s effect size and the lines next to the squares 
indicate the lower and upper bounds of the effect size at 95 % confidence interval. The weight 
percentage given in the right part of forest plot numerically shows the effect percentage of each study 
in meta-analysis result. Investigating forest plot, it is identified the research having the largest 
confidence interval belongs to Yağmur Şahin, Maden, Kardaş, and Şahin (2011) and the smallest belongs 
to Susar Kırmızı (2006). It is determined that Yağmur Şahin et al.’s (2011) research has the smallest 
weight percentage while Susar Kırmızı’s (2006) has the largest one and the other researches have similar 
values of weight percentage as a result of the analysis. 

Considering the data about the effects sizes of the researches included in the study, it is seen 
that the smallest effect size is -0,478, the largest effect size is 2,794. Investigating the overall statistical 
results of the effect sizes, it is figured out that 30 of total 32 researches have positive and 2 have negative 
effect. 30 researches resulting positively have an effect on behalf of the experimental groups to which 
collaborative learning approach was implemented; on the other hand, 2 researches resulting negatively 
have an effect on behalf of the control groups to which traditional teaching methods were implemented. 

Findings about the Effect Sizes in Terms of Learning Domains 
The statistical analysis results of the sub-problem “Does the effect of collaborative learning 

approach on Turkish course academic achievement differ in terms of learning domains (grammar, 
reading, writing, general Turkish course)?” are given in Table 4. 
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Table 4. Effect Size Differences in Terms of Learning Domains 

Variable 
Homogeneity 

Value Between 
Groups (QB) 

P n 
Average 

Effect Size 
Value (ES) 

95 % Confidence 
Interval for Effect 

Size Standard 
Error (SE) 

Upper 
Bound 

Lower 
Bound 

Learning Domain 7,953 0,047      
Grammar   7 1,465 0,868 2,061 0,304 
Reading   11 0,699 0,341 1,057 0,183 
Writing   9 1,140 0,849 1,430 0,148 
General (Turkish Course)   3 0,765 0,477 1,052 0,147 

According to analysis results, the effect sizes were determined as 1,465 for grammar learning 
domain,  0,699 for reading learning domain, 1,140 for writing learning domain. The effect size of 3 
researches comprising all learning domains of Turkish course is 0,765. According to homogeneity test 
results done for determining if there is a significant difference among the effect sizes, it is determined 
that there is a statistically significant difference among the groups created in terms of learning domains 
(QB=7,953, p<.05). According to the finding, it can be said that collaborative learning approach has the 
maximum effect on grammar skill in terms of Turkish course academic achievement in comparison with 
traditional teaching. According to the effect size values (Cohen et al., 2011), collaborative learning 
approach has a large effect in grammar and writing skills related researches; it has medium effect in 
reading skills and general Turkish course related researches. As there is only one research related to 
each of listening and speaking skills, these researches are not included in comparison when analysing 
moderators. 

Findings about the Effect Sizes in Terms of Educational Level 
The statistical analysis results of the sub-problem “Does the effect of collaborative learning 

approach on Turkish course academic achievement differ in terms of educational level (elementary, 
middle school, university)?” are given in Table 5. 

Table 5. Effect Size Differences in Terms of Educational Level 

Variable 

Homogeneity 
Value 

Between 
Groups (QB) 

P n 
Average 

Effect Size 
Value (ES) 

95 % Confidence 
Interval for Effect Size Standard 

Error (SE) Upper 
Bound 

Lower 
Bound 

Educational Level 2,613 0,271      
Elementary School   7 0,973 0,514 1,432 0,234 
Middle School   18 0,926 0,637 1,215 0,147 
University   7 1,380 0,902 1,858 0,244 

Investigating the findings whether the effect sizes differ according to educational level in terms 
of Turkish course academic achievement, the effect sizes were calculated as 0,973 at elementary school 
level, 0,926 at middle school level, and 1,380 at university level. According to the homogeneity test 
results done for determining whether there is a significant difference among the effect sizes, it is 
identified that there is not a statistically significant difference between groups created in terms of 
educational level (QB=2,613, p>.05). In respect to these findings, the academic achievement obtained as 
a result of collaborative learning implementations does not statistically and significantly differ at 
different educational levels. 
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Findings about the Effect Sizes in Terms of Base Collaborative Learning Technique 
The statistical analysis results of the sub-problem “Does the effect of collaborative learning 

approach on Turkish course academic achievement differ in terms of the technique based in 
experimental implementations (peer feedback, combining, learning together, group research, twin 
check, collaborative reading and composition, collaborative discussion and questioning, reading circle, 
teams-games-tournaments, authoring cycle)?” are given in Table 6. 

Table 6. Effect Size Differences in Terms of Collaborative Learning Technique 

Variable 

Homogeneity 
Value 

Between 
Groups (QB) 

P n 
Average 

Effect Size 
Value (ES) 

95 % Confidence 
Interval for Effect Size Standard 

Error (SE) Upper 
Bound 

Lower 
Bound 

Learning Technique 2,022 0,364      
Combining   6 0,795 0,441 1,149 0,181 
Learning Together   12 1,123 0,782 1,464 0,174 
Collaborative 
Reading and 
Composition 

  3 1,163 0,519 1,808 0,329 

Investigating the table of the effect size differences in terms of collaborative learning techniques 
based  in experimental implementations, it is identified that collaborative reading and composition 
(ES=1,163) is the technique having the largest effect size. It is seen that the techniques of learning 
together with 1,123 effect size, combining with 0,795 effect size follow collaborative reading and 
composition.  

According to homogeneity test results done for determining if there is a significant difference 
among the effect sizes, it is determined that there is not a statistically significant difference among the 
groups created in terms of collaborative learning technique based in experimental implementations 
(QB=2,022, p>.05). According to the finding (Cohen et al., 2011), the effect of collaborative learning 
approach on Turkish course academic achievement is large in the researches based on collaborative 
reading and composition and learning together while it is medium in the researches based on 
combining. Group research, twin check, peer feedback, collaborative discussion and questioning, 
reading cycle, teams-games-tournaments and authoring cycle techniques are not included in moderator 
analysis as there is not enough number of studies. 

Findings about the Effect Sizes in Terms of Experimental Implementation Period 
The statistical analysis results of the sub-problem “Does the effect of collaborative learning 

approach on Turkish course academic achievement differ in terms of experimental implementation 
period?” are given in Table 7. 

Table 7. Effect Size Differences in Terms of Experimental Implementation Period 

Variable 

Homogeneity 
Value 

Between 
Groups (QB) 

P n 
Average 

Effect Size 
Value (ES) 

95 % Confidence 
Interval for Effect Size Standard 

Error (SE) Upper 
Bound 

Lower 
Bound 

Implementation Period 4,051 0,399      
1 ≤ H ≤ 10   4 1,609 0,765 2,452 0,430 
11 ≤ H ≤ 20   5 1,175 0,733 1,618 0,226 
21 ≤ H≤ 30   9 0,918 0,664 1,172 0,130 
31≤H   4 1,198 0,561 1,835 0,325 
Unidentified   10 0,796 0,310 1,282 0,248 
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Investigating the findings whether the effect sizes differ according to experimental 
implementation period in terms of Turkish course academic achievement; the effect sizes were 
calculated as 1,609 for the researches experimental implementation was done for 1-10 hours, 1,175 for 
the researches experimental implementation was done for 11-20 hours, 0,918 for the researches 
experimental implementation was done for 21-30 hours, 1,198 for the researches experimental 
implementation was done for 30 or more hours. According to homogeneity test results done for 
determining if there is a significant difference among the effect sizes, it is determined that there is not a 
statistically significant difference among the groups created in terms of experimental implementation 
period (QB=4,051, p>.05). In respect to these findings, the academic achievement obtained as a result of 
different experimental collaborative learning implementation periods does not statistically and 
significantly differ. 

Findings about the Effect Sizes in Terms of Sample Size 
The statistical analysis results of the sub-problem “Does the effect of collaborative  

learning approach on Turkish course academic achievement differ in terms of sample size?” are given 
in Table 8. 

Table 8. Effect Size Differences in Terms of Sample Size 

Variable 
Homogeneity 

Value Between 
Groups (QB) 

P n 
Average 

Effect Size 
Value (ES) 

95 % Confidence 
Interval for Effect Size Standard 

Error (SE) Upper 
Bound 

Lower 
Bound 

Sample Size 0,969 0,616      
30 ≤ N ≤ 50   7 1,237 0,667 1,807 0,291 
51 ≤ N ≤ 70   16 0,920 0,599 1,240 0,164 
71 ≤ N   9 1,054 0,706 1,402 0,178 

According to the analysis results; the effect size values was found as 1,237 for the researches 
including 30-50 participants, 0,920 for the researches including 51-70 participants, 1,054 for the 
researches including 71 or more participants. According to homogeneity test results done for 
determining if there is a significant difference among the effect sizes, it is determined that there is not a 
statistically significant difference among the groups created in terms of sample size (QB=0,969 p>.05). In 
respect to this finding, the academic achievement obtained as a result of collaborative learning 
implementations with different sample sizes does not statistically and significantly differ. 

Discussion, Conclusion and Suggestions 

32 effect sizes related to the researches included in meta-analysis were calculated in this study 
which is examining the effect of collaborative learning approach on Turkish course academic 
achievement of the students in Turkey. It was seen that 30 of these effect sizes had positive value while 
2 had negative. It has been concluded that traditional teaching method is more effective than 
collaborative learning approach in two studies having negative value. However, these values (ES=-
0,118; ES=-0,478) are weak and small according to Cohen et al. (2011).  The average effect size value of 
32 studies was calculated as 1,034. This value is large according to Cohen et al. (2011). Depending on 
these findings, it can be said that collaborative learning approach has a strong level of effect on academic 
achievement in comparison with traditional teaching methods. It is inferred that similar results were 
attained when the overall effect size is compared with the other studies in the literature.    

Johnson, Johnson, and Stanne (2000) did meta-analysis of 164 experimental researches 
performed basing on eight different collaborative learning technique in the study they examined the 



Education and Science 2018, Vol 43, No 194, 185-205 A. Kaldırım & Ö. F. Tavşanlı 

 

198 

effect of collaborative learning approach on academic achievement. As a result of the analysis, it was 
revealed that collaborative learning techniques had more positive effects on academic achievement than 
competitive and individual learning techniques. In a similar research, Bowen (2000) examined the effect 
of  collaborative learning approach on chemistry course academic achievement. In the study in which 
the effect sizes of total 37 researches, done between 1980 and 1996 years, were caculated, it was 
determined that collaborative learning approach had a medium effect on Chemistry course academic 
achievement in comparison with traditional teaching methods (d=0,51). Çapar and Tarım (2015) 
examined total 26 researches, examining the effect of collaborative learning approach on mathematics 
course academic achievement and done between 1998 and 2009 years, through meta-analysis. The result 
that collaborative learning approach has a medium effect on mathematics course academic achievement 
was reached at the end of the analysis (d=0.59). Tuncer and Dikmen (2017) included six different 
researches done between 2003-2011 years and concluded that collaborative learning has a medium effect 
on achievement in their study examining the effect of collaborative learning on achievement (d=0,518). 
Likewise, Karakuş and Öztürk (2016) examined 30 researches examining the effect of collaborative 
learning approach on science course academic achievement through meta-analysis method and 
consequently stated that collaborative learning approach has a medium positive effect (d=0.694) on 
students’ science course academic achievement. Consequently, it can be stated that the findings about 
the mentioned meta-analysis studies’ overall effect sizes are consistent with the results of this study.  

In this study examining the effect of collaborative learning approach on Turkish course 
academic achievement, a moderator analysis was also done in order to determine whether the effect 
sizes significantly differ in terms of the variables such as “learning domains, educational level, 
collaborative learning techniques based in experimental implementations, implementation period and 
sample size”. 

According to homogeneity test results done for determining if there is a significant difference 
among the effect sizes of the researches in terms of learning domains, it is determined that there is a 
statistically significant difference among the groups (QB=7,953, p<.05). According to the finding, 
collaborative learning approach has the maximum effect on grammar skill in terms of Turkish course 
academic achievement in comparison with traditional teaching (ES=1,465). The minimum effect was 
obtained from the studies intending to develop reading skill (0,699). According to the effect size values 
(Cohen et al., 2011) collaborative learning approach has a large effect on grammar (ES=1,465) and 
writing (ES=1,140) skills related researches; it has medium effect on reading skills (ES=0,699) and general 
Turkish course (ES=0,765) related researches. 

According to the homogeneity test results grounding on educational level, it was concluded 
that that there is not a statistically significant difference between groups in terms of educational level 
that collaborative learning approach was implemented (QB=2,613, p>.05). Accordingly, it can be inferred 
that the academic achievement obtained as a result of collaborative learning implementations does not 
statistically and significantly differ at different educational levels. Comparing the findings with those 
in the literature, the mentioned findings are not consistent with each other in terms of effect sizes. Cole 
(2014) determined that there is a statistically significant difference between the groups created in terms 
of educational level, as a result of the homogeneity test in meta-analysis study examining the effect of 
peer teaching on literacy course (QB=10,863, p<.05). Accordingly, peer teaching implementations have 
negative effect on the students at middle school (ES=-0.007) level in comparison with the students at 
elementary (ES=0.539) and high school (ES=0.7) level. Çapar and Tarım (2015) reached similar results in 
the study examining the effect of collaborative learning approach on mathematics course academic 
achievement and determined that there is a statistically significant difference between the groups 
created in terms of educational level (QB= 11.76, p<.05). According to the finding, it is concluded that 
collaborative learning has the maximum effect at university level (ES=1,33), have the minimum effect at 
middle school level (ES=0,30) in terms of mathematics course academic achievement in comparison with 
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traditional teaching methods. An educational level for which negative effect size was calculated does 
not exist in terms of the other groups. Investigating the findings of the study performed, it attracts 
attention that middle school level has the minimum effect size among educational groups. Although 
there is a difference between homogeneity test results, it can be said that the developmental differences 
handicapping socialisation of the middle school students were effective during collaborative learning 
based implementations.  

Effect sizes of three different groups were calculated in terms of collaborative learning 
techniques based in experimental implementations. It was determined that there is not a statistically 
significant difference between the groups according to calculated effect sizes in terms of collaborative 
learning techniques based in implementations (QB=2,022, p>05). According to the effect size values 
(Cohen et al., 2011), the effect of collaborative learning approach on Turkish course academic 
achievement is large in the researches based on collaborative discussion and questioning and learning 
together while it is medium in the researches based on combining. Johnson et al. (2000) stated in the 
meta-analysis study that learning together, teams-games-tournaments, group research, academic 
conflict, combining, student teams achievement sections and collaborative composition techniques have 
more effective results on academic achievement in comparison with traditional teaching methods. 
Considering these findings, it can be said that the results of the study show similarities with the study 
results of Johnson et al. (2000) in terms of collaborative learning technique used in implementations. 

As a consequence of homogeneity test results based on experimental implementation period, it 
is determined that there is not a statistically significant difference among the effect sizes in terms of 
experimental implementation period (QB=4,051, p>.05). In respect to this finding, the academic 
achievement obtained as a result of different experimental collaborative learning implementation 
periods (1-10 hours, 11-20 hours, 21-30 hours, 31 or more hours) does not statistically and significantly 
differ. Çapa and Tarım (2015) reached similar results in their study. According to the calculated effect 
size values in terms of experimental implementation period, a statistically significant difference 
between groups was not found (QB = 1.12, p>.05). 

As a result of homogeneity test grounding on sample size, it was concluded that the effect sizes 
of the studies do not show a significant difference in terms sample size (QB=0,969, p>.05). According to 
this finding, it can be said that the academic achievement obtained as a result of experimental 
collaborative learning implementations with different sample sizes (30-50, 51-70, 71 or more) does not 
statistically and significantly differ. Tomcho and Foels (2012) also reached the result that group size of 
the experimental implementations does not have an effect on learning outputs (meta-regression 
coefficient= -0.02, 95% CI [0.08, 0.04], Z= -0.52, p= .60) in their study examining the effect of group 
learning activities on learning outputs. From this point of view, it can be expressed that two researches 
are concluded similarly. 

The human being learns everything through listening by the time the academic life starts, then 
sets speaking, reading and writing skills to work respectively. The competence of the person in using 
these skills effects personal and social life in addition to academic life.  Because the person creates and 
develops his economic, social and cultural capital through his language. In case the educational 
activities are developed sufficiently; the person is provided with exploring new technology or using 
available technology more effectively, welfare level of the society increases, the improvement of the 
democracy is contributed and criminal rates are decreased (McMahon, 2000). Otherwise, 
unemployment, bad working conditions, low payment and poverty appear in the mentioned areas 
(Yıldız, 2008). Therefore, the quality and feasibility of the activities carried within the scope of mother 
tongue education should be high. One of the most important conditions in order that the quality and 
feasibility of educational activities can be high is the use of effective learning strategy, method and 
techniques in classroom environment. From this view, collaborative learning approach stands out with 
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its quality overlapping with constructivist education philosophy and coming up with effective results 
in classroom. The results of meta-analysis done in this study have some qualifications supporting this 
statement.  Within this frame, it can be suggested to use this learning approach within the scope of 
mother tongue teaching activities at all educational levels from elementary to post-graduate. In addition 
to this suggestion, the suggestions below can be expressed for research and practice considering the 
results:  

• Peer feedback, group research, twin check, collaborative discussion and questioning, reading 
circle, teams-games-tournaments and authoring cycle techniques are not included in moderator analysis 
in this study as the number of these studies are not enough. Because of this limitation, different meta-
analysis studies can be done by taking other collaborative learning techniques into the scope.  

• Reporting effect sizes and implementation periods or stating statistical data needed to calculate 
effect sizes in experimental/semi-experimental studies that will search the effect of collaborative 
learning approach on academic achievement will provide more extensive and reliable results for meta-
analysis. Additionally, reporting a number of characteristics such as learning domain, learning 
techniques, sample size, implementation period, implementer and educational level will allow for 
analysing different variables and examining the effects comparatively. On the other hand, it is suggested 
to examine the effect of collaborative learning approach on not only academic achievement but also on 
various dependent variables such as anxiety, attitude, motivation in meta-analysis studies. 

• The researches examined within the scope of meta-analysis study mostly focus on grammar, 
reading and writing learning domains beside combining and learning together techniques. This case 
poses the result of representation of the other groups with less studies in homogeneity test. Hence, the 
increase in the number of the other experimental studies that will mention overall academic 
achievement in Turkish course is important for the further meta-analysis studies to reveal more 
generalizable results. 

  



Education and Science 2018, Vol 43, No 194, 185-205 A. Kaldırım & Ö. F. Tavşanlı 

 

201 

References 

Açıkgöz, K. Ü. ( 2003). Etkili öğrenme ve öğretme. İzmir: Kanyilmaz Matbaasi. 
Akgöz, S., Ercan, İ., & Kan, I. (2004). Meta-analysis. Uludağ Medical Journal, 30(2), 107-112. 
Avşar, Z., & Alkış, S. (2007). The effect of cooperative learning “jigsaw ı” technique on student success 

in social studies course. Elementary Education Online, 6(2), 197-203. 
Bakioğlu, A., & Özcan, Ş. (2016). Meta analiz. Ankara: Nobel. 
Bardak, Ş., & Karamustafaoğlu, O. (2016). Investigation about using strategies, methods and techniques 

of science teachers based on pedagogical content knowledge. Amasya Education Journal, 5(2), 567-
605. 

Biostat Inc. (2005). Comprehensive Meta-Analysis (Version 2.0) [Software]. Englewood, USA: Biostat 
Inc. Retrieved from https://www.meta-analysis.com/ 

Borenstein, M., Hedges, L. V., Higgins, J. P., & Rothstein, H. R. (2013). Meta-analize giriş (S. Dinçer, 
Trans.) Ankara: Anı. 

Bowen, C. W. (2000). A quantitative literature review of cooperative learning effects on high school and 
college chemistry achievement. Journal of Chemical Education, 77(1), 116-119. doi:10.1021/ed077p116 

Cabrera, A. F., Nora, A., Crissman, J. L., Terenzini, P. T., Bernal, E. M., & Pascarella, E. T. (2002). 
Collaborative learning: Its impact on college students' development and diversity. Journal of College 
Student Development, 43(1), 20-34. 

Cohen, L., Manion, L., & Morrison, K. (2011). Research methods in education (7th ed.). New York: 
Routledge. 

Cole, M. (2014). Speaking to read: Meta-analysis of peer-mediated learning for English language 
learners. Journal of Literacy Research, 46(3), 358-382. 

Cooper, H. (2017). Research synthesis and meta-analysis. California: SAGE. 
Çapar, G., & Tarım, K. (2015). Efficacy of the cooperative learning method on mathematics achievement 

and attitude: A meta-analysis research. Educational Sciences: Theory & Practice, 15(2), 553-559. 
doi:10.12738/estp.2015.2.2098 

Çelikkaya, T., & Kuş, Z. (2009). Sosyal bilgiler öğretmenlerinin kullandıkları yöntem ve teknikler. 
Uludağ Üniversitesi Eğitim Fakültesi Dergisi, 22(2), 741-758. 

Dinçer, S. (2014). Eğitim bilimlerinde uygulamalı meta-analiz. Ankara: Pegem Akademi. 
Doğanay, A., & Sarı, M. (2012). Predıctıon level of the constructıvıst learnıng envıronment on the 

characterıstıcs of thınkıng-frıendly classroom. Journal of Çukurova University Institute of Social 
Sciences, 21(1), 21-36. 

Doymuş, K., Şimşek, Ü., & Bayrakçeken, S. (2004). The effect of cooperative learning method on attitude 
and academic achievement of science lessons. The Journal of Turkish Science Education, 1(2), 103-115. 

Durlak, J. A., & Lipsey, M. W. (1991). A practitioner's guide to meta-analysis. American Journal of 
Community Psychology, 19(3), 291-332. doi:10.1007/BF00938026 

Ellis, P. D. (2010). The essential guide to effect sizes: Statistical power, meta-analysis, and the ınterpretation of 
research results. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Ezell, H. K., Kohler, F. W., Jarzynka, M., & Strain, P. S. (1992). Use of peer-assısted procedures to teach 
qar readıng comprehensıon strategıes to thırd-grade chıldren. Education and Treatment of Children, 
15(3), 205-227. Retrieved from http://www.jstor.org/stable/42899267  

Ghaith, G. (2003). Effects of the learning together model of cooperative learning on english as a foreign 
language reading achievement, academic self-esteem, and feelings of school alienation. Bilingual 
Research Journal, 27(3), 451-474. doi:10.1080/15235882.2003.10162603 

Gokhale, A. A. (1995). Collaborative learning enhances critical thinking. Journal of Technology Education, 
7(1), 22-30. 



Education and Science 2018, Vol 43, No 194, 185-205 A. Kaldırım & Ö. F. Tavşanlı 

 

202 

Hedges, L. V. (2007). Meta-analysis. In C. R. Rao, & S. Sinharay (Eds.), Handbook of statistics 26: 
Psychometrics (pp. 919-953). Oxford: Elsevier. 

Henry, L. A., Castek, J., O'Byrne, W., & Zawilinski, L. (2012). Using peer collaboration to support online 
reading, writing, and communication: an empowerment model for struggling readers. Reading & 
Writing Quarterly, 28(3), 279-306. doi:10.1080/10573569.2012.676431 

Higgins, J. P., Thompson, S. G., Deeks, J. J., & Altman, D. G. (2003). Measuring inconsistency in meta-
analyses. BMJ, 327(6), 557-560. doi:10.1136/bmj.327.7414.557 

Hitchcock, J., Dimino, J., Kurki, A., Wilkins, C., & Gersten, R. (2011). The ımpact of collaborative strategic 
reading on the reading comprehension of grade 5 students in linguistically diverse schools. Washington, 
DC: U.S. Department of Education. 

Huang, C. S., Su, A. Y., Yang, S. J., & Liou, H. H. (2017). A collaborative digital pen learning approach 
to improving students' learning achievement and motivation in mathematics courses. Computers & 
Education, 107(1), 31-44. doi:10.1016/j.compedu.2016.12.014 

Johnson, D. W., & Johnson, R. T. (2002). Learning together and alone: Overview and meta‐analysis. Asia 
Pacific Journal of Education, 22(1), 95-105. doi:10.1080/0218879020220110 

Johnson, D. W., Johnson, R. T., & Stanne, M. B. (2000). Cooperative learning methods: A meta-analysis. 
Semantic Scholar. Retrieved from 
https://pdfs.semanticscholar.org/93e9/97fd0e883cf7cceb3b1b612096c27aa40f 90.pdf  

Karakuş, M., & Öztürk, H. İ. (2016). A meta-analysıs study aımed at examining the effect of the 
cooperatıon-based learning method being applied in Turkey upon the academic success and 
attitudes toward courses in scıences education. International Journal of Active Learning, 1(1), 1-28. 

Karamustafaoğlu, O., Bayar, A., & Kaya, M. (2014). An investigation of science teachers’ teaching 
methods and techniques: Amasya case. Journal of Theoretical Educational Science, 7(4), 436-462. 

Kirschner, F., Paas, F., & Kirschner, P. A. (2009). A cognitive load approach to collaborative learning: 
United brains for complex tasks. Educational Psychology Review, 21(1), 31-42. doi:10.1007/s10648-008-
9095-2 

Maden, S. (2011). Effect of jigsaw I technique on achievement in written expression skill. Educational 
Sciences: Theory & Practice, 11(2), 901-917. 

McMahon, W. W. (2000). Externalities, non-market effects, and trends in returns to educational 
invesments. In The appraisal of ivesments in educational facilities (pp. 51-71). Paris: OECD Publications 
Service. 

Miles, M., & Huberman, A. (1994). Qualitative data analysis. London: Sage. 
Mullen, B., Muellerleile, P., & Bryant, B. (2001). Cumulative meta-analysis: A consideration of ındicators 

of sufficiency and stability. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 27(11), 1450-1462. 
doi:10.1177/01461672012711006 

Pattanpichet, F. (2011). The effects of using collaborative learning to enhance students' english speaking 
achievement. Journal of College Teaching & Learning, 8(11), 1-10. 

Philippakos, Z. A., & MacArthur, C. A. (2016). The effects of giving feedback on the persuasive writing 
of fourth and fifth grade students. Reading Research Quarterly, 51(4), 419-433. doi:10.1002/rrq.149  

Prichard, J. S., Bizo, L. A., & Stratford, R. J. (2006). The educational impact of team-skills training: 
Preparing students to work in groups. British Journal of Educational Psychology, 76(1), 119-140. 

Rosenberg, M. S., Adams, D. C., & Gurevitch, J. (2000). Metawin: Statistical software for meta-analysis: 
Version 2.0. Massachusetts: Sinauer Associates. 

Salkind, N. J. (2007). Encyclopedia of measurement and statistics. California: SAGE Publications. 
Saracaloğlu, A., & Karasakaloğlu, N. (2011). The opinions of Turkish teachers on teaching methods and 

techniques. Elementary Online, 10(3), 951-960. 



Education and Science 2018, Vol 43, No 194, 185-205 A. Kaldırım & Ö. F. Tavşanlı 

 

203 

Sharan, S. (1980). Cooperative learning in small groups: recent methods and effects on achievement, 
attitudes, and ethnic relations. Review of Educational Research, 50(2), 241-271. 

Slavin, R. E. (2011). Instructıon based on cooperatıve learnıng. In R. E. Mayer, & P. A. Alexander (Eds.), 
Handbook of research on learning and instructiın (pp. 344-360). Oxon: Routlege. 

Slavin, R. E. (2013). Eğitim psikolojisi: Kuram ve uygulama. Ankara: Nobel. 
Smith, M. E., Hinckley, C. C., & Volk, G. L. (1991). Cooperative learning in the undergraduate 

laboratory. Journal of Chemical Education, 68(5), 413-415. doi:10.1021/ed068p413 
Stevens, R. J., & Slavin, R. E. (1995). The cooperative elementary school: Effects on students' 

achievement, attitudes, and social relations. American Educational Research Journal, 32(2), 321-351. 
Sung, H. Y., & Hwang, G. J. (2013). A collaborative game-based learning approach to improving 

students’ learning performance in science courses. Computers & Education, 63(1), 43-51. 
doi:10.1016/j.compedu.2012.11.019 

Susar Kırmızı, F. (2006). The Effects of cooperative learning method based on multiple intelligence theory on 
success, attitudes, learning strategies and multiple intelligence domains in teaching Turkish to 4th grade of 
primary (Unpublished doctoral dissertation). Dokuz Eylül Unversity, Institute of Educational 
Sciences, Izmir. 

Taşkaya, S. M., & Muşta, M. C. (2008). Teachers’ opinions on Turkish teaching methods. Elektronik Sosyal 
Bilimler Dergisi, 7(25), 240-251. 

Taşkaya, S. M., & Sürmeli, H. (2014). Evaluation of primary school teachers’ teaching methods used in 
science and technology course. Gaziantep University Journal of Social Sciences, 13(1), 169-181. 

Temizöz, Y., & Özgün Koca, S. (2008). The instructional methods that mathematics teachers use and 
their perceptions on the discovery approach. Education and Science, 33(149), 89-103. 

Tomcho, T. J., & Foels, R. (2012). Meta-analysis of group learning activities: Empirically based teaching 
recommendations. Teaching of Psychology, 39(3), 159-169. doi:10.1177/0098628312450414 

Tuncer, M., & Dikmen, M. (2017). The effect of cooperative learning on academic achievement: A 
metaanalysis on the relationship between the study group size and effect size. Journal of Human 
Sciences, 14, 473-485. doi:10.14687/jhs.v14i1.4314 

Üstün, U., & Eryılmaz, A. (2014). A research methodology to conduct effective research syntheses: Meta-
analysis. Education and Science, 39(174), 1-32. doi:10.15390/EB.2014.3379 

Wilson, D. B. (2009). Systematic coding. H. Cooper, L. V. Hedges, & J. C. Valentine (Eds.), The handbook 
of research synthesis and meta-analysis (2nd ed., pp. 159-176). New York: Russell Sage Foundation. 

Yağmur Şahin, E., Maden, S., Kardaş, M. N., & Şahin, A. (2011). The influence of group research 
technique on student achievement ın the teaching of punctuation marks. Mustafa Kemal University 
Journal of Social Sciences Institute, 8(15), 257-268. 

Yeşilyurt, E. (2013). Teachers’ aim in using teaching methods and problems they encounter. Atatürk 
University Journa of Graduate School of Social Sciences, 17(1), 163-188. 

Yıldırım, A., & Şimşek, H. (2011). Sosyal bilimlerde nitel araştırma yöntemleri. Ankara: Seçkin Publishing. 
Yıldız, N. (2008). Neoliberal globalization and education. Dicle University Journal of Ziya Gökalp Faculty 

of Education, 11, 13-32. 
  



Education and Science 2018, Vol 43, No 194, 185-205 A. Kaldırım & Ö. F. Tavşanlı 

 

204 

Appendix 1. Studies Included in the Meta-Analysis 

Arslan, A. (2012). The effects of jıgsaw technıque ın the teachıng of word types. Dumlupınar University 
Journal of Social Sciences, 32(1), 157-168. 

Avcı, S., Baysal, N., Gül, M., & Yüksel, A. (2013). The effect of literature circles on reading 
comprehension skills. Kuramsal Eğitimbilim Dergisi-Journal of Theoretical Educational Science, 6(4), 
535-550. doi:10.5578/keg.6710 

Bozpolat, E. (2012). The effect of story mapping method supported with cooperative integrated reading and 
composition technique on developing students' reading comprehension skill in Turkish language course 
(Unpublished Doctoral Dissertation). Fırat Univeersity, Institute of Educational Sciences, Elazığ. 

Çiftci, A., & Çöker, B. (2011). The effect of a peer feedback traınıng program on the development of 
wrıtıng skılls Buca Eğitim Fakültesi Dergisi, 30, 175-191. 

Çörek, D. (2006). The effects of cooperative learning on the achievement in the Turkish course and attitudes 
(Unpublished master's thesis). Dokuz Eylül Üniversitesi, Institute of Educational Sciences, İzmir. 

Demirel, Ö., & Epçaçan, C. (2012). Effects of reading comprehension strategies on cognitive and affective 
learning outcomes. Kalem Internatıonal Journal of Educatıon and Human Scıences, 2(1), 71-106. 

Dölek, O., & Hamzadayı, E. (2016). The effect on peer ınteraction-based writing activities on written 
expression abilities of 7th grade students. Turkish Studies, 11(3), 965-980. 
doi:10.7827/TurkishStudies.9230 

Durukan, E. (2011). Effects of cooperative integrated reading and composition (CIRC) technique on 
reading-writing skills. Educational Research and Reviews, 6(1), 102-109. 

Erden, G. (2016). The effects of the techniques of drama and cooperative learning onreading-comprehension 
skills,retention and attitude of fifth grade students (Unpublished master's thesis). Abant Izzet Baysal 
University, Institute of Educational Sciences, Bolu. 

Erdoğan, Ö. (2012). The effects of process based creative writing activities on students? writing expression and 
attitude towards writing (Unpublished doctoral dissertation). Hacettepe University, Institute of 
Social Sciences, Anakra. 

Gümüş, O., & Buluç, B. (2007). The effects of cooperative learning approach on students’ achievements 
and ınterests towards the Turkish course. Educational Administration: Theory and Practice, (49), 7-30. 

Güngör Kılıç, A. (2004). Cooperative learning, reading comprehension, strategy use and attitude (Unpublished 
doctoral dissertation). Dokuz Eylül University, Institute of Educational Sciences, İzmir. 

Karabay, A. (2005). The effects of cooperative learning activities on the listening and speaking skills of elementary 
school fifth grade students in Turkish language course (Unpublished master's thesis). Çukurova 
Unversity, Institute of Social Sciences, Adana. 

Karakoyun, M. E. (2010). The effect of one of the collaborative learning techniques, Jigsaw i, to academic success 
in the teaching of punctuation to elementary education 5th grade students (Unpublished master's thesis). 
Atatürk Unversity, Institute of Social Sciences, Erzurum. 

Kardaş, M. N. (2013). The effect of cooperatıve learning on written expression skills of prospective 
classroom teachers. Turkish Studies, 8(9), 1781-1799. 

Kardaş, M. N. (2014). The effects of collaborative and conventional group work on academic 
achıevement ın teaching grammar. Turkish Studies, 9(8), 603-622. 

Maden, S. (2011). Effect of jigsaw I technique on achievement in written expression skill. Kuram ve 
Uygulamada Eğitim Bilimleri-Educational Sciences: Theory & Practice, 11(2), 901-917. 

Maden, S. (2011). Using of team-game-tournament technique in spelling rules and punctuation marks 
education. E-İnternational Journal Of Educational Research, 2(3), 52-67. 

Seban, D. (2012). Yazarlık döngüsü’nün üçüncü sınıf öğrencilerinin yazmaya karşı tutum, algı ve yazma 
becerilerine etkisi. Eğitim ve Bilim-Education and Science, 37(164), 147-158. 



Education and Science 2018, Vol 43, No 194, 185-205 A. Kaldırım & Ö. F. Tavşanlı 

 

205 

Susar Kırmızı, F. (2006). The Effects of cooperative learning method based on multiple intelligence theory on 
success, attitudes, learning strategies and multiple intelligence domains in teaching Turkish to 4th grade of 
primary (Unpublished doctoral dissertation). Dokuz Eylül Unversity, Institute of Educational 
Sciences, Izmir. 

Şahin, A. (2010). Effects of jigsaw II technique on academic achievement and attitudes to written 
expression course. Educational Research and Reviews, 5(12), 777-787. 

Şahin, A. (2011). Effects of Jigsaw III technique on achievement in written expression. Asia Pacific 
Education Review, 12(3), 427-435. doi:10.1007/s12564-010-9135-8 

Şentuğ, O. G. (2010). Cooperative learning application at 6th grade of Turkish lecture and results (Unpublished 
master's thesis). Beykent Unversity, Institute of Social Sciences, Istanbul. 

Tok, Ş. (2008). Effects of cooperative learning method of pairs check technique on reading 
comprehension. İlköğretim Online-Elementary Education Online, 7(3), 748-757. 

Ulaş, A. H., Epçaçan, C., Mutlu Aydın, S., & Kurtlu, Y. (2015). The effect of team play tournement, which 
is one of cooperative learning techniques while teaching elements of sentences to 4th grade 
students ın primary education, to academic success. Turkish Studies, 10(7), 935-950. 
doi:10.7827/TurkishStudies.8177 

Uysal, M. E. (2009). The effects of Cooperative learning Method on the access, achievment, critical thinking and 
creativity skills of the elementary school fourth-grade student (Unpublished doctoral dissertation). 
Dokuz Eylül University, Institute of Educational Sciences, Izmir. 

Varışoğlu, B., & Sevim, O. (2015). The effect of project based cooperative learning method on the success 
of student’s affixes subject learning ın Turkish course. The Journal of International Social Research, 
7(32), 540-550. 

Yağmur Şahin, E., Maden, S., Kardaş, M. N., & Şahin, A. (2011). The influence of group research 
technique on student achievement ın the teaching of punctuation marks. Mustafa Kemal University 
Journal of Social Sciences Institute, 8(15), 257-268. 

Yönez, H. (2012). The effect of cooperative learning approach on the primary school 8th grade students' attitudes 
to the course in Turkish class and basic language skills (Unpublished master's thesis). Gazi University, 
Institute of Educational Sciences, Ankara. 



<<
  /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 /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /CMYK
  /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 true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /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 true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /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 true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /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 ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV (Za stvaranje Adobe PDF dokumenata najpogodnijih za visokokvalitetni ispis prije tiskanja koristite ove postavke.  Stvoreni PDF dokumenti mogu se otvoriti Acrobat i Adobe Reader 5.0 i kasnijim verzijama.)
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  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 /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


