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ABSTRACT
Eugene D. Tecce, Jr., A Study on the Positive Effect of
Cooperative Learning on the Status Group Problems
in the Classroom, Dr. Randall S. Robinson, Thesis
Advisor, Masters of Science in Teaching
June 27, 1995

The purpose of this study was to examine the effect
that cooperative learning, and the teaching of group norms
would have on the social ranking of the low status students
in the elementary school classroom.

The sample was comprised of 48 fourth grade students. A
treatment group consisting of 24 students, and a comparison
group of 24 students were pretested and posttested using a
sociometric instrument désigned to examine the interpersonal
relationship patterns of the students.

Introduction of a treatment designed to change the
existing pattern of interaction was given to the treatment
group. The treatment group met for 18 fifteen minute
sessions which focused on the acquiring of the cooperative
group skills necessary for quality peer interaction. 1In
addition cooperative learning structures were utilized
during regular class instruction time throughout the six
week study. The comparison group was denied treatment.

After the treatment program the results were analyzed
by compiling the averages of the net changes that occured

between the pretest and the posttest for both the treatment

group and the comparison group. A t-Test for independent



samples was used as a discriminatorx of significant
differences separakting the net change averages of bhoth
groups. No significant differences were found.

The author determined that the rasults were
inconclugive due to the short duration of the study, the
lack of a random sample, and the limited time allowed for

traatmant.



MINI ABSTRACT
Eugene D, Tecce, Jr., A 5tudy on the Positive Effect of
Cooperative Learning on the Status Group Problems
in the Classroom, Dr. Randall &, Robinson, Thesis
Advisor, Masters of Science in Teaching
June 27, 1995

The purpose of this study was to examine the affect
that cooperative learning, and the teaching of group norms
would have on the social ranking of the low status students
in the elemsentary school classroom.

A sociomeiric instrument designed to examine the
interpersonal relationship patterns of the students was
given as a pretest/posttest to a treatment group and a
comparison group. After the treatment program the results
warae analyzad by comparing the average of net change between

the pretest and posttest of both groups. There was no

significant difference found between the two groups.
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CHAPTER 1
Scope of the Study
Introducticon
Educators today are attempting to prepare students for a
world that is interdependent, with economias that are
information-based, and driven by complex technologies. The
skills that are necessary teo function in such a sociely are
different than what has traditiomally been taught in our
schools. Schools are increaszingly being asked to develop
higher-level thinking skills, communication gkillg, and
sacial skills (Hagen 1994). Spencer Kagen, David and Roger
Johnson and many others in the fields of education,
psychology, and sociclaegy, balieve that cooperative learning,
as a teaching strategy, can be used as a tool in promoting
interdeapendance, communication, and the socizl =skills
necassary to compete in todays marketplace. Professor of
Education and Sociology at Stanford University, Elizabeth
Cohen, believeas that the dilemmas of groupwork, cooperation
and anti-social behaviors, must be addressed in order for
cooperative learning groups to have their desired effect on

the learning process.

Bignificance of the Study

Johnson and Johnson (1992) give a brief history of
1
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cooperative learning, =nd the study of the inberdependence
among group mambars. It had its begiaonings in the field of
social paychology in the early 1900's., 1Tn the 1940's, the
first formal theory of cooperation and competition was
formulated by Morton Deutsch, David Johnson, = disciple of
Deutgch, along with hie brothar Roger compiled a review of
over 550 ezperimantal and 100 corralational studies corctected
since 1898, on cooperative, competitive, and individualistic
afforts (Johnson & Johnson 198%a}. These two researchers
have concludad that. .. "cooperabive learning experiancas
promota greater interparsonal attraction amnnng heterogeneous
and homogencous peers than do competitive or individualistic
learning expariences.” (Johnson, D., Johnson ®., & Maruyama,
G. 1982). Noted sociologist-researcher Elizabeth Cohen in

her book Designing Croup Work., hypothesizes that the

promotion of positive interaction among group nambers can go
a long way in solving the low status distinctions of racial
minority, disabled, and other social unacceptable students
in the classroom. The above assumptions and the personal
cbeervatinna of this researcher formed the basis for this

study.

Statement of Probhlam

Status group distinctions in the classroom can have an
advaraa effect on the involvement of low status students in

the social and acadamic processes of the classroom {Cohean



1954). Therefore, if these status distinctions can be
positivaely altered, will these same low status students have
a better chance of success, socially and academically, in

school?

Hypothesis

There will be no significant difference in the status
ranking of low status students between fourth grade students
subjected to sassions involving the develaopmeant of social and
cooperative skills and fourth grade students who were

not afforded that opportunity.

Limitations

This study is not inferable ¢utside of its
representative group due to the small size and brief length
of the proposed study. In addition, adequate ceontrels in the
selection of the representative group was hampered by the
inability of the researcher to random azssign, because of pre-
existing intact groups of students. The inexperience of the
teacher/researcher in cooperative learning strategies also

put limits on the generalizability of the study.

Delimitation

The study is limited to a smz2ll, intact group from cne

elementary school in southern New Jerseay.
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To facilitate understanding of tha rasearch, precise

meanings of terms are listed:

Definition of Terms

gociometric test - An objective means of ascertaining the
status and relationships of mepbers in a group.

Conperative learning - Positive intaerdepandencea, face Lo face
promotive interaction, individual aceountability, cooperative

skills, monitoring, intervening, and processing (Johnson and
Johnson 1991).

Proscocial values - Fairnasszs, consideration; respect,
haelpfulness, and personal responsibility (8haran 1994).

Group skills - The establishment of cooperative group norma
te monitor behavieor during group intaraction.

Status Group Distinciions - Social rankings in the classroon
based an social clasg, race, ethnic group, and sex (Cohen
1994}, Also, perceptions caused by aspacial compelencies, or
lack thercof, and phvaical appearances other than those
stated ahovea.

Heterogenagus groups - Groups that are formed with
individuals of diffaring characteristics and status.

Structures - A content-free way of organizing the interaction
of individuals in a classroom (Ragenn 19945 .

Copperative Roles - Functions reguired in carrying out a
group task, as well as strengthening and maintaining group
life and activities (Kagen 1994)



CHAPTER 2
Review of Literature
Introduction
This astudy identifisd the status group problems that

pocurred in two groups of fourth grade students. 1t
attempted to improve Lthe interaction among group nanbars
during the group work process in the experimental group.
The researcher contrasted the results of a pastitest given to
oth the eXperimental group and the control group to
ascertain 1f a change in the soccial rankings of low status
students did cccur, This chapler establishes the reality of
shatus group distinctions within the classroom, and supports
the assumption that cooperative learning and the teaching of
group norms can have a positive impact upon the socizl

ranking ot the low status student.

Hietory of Cooperative Learning

The use of smpzll groups as an instructional tool is
called coopeaerative learning. The key feature that
distinguishes cooperative settings from other learning
saettings is the interaction among students (Webb, 1982)., The
Jobnsons (1992) expound on the histoery of cooperative
1earning, as thay have traced its roots as far back as the
Jewish Talmud, and The Holy Bible wherse the wisdom of Solomon

states:



Two are better than one, because they have a

good reward for labor. For if they fall, one

will lift up his companion. But woe to him

who is alone when he falls, for he has no one

to 1ift him up...Thouch one may be overpowered

by another, two can withstand him. And a

threefold cord is not gquickly broken,

Ecclesiastics 4:; 9, 10, 12.
The first century philosopher Quintillion, and the Roman
philoscpher Seneca alse advocated learning cooperatively
through such statements as "when you teach you learn twice.®
Cooperative learning groups were used extensively by two
Englishman, Joseph Lancaster and Andrew Bell, and brought to
America in 15306. During the early yvears of public education
in this country, both Francis Parker and John Dewey made use
of cooperative learning groups in the classroom (Johnson &
Johnson 1992). Sccial psychological theory in the 1900's
growing out of the Gestalt School of Psychology, and mors
specifically Kurt Kofka, believed that groups and the
interdependence of group members were dynamic wholes. Kort
Lewin in the 1920's and 1%30's developed bhis theory of
motivation, in which he believed that a state of tension
within an individual motivates movement toward the
accomplishments of desired goals. Morton Deutsch, a protege
of Lewin in the 1940's, extended this theory by including how
the tension system of different people may be inter-related.
It was concluded from these theories that the drive for goal
accomplishment motiwvates cooperative, competitive, and

individualistic behavior (Johnson & Johnson et al 1981).

Deutsch conceptualized three types of goal structures:
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cooparative, coppetitive, and individualistic. He dafined =z
cooperative social situation as, ..."one in which the goals
&f the separate individunals are so linked toagether that there
iz a positive ceorrelation among their goal attainments.”

This implied that an individual can attsin his/her goals only
if tha cther participants attain their goals. In this
situation a person seeks an outcoma that will be beneficial
to all menbers of a cooperative group. The opposite is brue
of a competitive social situation, Here an individual can
attain his/her goals only when the other participants do not
attain thair goals. In the individualistic situation it is
irrelievant to an individual seeking after personal goals
whather other individuals achiewve their qoals or nolt (Deutsch
19219, as cited by Johnson &b a1 1981).

Deulsch concluded that students participated more
equally, and ware wore cooperative in cooperative groups then
when placed in competitive zetbtings (Deubsch 1949, 1960a,

1960b, as cited in Webb 1982, Johnson & Johnson 1992).

Cooperative Learning Models

cspancer Kagen (1994} identifiegs three mejor schools of
cooperalive learning models: The Structural Approach (Kagen
1985), Learning Together (Johnson & Johnson 1985), and
Curriculum Specific Packages such as SBtudant/Teams
Achievement Division (Slavin 1986), and Teams-Cames-

Tournament (Slavin 1986). Structuras are inherent in both



the Curriculum Specific and the Learning Together models,
albeit the Structural Approach and the Learning Together
model emphasize social skills, whereas some of the curriculum
spacific approaches do not. Major differences separate the
two former approaches from the latter approach. Specific
curriculum materials are essential to the implementation of a
curriculum specific approach. The opposite is true of the
Learning Together and the Structural Approach. They are
built upon the supposition that gquality cooperative learning
can occur without the use of specially designad curriculum
materials (Kagen 1994).

The social interaction patterns of individuals in the
classroom are astablished by the use of structures. Aan
example of a traditional classroom structure would be what

Kagen calls Whole-Class Question-Answer, where a competitive

interaction is set up as students compete for the attention
of the teacher. In contrast, an example of a cocoperative
learning structure would be what is referred to as Numbered

Heads Together, in which all the slements of cooperation are

present: teams, a management system, motivation, =sbilitvy for
students to cooperate and the experience of simultaneous
interaction (Kagen 1%%4).

The Structural Approach distinquishes between structures

(social organization), content, and activities. Learning

Tagether model focuses on five principles: Positive



Intardapendence, Face-to-Face Tnteraction, Individual
Accountability, Interpersonal Skills, and Group Processing.
ffach lasson in The Learning Together model has spacified
academic and social skills objective. Structures that are
content bound, and are tied together with specific curriculum

materials are curriculum specific approaches (Kagen 1334).

Research on the Effectiveness of Cooperative Learning

David Johnson, a stodant of Morton Deutsch and now of
the nivaraity of Minnesota, aleng with his brother Roger,
have conduced research on cooparative learning for the last
20 yaars. In 35 of 37 studies on interparsonal attraction
conducted by the Johnsen, it was found that when students
worked cogpparativaly in the classroom, they tended ta like
aach other more (Kohn 1987}, "By stracturing positive
interdependence among individuals a promotive interaclhion
pattern charactaerized by help, assistance, ancouragement, and
support is created, which in turn results in...more pasitive
attitudas and relationships, and greatar paychological
healthier and well being (Johnson & Johnson 1988)." Johnaon,
Maruvama, and Johnson (1983), completed a meta-analysis of
motre than 600 research studies oo the interdependence and
interpersonal attraction of heterogeneous and homogeneous
individuals. They found thal:

Cooperative lasarning experiences, compared

with competitive and individualistic

axperiences, result in stronger bhaliels
that ona is personally liked, supported,
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and accepted by other students, that other
students care about how mneh one learns

and that other students want to help one
learn (pg. 33).

Based on a meta-analysis of 122 studies on cooperative
learning in 1981, the Johnson hypothesized that achievement
and productivity is increased through cooperative efforts to

a much greater extent than through individualistic efforts.

Quality of Groupwork

Small groups give students a unigque opportunity for
active learning and meaningful conversation (Nystrand, as
cited by Cohen 1994}, Previcus studies conducted by Sharan
1980, and Slavin 1980, supported the asgsumptions that
significant positive effects on achievement and racial
relations could occur through the use of cooperative learning
gstrategies. Elizabeth Cohen (1992) argues that the
inconsistencies in the findings on cooperative learning
suTest that advantages that are theoretically gained through
cooperative learning can only occur under certain conditions.

The process of interaction in small groups and their
various academic and social outcomes were examined more
closely by Battistich, 5olomon, and Delucchi (1993). They
found that it was not just the implementation of small group
learning in the classroom that motivated peositive academic
and sacial outcomes, but that it depended on the gquality of

group interaction that decides these outcomes. The quality
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of interaction, and how to cultivate those forms of
interaction between group membersz within the zmall group,
has received less attention in cooperative learning studies
then other benefits such as achievement (wWebb 1985, as cited
by Nawman & Thompson 1987). Wahb goes on Lo say,

-..1in general an individual's giving and

racaiving halp within groups has no effact on
individual achievement, but that the type of
help given and received does...if students are
to be helpful to one another in small groups,
thay naad to l1esarn how to ask for and how to

provide copstructive help.

Webb (1982) further states that coopaerative szattings are =zat
apart from other learning situations by the very feature of

interaction among students,

The Need for Collaborative and Social Skills

The above arguments support the need for the teacher in
cooperative group selbbings (o train hhis/har students in
collaborative skills.

According te Dr, Spencer Kagen [Wagen 1994), =succezs is
dependent on sacial skills. Johnson and Johnson in their
research on cooperative learning groups; [(Lew, Mesch, Johnson
& Johnson 19386) have trained students in collaborative skills
guch as: sharing ideas and information, keeping the group
on task, praising and encouraging the contributions of
others, and checking to make sure everyone in the group

undarstood what was bhaing taught. Easice social skillas are
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encouraged to be taught by Johnson & Johnson, Kagen, Cohen
and others. They have found that in the process of
discussing cooperative behaviors, and taking time for group
reflection on their performance in a cooperative group,
improvement in group interaction may result.

The need for both sogial skill, and cognitive skills was
brought to the forefront of researchers by Barnas and Todd
(1977, as cited by Cohen 1994). The social skills identified
by the two researchers included the skills needed to manage
competition and conflict, as well as the willingness to give
mutual support. These are not the automatic consequence of
cooperative learning. Deliberate instruction in the social
ckills required for positive group work is necessary ta
result in desired behavieors (Webb et al, 1986, as cited by

Cohen, 1994},

Peer Acceptance and Societal Status in the Classroom

Self-concept and peer acceptance are two important
igssues that have been raised in connection with the proper
placement of children (Doyle 1976). This would suggest that
the process used to group students into cooperative groups
should be given thoughtful consideration. "It has been shown
that positive sociometric endorsement (high peer status] is
positively related to self-concept...a healthy self-concept
is positively related to achievement, and to sociometric

status." (Doyle 1976}. In addition to the above mentioned
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gtatus through peer-acceptance, classrooms exhibit ona other
kind of status that will affect student participastion in
small group work, and that is societal status {Cohen 1994,

Designing Group Work). Elizabeth Cohen (1994) found the

following:

Students create their own status orders as
they play and interact with each other at
school and outside of school. Those who
hava a higher social standing have high
peer status and are likely to dominate
classroom groups. Among students, peer
status may be based on athletic competence
or on attractiveness and popularity,.
Newcomers...are very likely to have a low
social status. Those with a lower social
standing are likely to be less active
participanits (pg 32).

Cohen further states:

.- .learning emerges from the chance to talk,

interact, and contribute to the group

discussion. Those who do not participate

because they are of low status will learn

less then they might have if they interact

more {pg 36).
Assignipents of low status may also be due to race, social
class, saX, reading abkility, or attractiveness.

Each one of these characteristics have attached to them
a general expectation of competence. High status students
are expected to be more competent than low status students.
These expectations can result in a self-fulfilling prophecy
where the higher status student comes to hold a higher rank

in the status order that emerges from the group interacticn,

and those who hold a low status come to hold a low status in

the status order (Cohen 1994, Designing Group Work).
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Cohen describes the signs of low status bhehaviors in the
following ways; little access to the group task, can't gat
their hands on the group's materials, physical separation
from the group, less talking, and/or being ignored by the
other group membars. According to Cohen, this kind of
treatment of the low atatus student by others in his/her
group <can result in a passivity on thae part af thea low status
studant, or olther of{ tagk behaviors.

"Ineqguities in participation based on gender, race, and
athnicity within cooperative groups should be a source for
serious cancern Tor those who recommend cooperative learning
for heterogeneous settings." (Cohan 1994). Status problems
make small group discourse nonproductive according to at
ieast two dafinitions of productivity: i1inequitable
interaction as well as unagual learning outcomes (Cohen
1994).

Cohen further statas:

When cooperative learning is used to improve

intergroup relations, the concerns ara not

only that there bhe agial-status interaction,

but alsco that students of different groups

learn to treat each other as persons rather

than as members of social categaries

(Cohan 1994).

SUmMmATrY

Mr. Kagen (19%4), points out that the economy of the

United States 1s fast heing transformed into one that is

driven by high teclmology. The norm in a high-tech workplace

is interaction; interdependent teamsz working on complex
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problems that no one individual can solve (Kagen 1%%94). The
challangs Tacing public schools today is to teach individuals
how to cooperate together in small groups. The fact 15 that
small group work is being uvtilized in today's classrooms= for
many reasons. It may he heing used as a methed of improving
academic performance, as & motivational device, a classroom
managamant tool, or as a sallT-es8taem builder, bhut little
faocus is bheing put upon how those groups are formed, or their
interaction once they are formed.

This chaplter bag sought Lo astablish tha authenticity of
status group problemsz in the elemaentary school classroom, and
how i1t impacts on the gquality of the interacticn among
coaperative group memhers. The Iacts clearly attest to the
need to sociometrically group students when working

cooperatively, and for the exigency of the {eaching of group

norns .



CHAPTER 3
Procedure and Design of the Study
Introduction
Resaearch has shown that there iz a sound basis for
believing that cooperaiive group work can provide a myriad of
benefits to the learning process frowm achievement, to
motivation, to self-esteem and much mora. The dilemma is in
the quality of the interaction wilth a cooperative group. It
hag been shown by Elizrabeth Cohen and othars, to have a
signiticant affect on whether the cooperative learning
occurring will be any more produciive than any other type of
inatruciLion.
The design of thi=z study was an attempt by the
researcher to introduce a program that would train students
for cooparation, with the goal of constructing new norms or

rules for behavior during the group work process.

Population and Sample

The populetion involved in this study ware students from
4 southern New Jersay elementary school. The sampla
conzizted of 48 fourth grade students, 24 of which were part
of an intact classroom, These 24 formed the experimental
group. The other 24 students warae part of a departmentalized
mathenratics class comprised of students belonging to the

16
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three remaining fourth grades in the school. These
constituted the control group.

wWithin Lthe axparimental group were 5 rasource room
studants mainstreamed into the regular classrcocom. The
24 students that formad the experimental group received the
treatmeni. Tha 24 students who served azs the control
group werc denied treatment. Both the experimental group,
and the control group held their classes in the homercom of

the teacher/researcher.

Research Design and Procadure Used

The study was conducted using a guasi-experimental, two
group pretest-postiesl design. It was conducied aver a six
week period batwasn March 29, 1995 and May 12, 1885,

Tn the experimental group six teams, consisting of four
members of each team, wara heterogeneously formed with
considerations being given to gerdar, race, ability and
positive, and negative choices on the sociometric tool. All
the cooperative teams in this group were formed with students
who were neither chosen positively, or negatively on tha
sociometric Ltool. This was done to avoid paliring best
friends, or establishing already existing hostile
relationships. Tha teams were assigned to inciuda a low,
high, and two medium status students. The control group
teams were not given like conslderation.

A 15 minute block of time 3 timas a week at the end aof
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the school day was schedulad in order te administer
trzatment. Lesson plans based on the work of researchar
Elizaketh Cohen in har bhook Designing Group Work, as well as
teambuilding activities, and cooparative play struchturas Trom
Spencer Kagen's book Cooperative Learning formed the basis of
the treatment (Sea appandix A).

Twoe cooperative group norms were the focus of the six
waak study; helping, and encouraging, Teacher lead
discussion was conducted as part of the treatmant with the
purpese of identifying, i1isolating, and facilitating conflict
resclution.

Cooperative learning basaed on the Structural Approach of
Spancer Kagen was incorporated into the lesson plans of the

teachar/rasearcher throughout the six weeks of the study.

Description of the TnsLrument

The pretest and postteszt were in tha form of a
socicmetric questionnaire (See appendix B). This enabled the
raezearchar to azscaertain a sociogram of relaticnships within
the classrocom. The information was used to group students
with consideration to their interpersonal relaticnships, The
technigque of sociometry, founded by psychiatrist, Jacob L.
Mereans, anables a researcher to pbiain an objective picture
of relationships among students. Moreno devised the
sociomeltric test in order that the gathering of information

on attractions, and repulsions among groups marbers could bhe
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identified (cited in Gershenfield, 1972).

Heterpgenecus groups warke formed uzing the soclometric
grouping for the experimental group only. Thizs technigqua has
been shown Lo be spceassTul in changing and improving
friendzship patterns in classroom groups. "The goal is to
create an attraction that is diffusa; that i5, one in which
gach child raceivas approximately three positive choices and
thraa negative choices on a three choice sociogram." (Vacha,
1977)

Tha following definitions were used as guidelines;

1. Disliked studente Students receiving mara than four
negative choices and less than two positive choices when
their classmates completed a three-choice sociomeiric
survey.

2. Jlsolate A atudent refaeiving less than two positive
choices and no more than four negative choices.

3. Positive Multual Choicas Pairs of students who choose

each other as preferred companions.
4. Negative Mutual Choices Pairs of students who reject
aach athar.
H. Btars Children receiving five or mora positiva
choices on a thraa-choice sociomatric survey (Vacha, 1977).

A matrix was formed to record and analyze the students
choices (gee appendiz C). Tha name of the chooser was placed
vartically along the left margin, and the name of tha chasan

was plared horizontally at the top of the paper. This
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provided = clear visual representation that aided in
tha identification of the students previously dafined,

The tast was given to both the comparison group and the
axperimental group. Grouping of students in the class not
receiving the Lreatment was hetarogeneous in nature only so
Far ag gender, and race wag concerned. An analysis of
interperaonal relationships by way of a socicmetric matrix
wag not used on this group. Treatmant was denied the
compariszson group. Both the comparison group and the
experimantal group were posttaested using the same sociometric

Lest.

Statistical Treatment

A t test for independent samples [alpha=.05) was used to
compare the posttest results of Lhe experimental and contral
garoups. Assumptions necessary to validate the use of a
paramelric test was baliavad by the resecarchar to bhe

justifiad.



Chapter 4
Analysis of Findings
Introduction

The intent of this study was to examine the effect that
cooperative learning, and the teaching of group norms would
have on the social ranking of the low status student. The
initial assessment of interpersonal relationship patterns was
ascartained by the use of a soclometric guestionnalire, and
then posttested using the same instrument. Introduction of a
treatment designed to change the existing pattern of
interaction was given to a treatment group. A comparison
between the treatment group of 24 fourth grade students
receiving training in group behavior, and 24 fourth gradsa
students denied training was made using a t-Test of
independent samples. The researcher hypothesized that no
significant difference in the status ranking of the low
status students between fourth grade stuodants subjected Lo
cessiong involving the development of social and cooperative
skills and fourth grade students who were not afforded that
opportunity would be found.

The purpose of this chapter is to display and analyze
the data gathered in the pretesting and posttesting of both

tha treatment group and the COmMParison group.
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Tabuiilation of Raw Scores
The analysis of the dalta bagan with the compiling of
raw scores obhbainad from each individual test. Tabla 4.1
presents the raw scores of pozitive and negative choices on
the pretest, and the posttest for the trestmeni group. It
then shows the change, either pozilive or negative, betwean

the two tests, as well as the nat change between pretest and

posttest,
table 4.1
Traeatment Group
Results of Sociometric
Studant Pretest Posttest Changa Net Change
[+ [~) [+1 [-1 [+1 [-1 [+ ar 1
1 3 4 4 1 +1  +3 +4
2 7] 2 4 4 -2 -2 -4
3 & 2 4 3 +2 =1 +1
d 1 3 5 Q +4 +3 +F
5 3 4 6 1 +3 -3 0
& 3 ) 1 2 -2 =2 -4
7 2 3 2 3 ] 0 0
g 0 g G 2 0 -2 -2
= Q 12 g 15 a -3 -3
10 2 3 & 1 +4 42 +6H
11 3 1 1 1 +2 0 32
12 a 2 5 0 +1 42 +3
13 4 4 3 1 -1 +3 +2
14 4 6 3 3 -1 +3 +2
15 0 3 1 5 +1 =2 -1
16 0 3 2 3 +2 D +2
17 0 3 0 2 0 +1 +1
i8 10 1 8 0 +2  +1 +3
19 3 o 2 ¥ -1 -1 =2
20 T 0 4 i) -3 0O -3
21 5 2 2 9 -3 = =10
2z 1 3 4 1 +3 +2 +5
23 1 1 1 1 0 a 0
24 1 1 1l 4 a -3 -3

Avg. 2.878 2.875 2,875 2.875 -5 ~0.25 0.450
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The next step in the analysis of the data waz Lo
likewise compile raw scores obtained [rom sach individual
test given to the comparisgon group. Table 4.2 presents the
raw scares of positive and negative cholces on Lhe pratest,
and the posittest for the comparison group. It then shows the
change, either positive or negative, between the two Lests,
as well as the net change between pretest and posttest.
tablie 4.2
Comparison Group

Results of Sociometric

Student FPretest Pasttast Change Nel Change
[+1 [-1 [+]1 [-] r+1 (-1 [+ or -]
1 2 7 2z & g -1 -1
2 3 1 Z 3 +1l =2 +1
3 b 0 7 0 +2 0 +2
4 4 o) 3 2 -1 =2 -3
[ 0 4 4] 6 B -2 -2
t 3 5 1 2 -2 -3 —5
7 G 2 4 1 -2 +1 +1
8 3 2 5 0 -2 42 0
9 0 4 0 4 0 0 )
10 i 2 5 1 +1  +1 +2
11 6 1 8 i +2 0 +2
12 4 4 5] 2 +2  +2 +4
13 1 q a 5 -1 =1 -2
14 2 Q 4 3 -2 =3 -5
15 1 a g o -1 O -1
1lé 2 2 2 2 0 Q 0
17 1 1 0 1 -1 0 -1
18 n} 11 0 10 J +1 +1
19 6 i 5 ] =1 0 -1
20 1 5 1 3 0 +2 +2
21 & 3 5 1 +1  +2 +3
22 5 3 3 1 -2 +2 0
23 3 5 1 o -2 +1 +1

Avg., 2.869 2.869 2.869 2.869 -0.347 0 -0.087
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Tabulation of T-Score
The net change average scores from tahle 4.1, and table
4.2 were compared using a t-Test for independent samples,
The results are shown below on tablae 4.3.
takble 4.3

t-Test for lndependent Samples

Group N Mcan 3D
1.000 24 0.250 3.779
2.000 23 -0.087 Z.2495

.371 OF

Separate Variances 7T 38.2 Prob. = .713

Fooled Variances T .367 DF a5 Prob. = [71l5

The | -Test for independent samples was used, because of
the random formation of the groups, thal is, no abttampt at
matching of any type was undertaken. The members of one
group were not related to the mewmbers of {he other group in
any way, other than the fact that they were drawn from the
gamé population. The two groups were believed to be
aessentially the same at the beginning of the study, with

regards Lo the dependent variable.

Analysiszs of Data
Frobabilities of .713 for the separate variances, and
.715 for pooled variances are not gignificant at the .05

laval of probability. The standard devietion would need to
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he much smaller, and the probability levels much higher, if
any differences could he attributed to anything other than
chance,

The fact that no significant statistical difleraenca
could be found hetween the treatment group, and the
comparison group, suaggests acceptance of tha null hypotheasis
as true. No significant difference counld be found in the
status ranking of the low status students between fourth
grada students subjectead to sessions invglving Lhe
development of social and cooperative skills and fourth
grade studenits whe were not afforded the opportunity.

Table 4.4 below shows a total cbservation of the
treatment group and the compariscn group.

tabla 4.4

Total Observations for Treatment and Comparison Croups

Treatment Comparison
N of cases 24 23
Minimum =190.000 -5.9000
Max imum 7.000 4,000
Range 17.000 9.00C0
Mean 0.250 -0.087
Variance 14.283 5.265
Standard Dev. 3.779 2.2095
Skewnessa( Group 1) -0.524 -0.538
Kurtosis( Group Z) 2.oR2 -0.0564

Slﬁh E!{JDD -2IBGO
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From table 4.4, it can be determined that the treatment
group contained a greater degree of variance within the
group, than did the comparison group. The distributions of
both groups are fairly symmetrical. The treatment group has
a kurtosis that is playtakurtic, amnd the comparison group
has a kurtosis that is laptakurtic. The minimuym of -10 in
the treatment group, while seeming to hae much larger ihan
the =5 in the comparison group is in fact more in keeping
with the general distribution of the trealwent group than is
the -5 in Lthe comparison group.

The comparison group than can be said to he more
haomogencous than is the treatment group. This is further
evidence that no change cccured during the course of the

study that could be attributed to the treatmant.



Chapter b
Summary, Con¢lusions, and Recommendations
Intraodyuction
In thiz chapter, the problem, hypolheses, procaedures,
and the findings are reviewed and summarized, Conclusions
based on the data provided in Chapler Four, as well as

recommendations for further study are also discussad.

Summary of the Prohlem
Regearch has shown that the patterns aof interaction
betwaen members of a cooperative group can have a direct
effaect on the benefits darived from cooperative group work,
Btatus group disltinctions in the classroom have been showm
to hava an adverse effect on the involvement of the low
status student in the social and academic processes of the

classroom.

Jummary of the Hypotheses
A null hypotheses staling that no significant
difference in the status ranking of the low Stalus students
betwaan fourth grade students subjected Lo zessions
invelving the devaelopment of zocial and cooperative gkills

and fourth grade students who ware not, would be found.

27
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Summary of the FProcedura

The sample Tor Lthis study consisted of 48 fourth grade
gtudents drawn Erom the population of & southern New Jarsey
glementary school. A treatment group of 24 students, and a
comparizeon group of 24 students were pretested and
posttested using a sociowelri¢ ingtrument designed to
examine tha intarparsonal relationship patterns of the
students. Both the treatment group and the comparison group
ware heterogeneously formed with ragard to race, and gender,
but only in the formation of the treatment aroup was
comsidaration given to the analysis of interpersonal
relationships.

Fiftean minute lessons invelvipng the children in
activities designed te encourage cooperation, and to
astablish group norms were taught three times per waak for a
periceg of six waeks.

In addition, coaperative learning structures were
incorporated into the daily lesson plans of the

teacher/researcher for Lhe traatment group.

Summary of the Findings
A t-Test for independant samples was used as a discriminator
of significant differences separating the averages of the
net changes that occured batwean the pretest and the
posttest for bhoth the treatment group and the comparison

group. Probability levels, when accounting tor separate
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variances, were Found to be 713, and .715 when pooling the
variances. Using the 05 probkability level as the standard
of measurement, thers was no signitficant statistical

difference found.

Concluslions

The null hypothesis stating that no significant
difference in the status ranking of low atatus gtudents
hetwean Tourth grade students subjected to sesEsions
involving the development of social and cooperalive =Kills
and fourth grade students who were not afforded the
opportunity was found to be true. No statistical evidence
to the contrary was shown in the results from the t-Tast for

independent zamples,

Recommendations

Data genarated in this study does not support the
rajection of the null hypothesis. The short duration of
this study, the lack of randomization in the sample as well
as the limited amoumt of time allowed for Lrealment are
believed to ba important factors that led to the
inzsignificance in the data analysis,.

Research has shown that cooperative learning can
inprease the succass rates for the low status studenis in
the classroom. It has not conclusivaly been proven however

ta he true in all casea. This study was based on research
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that showed a3 negative impact on the low status students in
cooperative group work when the interaction within the
groups were of poor quality. The stwdy sought to show thal
if this infteraction could bhe improved, the ranking of the
low status students in the classroom would alao improve.
The results of this study showed no correlation between the
two.

It is the belief of this author that the gquality of
interaction in small groups does have a negative effect on
the group work process. He also believes thet if treatment
could be administered over a pericd of time not less than
ona school year, the resulling analysis of data would be
more representative of the true effecis af the treaiment on

the ranking of the low status student.



APPENDIX A

LESSON PLANS
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Cooperative Norms and Roles
(Week 1)
Objective: After the introduction of cooperative group
norms and ronlas, the students will be able to attemplt a
cooperative learning atructured social studies lasson
utilizing the rolaes of Questlicon Commander, Encourager,

Checker, and Secretary ( see Kagen 1994, pg. 14:10)

2ut: The preparation, or set for this lasson will be
taught during two fifieen minute cooparative learning
lessons. Cooperative group norma and individual work roleas
sre introduced and explained during this saegment af the
instruction. The information is then reviewed baTore the

start of the inpul part of the lasson on the third day.

Input: Six teams consisting of four students each will be
assigned one of the six geagraphical regions of NJ. Each

team will gather information on their assigned topic, and

complete a preparad worksheel containing pertinent

guestioms about the =iz geographical regions of NJ.

Checking for Understanding: The teachar is the facilitator
of the group work, intervening as little as possible and

encouraqging independent group problem =¢lving.
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Guided Practice: Worksheet
Closure: Discussion of the nature and quality of the group
work experience, self report by student teams, and

suggestions for improvement solicited from the students.

Independaent Practice:; Team summary of the information.
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Cooperative Group Sharing Activity
(Waak 2}
Objective:! After being instructed in Team Jigaaw as a way
of sharing the information gathered on the six regicns of
NJ with the wholea clags, the students will be individually

tested on the material.

Set: The concept of Team Jigsaw will e taught during two
fifteen minute cooperative learning lessons. Also, the use
of tokens will he introduced as an addition te the Jigsaw
strategy. All rules will he reviawaed prior to lesson

input.

Input: Team Jig=aw: {see Kagen 1994 pg. l8:4} Each team
membar, after becoming experts on one gecgraphical region
of NJ, will reform as four fteams consisting of six
students, each originally from a different team. These
taeam experts will share nTarmabion gathared hy thair
raspective teams with their new team. The ztudents will
only be allowed fo speak if they are holding the token,
cach being allotted two minutes of zharing time, and onsa
minute for guestione and answere (Kagen 1894 pg. 13:1%.
They then return to their home team and relay that

information to the home tesm members.

Checking for Understanding: The teacher will act as
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facilitator of the group work, intervening as little as

possikle. Actively obseaerving the group interaction.
Guided Practice: The teacher will requlate the use of the
tokens, acting as time keeper, and the guardian cf the

rules.

Closure: A discussion and self report on the quality of fthe

group work, plus affirmations for groups and individuals.

Independent Practice: Individual test on subject matter.
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Cooperative Group Play
[Weeks 3 and %)

Objective: After participating in a cooperativa group play
activity, the students wili be able to more effectively use

the norms and behaviors of group work.

get: The rules for cooperative group work will be reviewed,
and the directions for the cooperative play activity
introduced, or reiterated during siz fifteen minute

cooperative group lessons.

Input: The cec-pp play activity Pencil in Bottle (see Kagen
1994, pg. 23:8), will be used to help the student teams
internalize the cooperative group roles of Coach, also

talled Helper, and Encourager (see Kagen 1994, pg. 14:16).

Check for Understanding: Questioning strategy as to

undaratanding of role responsibilities.

Guided Practice: Activiiy with teacher as facilitator.
Closure: Discussion and self report of group interaction.

Independent Practice: Self report questionnaire.
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Teambuilding Activity
(Weaek 4)

Qbjective: After a Social Studias lasson on Lenni Lenape
customs, and in particular the importance and various uses
of wampum, the students will build team spirit by
coaperatively choosing an Indian name that will l1dentify
their team, and create a pattern of colored beads in a

wampum necklace that symbolize thelr team name.

5et: Review the importance of wampum Lo the Indians, and
suggest that the teams pick an Indian name (usually an
animal name) to represent their team. List students

suggestions on the board.
Input: The students will be given string, besds, and
feathera, amd he instructed on the particulars concerning

the construction of wampum.

Chaecking Understanding: Review the particutars of task,

through gquesticns and answers.

Guided Practice: The activiiy.

Closure: Assign competence to each team by affirming that

they Jdid a good job. Display the wampum in a place where
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it will be in plain wview of the <lass,

Note: This will take three 15 minute cooparabivée learming

lessgons Lo Tinigh.
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Cogperative Training Exercise
(Week &)
ODbjective: After being presented with a cooperative puzele
that can only he solwved as a team, the studenta will he
able to solve the puzzle, and identify the actions taken by
the individuals in their teams that anahled the team to

solve the problem.

Sat: Brainstorm with the students about good cooperative
teams, and how they work. Ask them to give an opinion
aboul, which of thae Leams In the ¢lassroom axhibits The kind
of cooperative behavior that fits their descripticon of good

group work,

Input: Give instructions to participants for Broken Circles
{see Cohen 19%4, pg. 1E3-167). Each of the participants
are given an envelope containing two or three pieces of a
puzzle, not to be opened until teld to do so, The obhject
of the exercise i3 to put the pizces together in such a way
that each member of the team ends up with a comnplete
cgirclae. The game is played in complete silence, with each
member of the team respongible for Lheir own puzrzie, This
iz an exercise in giving. You may give =z piecce to znother

plaver, but you can not take a piece from another plaver.
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Tha circle can only be completed through cooperative

effort.

Checking for Understanding: Ask the students to tall yon

how the game is to be playad,

Independent Practice: The puzzla.

Clogure: After allotted time, or when all groups have
conpleted the task, heip students to identify some of the
important things that happened, analyze why Lhey happened,

and ganeralize to other group learning situations,

Note: Patterns for gimpie Broken Circles, and Advancad
Broken Circles [{see Cohen 1994, pg. 165 & 166). The two
vargions of Broken Circles, and the discuszsion atterward
will take at least three fifteen minute cooperative

learning instruction periods, if not more.
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Chapter 6. Teams

The Sociometric Approach

The Sociarnetric Approach is an optional
adjunct when using the Ranked List Ap-
proach. This approach was developed by
Susan Masters and Lucile Tambara {Maple
Hili Elementary School, Diamond Bar Cali-
fornia). It allows consideration of the rela-
tions among students.

Step 1. Studenez Fill in Preferences. To
use the Sociometric Grid, first present stu-
dents with a list of their classmates and have
them place & plus by the namss of the three
persons they would most like on their ream
and a check mark by the names of the three
persons they would least like 1o be on their
team.

Student Handout:

Name:

Team Preference Sheet

Instructions: We will form new tcams. To form the best teams possible, [ would like to know your preferences.
Here is 4 Lis of your classmates. Please puta plus by the ziames of the thres dlassmates you would mest like 10 have on 2
tezm for the next six weeks, and a chack mark by three people you would prefer not ta be on 2 team with this time. You
mav want 1o make new {riends, so you might place a check mark by the names of old teammates and your best friends. 1
cannot protmise you will be on a team with someone you have given a plus, or that you will not be on 2 team with some-
one you have given a check, but I will consider your preferences when 1 make the new team assignments.

Class List

1. 19.
2. 20.
3. zl.
4, 22,
5. 23,
é. 24,
7. 25.
g. 26.
9, 27.
10. 28,
11. 25,
12. 30.
13, 3l
14, 32.
15. 33.
16, 34,
17, 35,
18, 36.

Spencer Kagan

: Cooperative I.eam:‘ng@
Publisher: Resourees for Teachers , Inc. + 1{300) Wee Co-0p
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The Sociometric Grid

For teacher's use. Write in the three pluses and three minuses following the name of each student, indicaring thar
sudent’s preferences. While essigning teams you may wish to aveid painng studants if 3 minus comrs, Although
sume students may nat be a favorite of anyone, and may have quite 2 number of students whe do not want to be en
their team, ir is almost always possible to find at least three others who have not indicated they wonld mind having

the student 45 a teamnmate. You may want alss to avoid cermain plusas ar thay represant "best riends™ who can pair.
minimizing interaction alonp many linas within teams.
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