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Abstract: Cooperative learning has been shown to be a highly beneficial teaching method-
ology for student learning and motivation. It also has huge benefits for teaching, although
there is still a widespread lack of knowledge on how to implement this highly structured se-
ries of techniques. In this study, teacher motivation was tested under the 3 × 2 achievement
goal model to see how it relates to the application of CL in the classroom using sequential
generalized estimating equation models. This theoretical model had not previously been
applied to teacher motivation, and these teachers, from different educational stages and
different schools, had received specific training in CL and had been monitored for one year.
The results showed a high orientation towards self–approach goals, with the influence
of having received such training, having more experience in applying CL and it being
facilitated at the primary education stage. The implications of these results are discussed,
as various facilitating factors for the use of CL in the classroom can be found.

Keywords: 3 × 2 achievement goals; cooperative learning; education; motivation; teachers

1. Introduction
Cooperative learning (CL) is a method of working with students, where they work

together in groups to achieve a set of joint learning goals (Johnson & Johnson, 1999). Among
the different systems that exist for working in groups in a teaching–learning context, it
should be noted that CL has specific characteristics, i.e., in order to speak of CL, a series
of criteria must be met, such as the following (Johnson & Johnson, 1999): (1) Positive
interdependence: one of the defining points of CL is that success as a group can only be
achieved if the members of the group succeed individually; this idea is based on Johnson
and Johnson’s theory of social interdependence (Johnson & Johnson, 2002). (2) Individual
accountability: according to this criterion, each person has an individual responsibility
to fulfil. (3) Face-to-face promotive interaction: Group members should encourage the
exchange of information and support among themselves. Here, the teacher’s influence
is key to encourage this interpersonal behaviour (Dzemidzic Kristiansen et al., 2019).
(4) Social skills: this refers to the tools that help members to work as a team, such as
leadership, decision-making, communication and conflict resolution (Johnson & Johnson,
1999). (5) Group processing: This criterion consists of a series of actions related to the
self-regulation and self-assessment of the group itself. Thus, there is an evaluation of the
learning carried out at individual and group level, an evaluation of the other members
(co-evaluation) and self-evaluation (Azorín, 2018).

Educ. Sci. 2025, 15, 595 https://doi.org/10.3390/educsci15050595

https://doi.org/10.3390/educsci15050595
https://doi.org/10.3390/educsci15050595
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://www.mdpi.com/journal/education
https://www.mdpi.com
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4238-4693
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5322-580X
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2644-020X
https://doi.org/10.3390/educsci15050595
https://www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/educsci15050595?type=check_update&version=1


Educ. Sci. 2025, 15, 595 2 of 14

As can be seen, this methodology involves a certain amount of complexity. These
characteristics make it possible to differentiate CL from other group learning approaches,
such as collaborative learning. In this regard, Yang (2023) made a detailed comparison
between these two types of learning that allows a better understanding of the roots of
CL. He specifies that this methodology has its origins in social psychology (Johnson &
Johnson’s theory of positive interdependence was mentioned above), understanding that
learning cannot occur from an individualistic perspective (such as competition or individual
learning); likewise, it focuses on learning processes rather than results and also requires a
high degree of structuring. In this regard, there are different techniques that can be used
and that allow it to be applied in a systematised way, such as Jigsaw, Group Investigation,
or Co-op Co-op, among many others.

There is a long academic track record that has shown the benefits of CL at various levels.
On the one hand, it is a methodology that has a positive impact on learning, generating a
better internalisation of concepts and allowing a greater achievement of academic goals
(Bećirović et al., 2022; Jolliffe, 2015b; Odehova et al., 2022; Prieto-Saborit et al., 2021, 2022a;
Raviv et al., 2019; Slavin, 1983; Yuliani et al., 2021). It also improves student motivation
towards learning (Bächtold et al., 2023; Bećirović et al., 2022; Brown, 2021; Fernandez-Rio
et al., 2017) and, in turn, fosters the development of other non-academic skills, such as social
skills (Suryadi et al., 2024). Other studies have linked it to the improvement of creative skills
(Segundo-Marcos et al., 2023; Siew et al., 2017) and also of the use of executive functions
(Segundo-Marcos et al., 2022). Another interesting effect is related to psychosocial factors.
A recent study by Van Ryzin et al. (2023) has linked the use of CL in schools to a lower
prevalence of adolescents showing substance abuse, meaning that these skills do not only
apply to the academic context but are generalised to other areas of life, such as relations.
Similarly, it is a successful technique for training in adult workplace settings (Gilardi et al.,
2021; Hebles et al., 2019), as well as among university students (Agonafir, 2023; Keramati
& Gillies, 2021; Larraz et al., 2017). In fact, a bibliometric analysis recently conducted
highlights the rapid growth of interest in this topic over the past 5 years (Syamsi, 2024).

Despite the known benefits of CL for students, the frequency of systematic and correct
application of CL is still low. In this regard, Adl-Amini et al. (2024) observed that few
teachers incorporated the five fundamental elements of CL, which significantly constrained
the effectiveness of its application. In addition to confusion with other methodologies, the
reasons for the unsuccessful application of these techniques have to do with poor teacher
planning and a consequent tendency to apply CL techniques spontaneously (Garfield, 2013;
Thanh, 2011). Many research studies describe CL as a challenge for teachers (Buchs et al.,
2017; Ghaith, 2020; Gillies & Boyle, 2010; Hortigüela-Alcalá et al., 2020), as the difficulties
or obstacles they encounter are notorious. Some of those described are scarce knowledge
of the methodology; a lack of training in CL in school and university education; difficulty
working in groups; problems in organising work and managing time; and doubts about
how to adapt the methodology to the syllabus (Buchs et al., 2017; Gillies & Boyle, 2010;
Prieto-Saborit et al., 2016). Cultural variables also have an impact. For example, in areas
such as physical education, where the use of CL is widespread, teachers have found it
difficult to deal with the competitive model that students are accustomed to (Hortigüela-
Alcalá et al., 2020). In other cases, it has been difficult to move the involved actors (teachers
and students) away from the classical teaching model (Keramati & Gillies, 2022; Thanh,
2011), especially teachers who have been implementing classical methodologies for a longer
time (Krečič & Grmek, 2008).

However, all these difficulties result in a negative attitude in the teacher towards CL,
which has been a key study variable in several studies (Gillies, 2004; Prieto-Saborit et al.,
2016; Slavin et al., 2013). This attitude has been found to be mainly and directly influenced
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by a lack of knowledge about CL techniques, such that adequate training in this field has
been found to improve teachers’ attitudes and, therefore, their motivation towards the
implementation of CL (Filippou et al., 2022; Koutselini, 2008; Prieto-Saborit et al., 2016;
Thoonen et al., 2011). Another factor that has been seen as a facilitator is peer support.
In recent research, Liebech-Lien (2021) used the communities of practice model to create
groups of teachers that could support the implementation of CL, showing its positive value.

As a result, there has been a growing interest in the scientific literature in exploring
the factors that facilitate the teacher’s work when using CL, as well as the motivational
processes that lead to overcoming these challenges (Filippou et al., 2022; Klaeijsen et al.,
2018; Menéndez-Espina et al., 2025; Thoonen et al., 2011). Recent studies have even
shown that teacher motivation is key to both ensuring the implementation of CL and the
transmission of this motivation to students (Zou et al., 2024).

There are several theoretical models that have described motivation. In the sphere of
education, in addition to Ryan and Deci’s self-determination theory (Deci & Ryan, 1985),
one of the theoretical models of relevance is that of achievement goals. Achievement goals
were defined as the reasons and purposes that govern behaviour (Ames, 1992), or as the
competence-based objective used to achieve a goal (Elliot, 1999). Méndez-Giménez et al.
(2012) point out that, in this theoretical framework, the main driver of behaviour is the
desire to demonstrate skill or competence. For this reason, it is a theory that has been widely
used in academic and sports settings (Gorozidis & Papaioannou, 2016; Méndez-Giménez
et al., 2012; Mendo-Lázaro et al., 2022).

As a result of understanding this construct, over the years, different theoretical models
have been built around it, where Nicholls’ achievement goal theory (Nicholls, 1989) is the
starting point, together with Dweck (1986) and Ames (1992). The evolution of the theory
of achievement goals has revolved around the dimensions or types of goals that made up
the construct, initially being two and becoming up to six goals in the latest approaches,
resulting from the interaction between two axes that describe the competence of the person
(Elliot et al., 2011). This is called the 3 × 2 achievement goal model and is made up of the
following elements

On the one hand, there is the definition component. This is composed of three stan-
dards used to define competence; i.e., they assess whether the task is being performed well
or poorly. These three are the absolute standard, where goals are set based on the task itself;
the intrapersonal standard, which defines goals based on the self; and the interpersonal
standard, which defines goals based on others. Thus, according to the task, it is being
performed well or poorly depending on its requirements; according to the self, the task is
being performed well or poorly depending to how the person has performed it in the past
or believes they can perform it in the future; and according to the other, the task is being
performed well or poorly based on the consideration of other people. On the other hand,
there is the valence component of competence. Valence refers to the positive or negative
character that directs the behaviour, in that it can be directed towards achieving success
(positive valence or approach) or avoiding failure (negative valence or avoidance).

The combination of these two components results in six achievement goals: (1) the task–
approach goal, focused on performing the task correctly; (2) the self–approach goal, focused
on performing the task well based on one’s own competency; (3) the other–approach goal,
to perform the task correctly on the basis of the competence of others; (4) the task–avoidance
goal, focused on avoiding task failure; (5) the self–avoidance goal, related to avoiding failure
due to a lack of competence; and (6) the other–avoidance goal, consisting of avoiding task
failure on the basis of the competence of others.

The relationship between achievement goal theory and the educational context has
been previously established. In this regard, Mascret et al. (2015) developed an assessment
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instrument specifically designed to evaluate this construct in teachers. Concerning the link
between the 3 × 2 achievement goal model and cooperative learning (CL), some studies
have explored achievement goals observed in students whose classrooms implemented
CL, though under alternative theoretical frameworks, such as self-determination theory
(Mendo-Lázaro et al., 2022; Rivera-Pérez et al., 2021a, 2021b). For instance, a recent study
identified a relationship between intrinsic regulation toward school tasks and the use of CL
strategies in the classroom among teachers at various educational levels. Similarly, Méndez-
Giménez et al. (2017, 2018) found a positive relationship between self and task approach
goals and self-determined motivation (in terms of Deci & Ryan’s theory). Since this type
of intrinsic motivation is related to the use of innovative methodologies (Filippou et al.,
2022; Gorozidis & Papaioannou, 2016; Klaeijsen et al., 2018), indirectly, this type of goal
could also predict the implementation of CL. Supporting this notion, Thoonen et al. (2011)
found teachers’ sense of self-efficacy to be the motivational factor that most explained their
involvement in training activities and the implementation of innovative learning practices.
Furthermore, in this study, it was found that this involvement in professional upskilling
was related to the internalisation of the school’s goals into personal goals.

1.1. This Study

This study aims to delve deeper into the motivational factors that facilitate the ap-
plication of CL in the classroom by teachers. Among the innovative elements provided
is that the 3 × 2 achievement goal model will be used, which is little used in the context
of CL, and also applied to teachers. It will also be contextualised in different educational
stages. Finally, the participating teachers have received rigorous and continuous training in
CL, which has been completed with extensive support to implement it in their classrooms.
This research is part of a large-scale CL implementation project in Spain. A programme
based on CL pedagogy was developed by a national educational institution with the aim
of implementing this methodology in all its schools in an organised and structured way.
Thus, one of the strengths lies in the rigorous training and application of CL in the schools
and in its adaptation to each of the educational stages where the teachers taught.

1.2. Objectives and Hypotheses

The aim of this study was to learn about the level of implementation of CL during a
school year, after the teachers had received prior and ongoing training, and its relationship
with gender, educational stages, years of teaching experience, years that teachers have been
systematically implementing CL in the classroom and hours of previous training in CL. At
the same time, we were interested in finding out the relationship between the degree of
development of CL in classrooms and 3 × 2 goal orientations.

The following hypotheses were established: (H1) initial and continuous training,
measured in hours of previous training in cooperative learning, will have a positive impact
on the implementation of cooperative learning in the classroom; (H2) the 3 × 2 goal
orientations of teachers will influence the degree of implementation of CL; and (H3) this
relationship will be influenced by other variables, such as the educational level where
the class is taught, the years of teaching experience, the years that CL has been applied
and gender.

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Participants

The sample consisted of 1298 teachers (487 male and 811 female), of whom 114 were
early childhood teachers, 558 were generalist primary school teachers and 576 were sec-
ondary school teachers in the following subject areas: physical education (33), foreign
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language (87), arts and humanities (245) and science (211). They ranged in age from 24
to 64 years old and taught in a total of 60 schools in the 25 provinces of Spain. Table 1
shows the socio-demographic and educational characteristics in relation to the level of
cooperative learning developed in the classes. These schools belonged to the same educa-
tional network, and therefore, a convenience sampling technique was used. This sampling
method is considered appropriate when there is homogeneity in one or more participant
characteristics relevant to the focus of the study (Jager et al., 2017). For this purpose, prior
to data collection, information was provided to the coordinator of each school about the
protocol to be followed in order to complete the questionnaires. In May, before the end
of the academic year, teachers accessed the questionnaire via the online link provided
by the researchers and were informed that the process and the data obtained would be
confidential. The consent of the schools and the Ethics Committee of the University of
Oviedo was obtained.

Table 1. Socio-demographic variables in relation to cooperative learning in the classroom.

N CL 95% CI

Overall 1298 4.01 3.98–4.05
Gender

Male 487 3.91 3.85–3.97
Female 811 4.07 4.03–4.12

Year
Early Childhood Education 114 3.86 3.70–4.01
Primary Education 558 4.13 4.08–4.18
Secondary Education 576 3.92 3.87–3.98

Area of knowledge
Physical Education 33 4.00 3.77–4.21
Arts and Humanities 245 3.92 3.84–4.00
Foreign language 87 3.99 3.87–4.13
Science 211 3.91 3.82–4.00

District
Andalusia 242 3.89 3.80–3.98
Bilbao 264 3.92 3.83–3.99
Catalonia 185 4.07 3.97–4.16
Valencia 352 4.14 4.08–4.21
Valladolid 255 4.00 3.93–4.08

Note: CL = mean response in the items of the Teachers’ Cooperative Learning Questionnaire, with a minimum of
1 and a maximum of 5; CI = Confidence Interval.

2.2. Procedure

For the implementation of the project, actions were carried out in several phases.
First, various contacts were established between the managers of the academic institution
and the members of our research group in order to structure the process and obtain the
corresponding permissions for data collection and analysis. This procedure lasted 3 months.

Prior training in CL for teachers was planned. As there were a large number of schools,
the training was carried out in a total of 5 geographical locations, which were called sectors:
Andalusia, Bilbao, Catalonia, Valencia and Valladolid. All participating teachers travelled
to the nearest sector. The same training programme was given in all of them, and its
duration was 20 h. Among the contents were the design of activities that encouraged
the establishment of interdependence of tasks, guaranteeing individual responsibility, the
construction of complex strategies to promote participation, the use of techniques for the
development of social skills and the design of evaluation criteria and rubrics to measure
student learning. We also worked on the formation of small heterogeneous groups and
on guaranteeing equal opportunities within them; i.e., the themes revolved around the
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characteristics of CL. In addition, the used methodology was also CL itself, meaning that
they experienced what they were learning, an approach that has been identified as effective
in previous research (Jolliffe, 2015a).

Once the training was completed, the teachers applied CL in their schools for one
school year. In turn, the research team provided monitoring and support. For this pur-
pose, a hierarchical control model was established, consisting of a national commission
responsible for the project, a coordinator in each of the training sectors, a coordinator in
each province and a coordinator in each of the schools. Regular meetings were also held
between coordinators and teachers, as well as between the different commissions. In these
meetings, actions were established for the evaluation of the process but also for information
training (support and advice). In short, this training and subsequent monitoring was of
a homogeneous, structured and rigorous nature that guaranteed the equivalence of the
application of CL in all schools.

2.3. Measurements
2.3.1. Teachers’ Cooperative Learning Questionnaire (TCLQ), by Prieto-Saborit et al. (2022b)

This test measures the level of application of CL from the teachers’ perspective. It
consists of 19 items with a 5-point Likert-type response format. The items are grouped into
5 factors related to the elements that define cooperative learning: positive interdependency
(i.e., “Students talk about their work to assess, correct, and improve it”), stimulating
interaction (e.g., “Students work directly with each other”), individual responsibility (e.g.,
“Students listen to classmates’ ideas, opinions, and points of view”), group processing
(e.g., “The members of the group are different, which enriches the work”) and social skills
(e.g., “Students take group decisions between the members of the group”). It has a 5-point
Likert-type response format, ranging from “Strongly disagree” to “Strongly agree”. In the
original validation, the scale was administered to early childhood, primary and secondary
school teachers. A reliability of 0.95 was obtained using Cronbach’s Alpha index and 0.96
using McDonald’s w test. The consistency of the subscales was found to be between 0.78
and 0.91.

2.3.2. The 3 × 2 Achievement Goal Questionnaire for Teachers (AGQ-T), by Mascret et al. (2015)

This questionnaire measures the different achievement goals that teachers can pursue
in their teaching work. It consists of 18 items grouped into 6 dimensions (where each
dimension is made up of 3 items). The questionnaire begins with the statement: “With
my classes this year, I try . . .”, which precedes all items. The division of the dimensions
is as follows: task–approach goal (TAG) (e.g., . . .to enable my students to succeed); task–
avoidance goal (e.g., . . .to avoid that my students fail); self–approach goal (e.g., . . .to
teach more effectively than before); self–avoidance goal (e.g., . . .to avoid being worse than
before in my teaching); other–approach goal (e.g., . . .to teach better than other teachers);
other–avoidance goal (e.g., . . .to avoid being less effective than other teachers).

The reliability indices in the original study, measured by Cronbach’s alpha and
the present study, were, respectively, as follows: task–approach goals: 0.83, 0.76; task–
avoidance goals: 0.87, 0.79; self–approach goals: 0.88, 0.81; self–avoidance goals: 0.94, 0.79;
other–approach goals: 0.91, 0.90; and other–avoidance goals: 0.93, 0.84.

2.3.3. Other Measurements

In addition to the two scales mentioned above, socio-demographic measurements were
also taken, such as age, gender and the province where they worked. Information was also
collected on years of teaching experience in general and of working with CL in particular,
the hours of training received and the educational stage where they teach. Although in the
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context of the project all teachers received the same hours of training, this question was
asked to find out if there were any professionals who had received additional training.

2.4. Study Design and Data Analysis

The present study is an ex post facto prospective study (Montero & León, 2007). This
group includes research in which the limitations for contrasting causal relationships are
due to the impossibility of manipulating the independent variable, in this case, the received
training programme and the impossibility of establishing causal relationships due to not
having carried out measurements prior to the intervention. In this study, a single group
was used, where a key group of participants was chosen because they all had the same
characteristic. These are teachers who have taught the CL technique after having received
specific training.

First, descriptive analyses and bivariate correlations were performed. Subsequently,
two sequential generalised estimating equation models (GEEs) were tested. These analyses
link the random distribution of the dependent variable, in this case the CL developed in the
classes (the distribution function) to the systematic part (non-random or linear predictor)
through a function called the link function (McCullagh & Nelder, 2019). The first model
included as predictor variables gender, years of teaching experience, hours of CL training,
years that teachers have been working in CL, educational stage and district. Model 2, in
addition to the variables in model 1, included the 6 dimensions of the achievement goals
questionnaire for teachers.

3. Results
3.1. Preliminary Analyses

The descriptive analyses showed that CL was being applied regularly in the classes.
The highest goal orientation is the self–approach goal, followed by the self–avoidance goal,
and the lowest are the other–approach goal and the other–avoidance goal. The highest
correlations between CL and teachers’ achievement goal orientations are observed in the
two self goal dimensions (approach and avoidance). All correlations are significant except
between CL and the other–approach goal (Table 2).

Table 2. Descriptive analyses and bivariate correlations in CL and 3 × 2 teacher goal orientations.

M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6

1 Cooperative learning 4.01 0.65 1.00
2 Task–approach goal 3.43 0.83 0.14 ** 1.00
3 Self–approach goal 4.19 0.70 0.28 ** 0.47 ** 1.00
4 Other–approach goal 2.04 0.92 0.01 0.36 ** 0.07 ** 1.00
5 Task–avoidance goal 3.69 0.85 0.15 ** 0.57 ** 0.62 ** 0.26 ** 1.00
6 Self–avoidance goal 3.74 0.87 0.20 ** 0.44 ** 0.66 ** 0.20 ** 0.70 ** 1.00
7 Other–avoidance goal 2.86 1.05 0.09 ** 0.39 ** 0.34 ** 0.57 ** 0.52 ** 0.47 **

Note. ** p < 0.01.

3.2. Sequential Generalised Estimating Equation Models

The first model shows that female teachers perceive a greater degree of development
of cooperative work in their classrooms than male teachers. It is also observed that those
who have been working on CL for more years implement CL strategies to a greater extent.
However, the relationship between years of teaching experience and CL is precisely the
opposite: those who have been teaching for more years develop CL strategies to a lesser
extent than teachers with less professional experience. Differences are also observed
according to the number of hours of training; a positive relationship is observed between
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the number of hours of training and the cooperative learning developed in the classroom.
Differences are also observed according to the district to which they belong (Table 3).

Table 3. Generalised estimating equations taking cooperative learning as dependent variable.

Model 1 Model 2

Factor CL
AOR 95% CI p-Value CL

AOR 95% CI p-Value

Gender
Male 0.859 0.798–0.924 0.000 0.912 0.849–0.980 0.012
Female 1.00 1.00

Stage
Early Childhood

Education 0.936 0.821–1.07 0.330 1.07 0.941–1.22 0.294

Primary Education 1.24 1.15–1.34 0.000 1.24 1.16–1.34 0.000
Secondary Education 1.00 1.00

District
Andalusia 0.959 0.856–1.07 0.469 0.944 0.846–1.05 0.305
Bilbao 0.937 0.840–1.04 0.237 0.926 0.833–1.03 0.151
Catalonia 1.05 0.926–1.18 0.472 1.00 0.890–1.12 0.987
Valencia 1.13 1.02–1.25 0.018 1.10 0.998–1.22 0.056
Valladolid 1.00 1.00

Years working with CL 1.04 1.02–1.07 0.001 1.04 1.02–1.06 0.001
Years of teaching experience 0.944 0.921–0.968 0.000 0.942 0.919–0.965 0.000
Training hours in CL 1.10 1.04–1.17 0.002 1.10 1.04–1.16 0.001
Goal orientations

Task—approach goal 1.03 0.983–1.09 0.192
Self—approach goal 1.23 1.15–1.32 0.000
Other—approach goal 0.972 0.929–1.02 0.227
Task—avoidance goals 0.954 0.896–1.02 0.137
Self—avoidance goal 1.05 0.987–1.11 0.129
Other—avoidance goal 1.03 0.981–1.07 0.265

Note. AOR = Adjusted Odds Ratio; CI = Confidence Interval.

When the 3 × 2 teacher goal orientations are introduced, the only one that significantly
predicts CL is the self–approach goal. Of the remaining variables that were predictive in
model 1, they continue in model 2 except for geographical area (Table 3).

4. Discussion
The aim of this work was to study the achievement goals of teachers that are most asso-

ciated with the implementation of CL in the classroom, linked to several socio-demographic
variables. In general, it reaffirms the relevance of receiving prior training for an adequate
implementation of CL and that it should not be the result of an improvised approach
through unstructured group work. In this study, the teachers had received rigorous train-
ing in the use and application of CL in the classroom, which differs from other research
where the application of this technique depended on the teachers’ own perception of its
correct implementation. The results agree with the research carried out in this field to date,
where it was highlighted that training in this methodology implies an improvement in
the teachers’ attitudes and also their motivation (Filippou et al., 2022; Koutselini, 2008;
Prieto-Saborit et al., 2016; Thoonen et al., 2011). The fact that the training, in addition
to a series of agreed hours, involved follow-up and support from experts in the subject,
upholds the view that peer support aids in the proper use of CL, as Liebech-Lien saw with
communities of practice (2021). This could play a key role in dealing with the obstacles
that generate fear in teachers (Gillies & Boyle, 2010; Hortigüela-Alcalá et al., 2020). Thus,
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hypothesis 1 is considered to be fulfilled. It predicted that initial and ongoing training,
measured in hours of prior training in cooperative learning, would have a positive impact
on the implementation of cooperative learning in the classroom. As has been seen, the
hours of training received in CL, as well as the years of experience with this methodology,
predict an adequate and successful use of CL in the classroom, in line with previous studies
(Gorozidis & Papaioannou, 2014; Pons et al., 2013; Prieto-Saborit et al., 2022a). Conse-
quently, employing CL as the method of instruction for training in the technique itself is
considered appropriate, as evidenced by Jolliffe (2015a).

Another hypothesis, hypothesis 2, predicted that teachers’ 3 × 2 goal orientations
would influence the degree of CL implementation. In this respect, a relationship was found
between one of the achievement goals, namely the self–approach goal, and CL. Therefore,
teachers who implemented CL with a higher level and success were motivated to improve
on their previous performance and execution. The motivational model used as a theoretical
framework was the achievement goal model (Elliot, 1999), specifically the 3 × 2 model
(Elliot et al., 2011), where the individual seeks to achieve success on the basis of their own
competence, i.e., to improve on their previous performance. The fact that the achievement
goal that best predicts CL is the self–approach goal has several explanations. It has been
shown that approach goals are more adaptive than avoidance goals, and this is also linked
to higher life satisfaction (Méndez-Giménez et al., 2017). Likewise, approach goals related
to the self are more closely connected to self-determined regulation, i.e., the highest level of
intrinsic motivation within Deci and Ryan’s model (Deci & Ryan, 1985). This motivation
leads to a higher likelihood of teachers implementing innovative strategies in the classroom
(Gorozidis & Papaioannou, 2014; Klaeijsen et al., 2018), such as CL. In this sense, it has
been shown that motivation is conditioned by a positive perception of professional practice
where academic and social skills can be fostered, as occurs in cooperative environments
(Cañabate et al., 2021). In addition, the use of this methodology is related to a greater sense
of self-efficacy on the part of teachers (Calkins et al., 2024; Fives & Buehl, 2016), which
again implies a greater tendency to improve their teaching practices (Hussain et al., 2022;
Thoonen et al., 2011).

Finally, hypothesis 3 proposed that this relationship between achievement goals and
the implementation of CL would be influenced by other variables, such as the level of
education where the class is taught, years of teaching experience, years of implementation
of CL and gender. It has been seen that, as well as the hours of previous training, the number
of years working with CL has an influence, showing that a greater mastery of the technique
improves its implementation. In this sense, Gillies and Boyle (2010) indicated that the use of
CL improved the teacher’s confidence. However, having more years of teaching experience
hinders the use of CL, as had already been seen in studies such as Prieto-Saborit et al.
(2016) and Krečič and Grmek (2008). This relationship also occurs with other innovative
methodologies (Gorozidis & Papaioannou, 2014, 2016; Klaeijsen et al., 2018).

With regard to the level of education where classes are taught, it has previously been
shown that the educational stage they work with does have an influence. In this regard,
teachers reported greater ease of implementation in primary education (Adl-Amini et al.,
2024; Kyndt et al., 2013). Some of these studies suggest that this may be due to the fact
that these are stages where teachers spend more hours with the same students than in
secondary education. It has also been suggested that the low involvement and motivation
of secondary school teachers regarding cooperative methodologies may be due to the high
curricular demands and nature of the content at this stage, which often forces them to
rely on traditional methods (Cabanillas-García, 2025). Finally, another variable that has
influenced the use of CL, both with the achievement goals present or not in the model, is
gender. There are previous studies on gender differences in students but not in teachers. It
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has recently been reported that women rate all categories of cooperative learning higher,
with the exception of individual responsibility in a study with trainee teachers (Puiggali
et al., 2023). In order to explore the reasons for this relationship in more depth, it is
suggested that further studies should be carried out applying a gender perspective, to learn
about the possible factors involved.

This research offers several contributions. On a theoretical level, it provides insight
into teachers’ perspectives on the use of CL through the lens of a motivational theory model.
On a technical level, this study confirms the effectiveness of CL training not only for its
implementation but also for doing so in a way that is both successful and motivating for
teaching staff. Furthermore, the creation of groups and support figures proved to be more
effective than engaging in training activities individually. Another important source of
support was the schools themselves, which belonged to the same consortium and had
all committed to the use of CL in their classrooms. Therefore, this methodology can be
applied in other educational institutions, offering teachers a network of peers to rely on
for mutual support. At the university level, the use of CL techniques in the training of
future teachers appears to be a promising strategy to familiarize them with this approach
and promote its subsequent implementation in their own classrooms. Finally, in terms of
educational policy, raising awareness of this and other well-established methodologies
should be a priority in aligning school education with current demands. Pilot experiences
such as the one presented here serve as a valuable source of evidence to inform innovative,
research-based educational policies (Slavin, 2008).

However, this research also has some limitations. It would be interesting to know the
motivation and achievement goals most present in teachers prior to receiving CL training,
in order to compare it with training through a quasi-experimental design. Likewise, the
differences between male and female teachers have not been previously explored in terms
of the implementation of CL, so it is an important field of study for the future. As future
lines of research, it would be also relevant to further explore how peer support allows for a
better approach to implementing CL in the classroom, overcoming the presented barriers
and increasing positive attitudes and access to the necessary training.

5. Conclusions
This research has shown that people with self–approach goals regarding their teaching

practice tend to show a better and more successful application of CL in the classroom.
That is, their motivation is directed towards improving their competence. Moreover, it is
observed that primary education teachers do so in a differentiated way, particularly after
having received more hours of training in CL or having more experience implementing
this methodology. The 3 × 2 achievement goal model has been used, where there is a
relationship between approach and avoidance goals with respect to the self, the task and
others. Likewise, the focus was on the role of teachers in the success of CL. Specifically,
these professionals had received rigorous training in CL with follow-up support for its
correct implementation in the classroom, which has allowed for greater robustness of the
obtained conclusions.
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