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ABSTRACT

Two studies are presented in which groups of three fourth-or~fifth-griis«. :
were asked to cooperate in making a block-pattern on a round board. Behavior was
pre-coded in various group-oriented and individual-oriented categories; A pro-

_ductivit& index was constructed.

The Study of Facilitation of Cooperati?e Behavior assigned 76 groups %«

fivg experimentally-created condiﬁions which differed systematically in presenzsz
or absernce of task-roles and group—rolesi As hypothesized, cooperative goal-
structures alone did not maximizZe occurrence of cooperative behavior. Performsnze
was poorest when instructions sssigning task-requiremgnts and social rolgs wers
absent. Pro-social- behavior and pérformance.was significantly greater where tas%-
requirements, tssk-roles and group-roles were present together.

The study of Critical Evaluations assigned TO groups to five experimentslly

greated conditions which differed systematiéally in combinations of degree of
af'fect and helpfulness expressed in critica%/evaluations of the :hild;ens' pexr-
fqrmanéé by an agdult Experiménter. The theory was supported predicting that
criticisms, perceived as helpful and non—threateniﬁg, are related positively to
achievement.

Both studies found consistent patterns of sex differences, boys showing
greater independence from and/or resistance té experimenfal inductions, wiﬁh pre-
dicted effects oﬁ perforﬁancg._ Both studles ekplored effects of socioeconomic
variables. Recommendations are made for further research and for applications %o

teachirng.
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FREFACE

'

This report is by its very nature not & mere summary of two research pro-
Jects completed under a Regional Reﬁearch Grant awarced to the author hy the U.S.
Department of Health, Education and Welfaré. t represents, thought smich stands

.at the midpoint of five years devoted to dovelopmert of theory and research con-
cerped with social behaviors of slemeniary schdol éhiléren, with partisular stress
on competitive and cooperstive work-zelatiqnships, The integration of flelds
gerﬁané to this area - child and sdolescent déveiepment, psychology of social
influence processes, sociblogy of the family. of %he school agd schooi-rglated
institutions ;- forms ﬁhe centrel core of the philosophy of ed;caﬁion fﬁndéﬁénhal to
the Deparfment of Educstion and Child Development at Bryn Mawr College. It is,

. therefore, a source of great satisfaction to me that most of the research has been
carried out by grﬁduate students in our Departmeﬁt, who have built on gach others'
contributions in successive years. |

In the first of the‘series; bf._Béth Hanneh's dissertation study of achieve-

;ment-related behaviors’ which was executed under e prgcediﬁg HE*'research grant,'Néncy
Tofop_and Jane Crawford served as 1nteractioﬁ.observers; ‘Both of theﬁ, in conjﬁgction
with-CérOl Silberberg, continued theilr associstion wiéh thentwo me jor studles éer—A
formed under the éresgnt grant. This included giving final form %o the task, to
the ipteraction caﬁegories, and ﬁo e proauctivity_index, Ms. Silbérberg and.
Crawford acted as interaction obéervers in Ms. Torop's feseafch on Effects of ;
Critical Evaluations’vhich constituted her Ph;D. dissertatioﬁ and which is preéenfed
in condensed form in Chapter IV of this Report, Subsequeritly, Carol Silberberg
created most sensitively tﬁe task-and4group-role'variabies és E%periﬁénter in the
Fbcitilation of»Cooperation study presenteé in Chapter III._'In_that study, Jang

A brawford acted again as interaction observer'and dété.analyst.: Drf Torop con-
tinued to fthtion in our program as consultent for the compubter énalysis_in the
latter projeét, as weli aé for the tﬁﬁ ongoing Devglopmgntal stﬁdies of Coopera-

~

l -
[ﬂil(?nxand Cqmpetitipng
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Both these studiésy in two different socioeconomic school
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sebbings, carried out‘under Eleanor NMIdoﬁh'éﬁd~Helﬂn,L9§b; respectively, are direct
oubgrowths of work cgépleted under this grant. Theb extended the performance indices
in important vays; one of Ms. Murdoch's observers, Bonunie McGonagle, prepared the
comparative anslysis of fourth graeders' c00perétign presented in Chapter V.

‘Indications of still furtﬁer—raaching gffect;;Sf the initial impeﬁus!to
our resesrch afforded by these two grants are preseﬁtad in the Research Recommen-
detions of Chapter VI. o | 1

I.wish to expréss my appreciation to the members of m& d&partment, in
particaiar the Chairman, Dr. Ethel Maw; and m& colleagugs, Dr. Faye Soffen, Director
of the draduatg:Counseling Program and Susan'Maxfield; ﬁirecfor of thg Phoebe Ann
Thorne Nursery School; for their cSnstant.support'qnd facilitstion of my.research
activities. | |

Vie are grateful also to the staff of the Lower Merion ééhobl_District,'
irclading in p&rticular fhe Assistant Superintendent, Principals of five elementary
s;hools, and many individual classroom teachers.. By their ready underéﬁanding of

our experimentsl needs they indeed made these studies possible.




Chapter I

Introducticn

A. OQverview of Research Program

The studies descrited in this report co.tiuueour program of inguiry irto
cooperative and competitive behavicrs: of elementary séhool childrer. The im-‘

:-  portance of both of these mecdes of social crleqtduio“ for the 1ife of develcpin

o .
.

zhildren can hardly be exsggerated. Irndividualistic znd competitivg feétures

of American society have been deszribzad and anslyzed iﬁ“great detail by vast
numbers of social sclentists. Similerly, the iacredible Cu@pLEXlt‘ES of twentletn
certary culture necessitaving individual Pombznauloa of forces in cooperatlve‘
endeavors have been freguently examinédﬂ Opportggities for development of btoth
of these social beﬁaviors are.prbvidéd in schools: occasions for competitive
strife, in latept potentiality as well as bebav1oraL manifestations, are rampant
in the classroom; in fact{ sone edqcators consider competiﬁve motivation as fhe
most powerful dynamic in individual learniné.'.And, the sheer number of pupils -
present in the classroom provides an ideal spttlng for conperative pupil inter-
action, though the extent to Whluh schools do or do not foster grcup-sctiv ltLeS
is disputed. Powerful emotions are attached to eilther of thése sozial behaviors
.by parents and schoolmen slike. It is all the more astonishing H0 find that so.
little is knowp with ﬂertalnty about the effects of competitive ané zooperative
motivation in school children, although a plethora of polemic auecdo£aL reports
does indeed exist. Even more difficult to believe is the fact that systematic
studies of cooperatiye and compstitive behaviors in elementary and secondary
schools are virtually non-existent. |

4f Development of a methoaology for the study of cooperative and competitive

behaviors app:opriéte for use in school settings was, therefore, a high priority
in the first stage of our research. It béﬁame evident ﬁhat observation of the
Q

[:RJ!:tent to which these behaviors were manifested in classrocms was insufficiernt
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for auvancement of generalizable unéerstandings'in this area. The strategy eventu-

ally employed iu all of our stﬁdies utilized a controlled field sctting: three to five
. pre-selected children vere taken out of their ¢lassroom at one time and brougﬁt into a

zpare roon in the school to work together on a specified activity. Thus we were faeed

with two mLJo" types of methodological requirements: design of work-tasks in which

pupils coeld be engaged under either cocperative or'competitive working conditions,

and, secondly, msthodologies Hed to be devised fgr tge observationr anrd measurement of

sozigl interaction and performance. Ihe present studies have built on these first

procedures and have improved upon them corsiderably. Our methodology is detailed in

Chapter II.

;
From the beginning, our research has teen bhased on the assumption'that'excln-
sive theoreticalvand experimental Juxtaposition of cooperation versus competition

obscures important questions that should e asked separately about behavioral pro-

(s3]
L

(7]

ses charazteristic of each of these two situations (Pepitone,1969). Accordingly,
—the first series of studies was concerned with social vehaviors in work-structures
which give rise to coﬁpetitive motivations (Pepitone,l971a,l972), They focused on
interpupil comparisons as a major determinant of competitive interactions. ' The first
study investigated compar1son behavior as a function of cognitive unclarity by varying
the amount of informstion available to pupile working on task-assignments (Crawford,
1970). “The second study examined comparison behavior as & function of the degree of
s ilarity of activitiesrassigned to the children (Hennah,l970); In a8 third study sex -
‘differences in comparison behavior, as well as in competence and confidence were ex-
plored (Pepitone, 1972).
- The next steps.in our research program called forAexplorationbof social be-
haviors under cooperstive working coﬁditions (Pepitone, 1971a). This is the concern
- of the research pressnted in this report. Two major studies were carried out which
were outgrowths of‘the research describedlabove.. in the course of extloring behavior
und=yr competitive condltionu, it was -frequently noted that even when fourth graders
were given opporvunities to work together, they did not take advantage of- these -

[:R\!:7n~bll~-L€So_ When some did declde to work together, they often found it diffi-

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC

cult to do 0. These observatlons, coupled with theoretical analyses of
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classroom processes, determined the direction pf our exploration of cooperative
behaviors: elementary school children, we argued, must be taugnt to work toget-
her. Exploration of variables which weould increase the rzed to z20opzrate led us

to manipulation of varicus potential sources of member interdependence. Following
the most -influential theoretical anélysis of behavior under ccoperative conditions,
(Deutsch, 1949), a common work-goal was identified as perhaps the most potent force
toward cooperative pupil interaction. Additionally, however, we hypothesized that
such behavior could be facilitated by assignment of specific roles to Individual
pupils. We.stipulated further that these roles imust be organically related to the
requirements of the,task. Accordingly, task-requirements were specified, both
task-roles and group-roles were created systematically, and their effects on help-
ful social interaction as well as on performance were 1etermined. This research is
described in Chapter III.

In the studies executed under the first grant, comparison ﬁehavior had been
gnalyzed into two components: attentional and evaluative. That is, it was assdmed
that individuals must be aware. cf, and attentive to each other, before they can
engage in comparison wiﬁﬁ;each other; and further, that whatever is noticed must be
evaluated so that it can fulfill its funetion in the_process of compurison. Plaget
and. others have pointed out the important role of cognitive attendance tﬁ others in
a child's social development: analysis of these attenticnal variables is one of the
central concerns in the studies in.progress now which explore systemaﬁically |
developmental ﬁrends in cooperative and competiti&e hehavior in elementary school
children from two widely differiﬁg socioeconomic backgrounds {Loeb, 1973, Murdoch,
1973).

Our first studies have péinted to the importance of the ‘evaluative componént
in:éomparison behavior in the process of competition. Next steps calied Tor indepen-
deﬁt variation of evaluation behavior under cooperatlve workirg conditions, whefe

we expected evaluations to function importantly both in the giving of help and in

-
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the rzceiving of help. That is, the helper must evaluate the performance of the
person %o whom he is about to offer assistance, and the wanner in which help is

giver is likely ﬁo;play a crucial function in the way help is accepted. The

menner in which eveluations were made thus emerged as a crucial independent

vafiableo This area of inquiry seeﬁed to be particularly reievant in considera-

tion of tescher roles, as a great deal of a teazher's time must of necessity be
-spent evaluating pupil activities. Since there is considerable research evidence

to the fact that tegcher approval (i.e; positi?e évaiuation) has general;y bénéficiui
effects on pupils, énd since fewer and less conclusive stucies exist of the effects

of critical (i.e. negatlve) evaluations, the latter were selected for study. Our
theoretical formulation consisted of a two-factor analysis which separated the
affective componsnt of criticism fromvan informational component (Torop, 1973).

In a doctoral dissertationg these two dimensions were manipulated experimentally

and their effects determined on pupil interaction, defensiveness, performance, anﬁ
‘self-evaluation. Dr., Torop's condensed version of her thesis is presented in-Chapter
Iv.

Most behavioral scientists would readily agree that the child's socio-
economic background is likely to be a crueial variable in his skiilé and motives to
;ooperate. But the interrelationships are likely to be complex and difficult to
igolate clearly. Indeed, vhat research there is in thié ares tends to be‘écanty
and contradictory. Our suburban sample offefed too Little varisbility in socio-
economic status of puplls to meke anaiysis of this variable feasible in the manner
originally planned’ (studylng groups composed of pupils from high and low bOCiO'
gronomiz backgrounds, respectively). Instead, we were able to examine intercorrela-
tions between some of the pupils';personal background variables ané their behaviors '
under cooperative working conditions. PFurther, we were able to compare fourth

..-grade. suburban pupils with lower working class fourth graders on the dimenisions of
ﬂOOptIaTlVe Lnteractlon and performance (MCGonigle, 1973), in connectlon with the

[:R\!:o devclopmental studies mentioned above, These data are presented in Chapter V.

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC
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A concluding chapfer discusses  directions of research both on a general
programatic level and with respect to some specific next steps foilowing from the
findings of, and questions raised by our studies. While we trust thet our work
will make some contribution t. .neoretical understanding of childrens' social
behaviors ?n the classroom, we are aléo deeply zoncerned about some eontemporary
classroom practices. We ﬁherefore include some speculations about fhe impiications
of our work for classroom teacﬁing, The relevance of our research is pointed out,
as we see it, in relation both to the Open Classroom on the elementary ievel, and
Alternative High Schools_on the §econdary level. .Ih both cases, we suggest
instructional practices ﬁhich alléw for stﬁdénﬁ learning in coopereting work groups,
thus providing structures which facilitate in&ividqal pupil cbgnitiVe growth as well

as growth in social responsibility.
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Chapter II

METHODOLOGY

Our two methodological priorities included: 1. perfection of a work-
task and development of criteria by which goodness of its performance could be
measured; 2. improvement of categories of social behafior relevant to our theore-
tical expectations of its occurrence under conditions of cooperation and competition.
The issues involved in these two_areas, the problems encountered, and their final
resolutions are presented in this chapter.

A. The Work Task

1. Requireﬁents.
In the original formﬁlation of our program, we listed eight requirements for
specific characteristics of the task to be developed. (Pepitone, 1969). Their
continued relevance four years later éuggests the usefulness of their restatement

at this point:

a. A group activity which could be subdivided into several separate
activities to he carried out by individual pupils. |

b. It should be possible for one pupil to complete the whole group
task by himself, as ﬁell as for two or more children to participate simul-
taneously working on various sub-activities.

¢. It should be possible to create various degrees of interdependence
among the separate activities, varying from complete independence (so that each
child cén carry out his task by himself).to interdependence such that each child
could not complete his assignment without help from every other child.

d. It should be possible to vary the similarity of tasks by assigning
identical activities to each child, as well as allowing each child to work on
something entirely different from every other ¢hild. -

e. It should be possible to vary the difficulty of the tasks so that

o .
[ERJ!:hey can be used with children throughout all elementary grades.

Text Provided by ERI
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f. The tasks should bear some re°embrenee to SLhOOLWUTk but nrot
require possession of special abillties, nor should :hlldren have previous
cexperience with an identicai-activity. |

g, The tasks should allow, during their pertormamre, expres51on of
BLY kind of social behavior; children should especially be afforded the
’opportunity to watch each other at work, to_talk freely with each other
should they wish to do so, or to remain silent, fo help each other, to hinder
each other, end SO Of. | |

h. The aﬂeompllshment of each ‘child, as Weﬂ~ as the goodness of the
combined final group product, should be measurawa in qua nltatlve terms.

‘ 2. Desecription of WQrk—Task |

To meet these requirements, the following task was desiéned and employed.in
the first stage of our research; A large circular "art puzzle" was designed,
separeble into pie-shaped parts.- It was made of plasterboerd thirty-six inches in -
dismeter. The puzzle pieces con51sted .of pre- ~cut cardboard varlously colored,

which, when combined correctly, made an abstxaot fLower des1gn The pieces were

“

-

wazed on the backside to_allow for shifting around untll flnal placemenﬁ allowed
sdherence by merel& preséing them‘firmly into place. In the first seriee of sﬁudies,,
‘ tﬁe art‘odzzle was divided'into five separate parfs, and each pupil was given‘one |
pzrt o be'worked upon; It wes to be combL\ed upon eowplttlon w1th the four other
parts which were being eXecuted simultaneously by four other Ss. Crlterle a,b,f,
and g vcould be‘setisfied by this device. In order to vary similarify and difficdlty
(criteria d and;e), eaco'group was presented aﬁ the beginning With.é modei;‘.a
picture of - the eompleted final proddct. .By.vérying the design of the model% 1evel _
'of difficulty cou 1a be manipulated. By vdrying the oieces provided for each‘S, the
degree of similarity between the work of esch S could be varied. - IAdLVrduaL and/or_

= Group g ecompllshment eould be scored by the tlme ‘to completlon as well as by the

exxent to which the S's or group s final produ t agreed with the model thus

[:R\!:t sfflng requmrement h
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While satisfactory for the exploratory stage of our research, the original
work-task had several deficiencies which demanded improvement. Foremost among the
weakinesses was the make-shift nature of the mstsrials wsed. Consequently, the

1"

"Pep Toard" was desiéned: a circular board, 40" in dismeter, made of 3" duraply,
covered with a velvet-like substance, Commercially known as '"Velers.' Instead of
card-board pieces, Pattern-Blocks from Elementary Science Study, a product oF

MeGew Hill Co., were uvsed. The set consists of 250 pieces, three-sixteenth inches
thick, of various shapes, sizes and colors which can be combined in innumerable ways.
A small piece of Velcro attached by us to the back of eaéh block allows adhesion to
the board; yet blocks can be easily 1ift~d and pilsced into different positions on
the board.

In the first-stage studies, five childrer were working on their own pie-
shaped parts separstely at seats arranged in a circle, and only combired their parts
at the end of their work to give a final group product. The shift in émphasis to
cooperation rather than competition demanded joiat asction rather than work on
separate parts. Accordingly, children stood around the hoard which was placed on
the téble, with the box of pieces in the center, and = commén product was‘demanded
from the group right at the outset. Thfee thin, black ribbons emanating from the
center can be fastened at the periphery to divide the board into three parts, should
separate work be demanded. These ribbons are used whern competitive conditions are
created and Ss are called upon to work by themselves; under cooperative conditions,
the separations are removed, We have also explored the feasibility of separating
the Pep-board into several parts which may be joined or separated as necessary.

Tnis proved entirely successful, and opens up future use in investigations of
performance as a function of spatisl separation of group members, team cooperation

or competition, etec. Completion of the present series of situdies satisfied us that

we had, in the Pep Board and ﬁétﬁernnﬁlocks, an instrument which was highly satis-

factory as a means of creating either competitive or coonperative conditions.
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3. deasirement of Performance.

A Limitation of the earlief studies was use of the model as & criterion
for avaluation ofvperformance, as it restricted the group's product to imitation
of 2 modsl, The present research has abandoned the model, and pupils are given
frecdem to make anything they wish. is widens enormously the range of group
vehaviors which may be studied by our methodology, as it may include factors
thoas creativity, inventiveness, group decision, @te., factors which were
irreievant when the goal of the group was that of zopying s model. ‘The final
produzt iz photographed with a polaroid camera, and scoring proceeds from the
phctoéraph, But how can performance be messured in the absence of a standard of
corraectness?

We have provided standards in several other ways. In the two major studies
reported here, Ss were simply given verbslly certain criteria for performance, In
sssence they were told "...you can make anything you want, but your picture must
12ve & common theme, be unified, balanced and hang together...". Vsrlous indices
were devised which allowed measurement of the extent to which these requirements

1n

were wet. Additionally, indices of "elaborateness of design” and "complexity of
ihame' ware explored, to give objective measures of quality of performance which
weiild reflect aspects of the group’s creativity and inventiveness.

Piztures of the final product of each group were scored independentlyvby4
“wo Judges. Ratings for each index were then compared. Differences were dis-
cussed unbtil agreement was reached. Overall, there was an 80% agreement between
the judges before resolution of differences. Overall impression was incliuded as a
possible index to determine if raters' impressionistic judgments without specific
Imstrustions would be as reliable as a scals which specified exact dimensions and
critaris according to which ratings were to be made. They were not as reliablg as
there was only 67% sgreement between the two raters in judgment of overall impression.
Howaver, it is important to note that the pooled ratings of overall impressions

a 03

Q
FRIC ~urreists sigrificantly with each of the different indices.
P v



Appendix A-1 presents the definitions and scoring system for the eleven
p : ¥y

“different indices; Appendix A-2 presents interccrrelali

pete

ons of the indices.

Out bf the 66 intercorrelations, aimost 50% stow highly sigoificant
relationships. Tnterestlngly, the highest La**rc( iation s'afe‘ﬁbtﬂinea betweeﬂ
the indices devised for the dlffcreat requirensnts of unifization, bslance and
commonslity., Elaborateness is distinct from these indizes, znd quantlty is aiso
uncorrelated. In facf, quantity of performance is the only index that does ﬁbt
relafe to 2ny of the éther qualitative.indiées other than elabdrateness, The

latter correslation would seem to add to the validity of our indices: for, slmost

by definition, more elaborate products would rez aSlLaté use of more piaceé.

The conclus1on, then, Justlfled by these first explorations, would seem to
be that qualltv of performanca can he rel:abe and mcah-ugfully séoged ty- our scoring
system. Additional corroborstion of its validity was obtained from explorations of
sccresvreceived by children clessified aé "emotionally disturbéd“a which weére
significantly lower on all qualitative indiceé;

It is,énvisagéd éhat different conéerns of differsnt future studies inrthis
ares will make different 1*ypes of 1nd1ces appxuprlate, -For iﬁstance, ir the ongoing-
developrental studles mentioned 1 Chapter I, pnplls from Klnu~rgarten through flfth
grade ére asked fd "meke a bilg person' , 1nste§a of fDLloWlng the requirements -
described previously. Requests for producté which depict identical objects or haﬁe
identical theﬁes makeg brodgcts more comparable and thus one would expect that

bscoriﬁg woﬁld'be facilitated énd écoring,reiiability Increased. In the caselof the
 request for éiperson, in a develépmental study there is' the @ddéd advantage that
there are known dévelopmeatal.diffefences among children wﬁen asked to drav a
person, and, what makes it still more édvantageous, verious scoring indiceé»fqr
such drawings are in existence (e.g. Kbppltz, Goodenough) Murdoch snd Loeb have

‘nd1pt°d some of thebe indlces in deveLopmeﬂt Of thelr own m@asufes, which include:‘

1ze of the person,‘sex~ident1ty, movements, proportlors among bodlly parts-

ERIC -
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nd elaborstions of parts: number of parts: role-conceptions, and so
fortk. Tven thoug@ not used in the two studies reported here, for those
irterestad in this subsequent development of scoring indices, their syctem is
2ded in Appendix A-3.

2. Sowizl Interzction

1. Defirition of Interaction Categories.

Each of our studiss has employed the same set of precoded interaction
categories modified in each case to observe in greatest detail those behaviors which
were of concern to specific hypotheses generated by e given study. That is, we have
devised 4 broad set of categories for observstion of behaviors which characterize
social interactions under both cooperative and competitive working conditions.

L7 |
Thesa includs a variety of Attentional Benaviors; a variety of Evaluative Behaviors;

a varieby of Helping Patterns; a variety of Hindering Patterns; as well as additional

assortments of "positive" and '"negative" social interactions. Then, categories were
expanded for behaviors which were of paramount concern in s given study, while be-

huviors of 1¢sser importance were combined rathéri%ban differggt%ated,

Thus, in the first studies concerneq»With conditions ﬁ&pothesized to elicit
comparison behaviors, detailed categories were provided for observation of both
somponents - att&ntiohal behaviors and evaluational behaviors. Observers were
s=57ed to differentiate bvetween verbal and non-verbal sttending. Both attentional
and evaluative schts were recorded with respect to their referent: own work, work
of specified others in group, and the group product. Evaluations were distinguished

i terms of their mode: - positive, neutral, negative - as well as their referent -

galf, specifizd others, group. Special attentilon was given to development of the

cabegory of Bestirng, as well as Raising own status, or Lowering status of others,
25 these wonstituted major behavioral evidence of competitive motivation. Defini-

tions may be found in the various publications connected with the first grant.



N

With the study of cooperative conditions, the ma’n contarn of this report,
meor'empnwsws in observation shifted to pro-socisi beuaviors. Pilot studies had
_fu&ly sepported cur_expectatiens that very iibtls regzhive behavior in general,

‘and Besting behavior in particular, would oueur. To esse ooaexver~;oad behaviors
zisoeizhed with‘cempetitive motivatien - attentional tenavicrs and besting primerily
were Lot recofded; hovever, the Experimenter was ssked to note these down in her
raoords &s they occurred.

In the Criticai Evaluation study, where evaluative behavior was varied
independently, evaluative categories were expanded to ipclude & VaILth of reap*“ 5E8
wade to the Evsluator. These behaviors were feaqrded both oy the Expsrimenter znd
an acded prdcees observer. In the Role Facilitation stud%, where evaluatioﬁs were
got ez:afed expcrlmenta 1y and where, in fact, every efforu was mede Lo cresste a

non-evaluative c'iﬁate in which cooperation would tdke placc,lvory Little evalustive

comisnts were obtained and hence not recgrded in finer‘detail, As wiil'be seen in

3

the BHesuits section of that study, their low frequency, in Tzct, prevented their

further snalysis. . «j

2

Definitions of otservatlov eatego ries =mpiloyed in the two studies, with

|

illustrat Ave eyamples iven to. observers, are presehted in Appendix B-1.

i

The most 1mpowtanL innovatwon in te b vioral obsﬁrvateon vas procress in

+

RS

our #bility to descfibe the group's worklné pattern, How‘the zhildren worked
_ - .. ! ,

" together seemed likely to be of crucial 1Tporuan_e in work sltvations which require
Joint group effort. Each of the studies advanced our methodo'ogr one step rurther,
Iﬁ'the CfitieeL'Evaluaﬁion-study; which vas executed before the remsining ﬁWo, the
WUT& pattern ﬁas recdrded simbly in terms of the nunber of ehildren‘who were WOrking
together‘at any one time,. Three possibili t"ee existed: tnree hildren, each‘

“working alone; two children wor klng ‘together and one ‘alone; or three children

worting together.. Bach i teraetluﬁ~vecowaLﬂg spéet was di'i‘ 3 into three
separate sections correspor d*ng to thes& thrae possible work-patterns, and all

ERIC -~ g
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interaztions were recorded in a given section determined by the ongoing workiné-
pattern,

It wae fecognized that each of the children ccald be working by themselves,
yet worxing on a part of the pattern whieh was needed by the group, and} reasoning
anzlogously, that mEre-working;on the same section did not neressarily signify a
zooperative working pattern. Accordingly, observers in the Role Faeilitation

'Stuiyg'where the dynamics of work were of paramount concern, were given additional
criteria which alloved them to record whether_a cnild was working toward his'gﬂg
goal exclusively (i.e. werkihg fof self), or whether he was eontributing to the 
grodp goal (i.e. works for 5roug). This distinctior proved to}be most important
and meanihgful in analysis of the group's produet as a function of particular role-
Intercependencles which we had attempted to create.

In the Dewvelopmental Studies which invoived the Socic-economic cdmparisons
report ted in Chapter V it was 1mportant to determine epecific work—patternsrwhich
would‘diucloqu social SKlllS in cooperatlon that mwght be characterlstwc at given
age-levels. Acnordlngly, observers were asked to make additional judgments Qf.the'

degree of eoprdination preseht among the tﬁo:or thfee children who were working /
trgethero' The Experimenter-was asked to make a record whenever it was.poseible to
shate, according to sgreed-vpon criteria, which of the three ehildren.was directing.
the groug's work and thus could be said to execute leaderShip'funetions.- |
. C T !
The extent to which observers succeeded in wbilizing this interaction-system
7 is examihed next. | |

2, The Observation Process and its Reliability*"' . }

Two obsewvers were responsible for reeordlng Lnteractlons among all three

children. During the experiment, each of the three chllaren wore a large 1dent1fy—‘
ihg nuzber on a ribbon around his or ‘her neck so that the behaviors could be coded
ini s iator and- rec1p1ent Behav1or was recorded ‘at least once €vVery

fifteen seconds when the group was worklng w1th no verbal 1nteract10n at all. When

E l(jrbal interaction occurred, contlnuous recording»was empl‘oyedo
. . . L v
o : : .



The ctservers had beén trained by the use of sinalat

taped groups and pilot groups; as mentioned previously, some
had had. previous observatlonal experl es in our rescarch,

the refinement snd final formulation of the coding defiritd

. 1

2 groups, viago-

of the observers
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of’ cogolng research, brief discussions were held oziween sessiond So resclve sny

problems which had arisen in & given sessica.

Pearson product-moment coefficients of :3r:e;au-on were compused between

amounss of behavior ‘accorded by the observers into cach cave

ey

<

o
)
o
o
e
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o
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resented in Table I. Unless otherwise indiczated, d=ta presented in this chapter

on the (Critical Bvaluation study only, in order to svold duplication oT~

data frowm the Facilitation Study, with wnich they are {n agreement in all major

For. clarity of presentation, some of tre separate categories sre combined

into larger units and presented in Table I.

TABLE I

)

-

Inter-Observer Reliabllity for Grouped Behavicr Categories

Grouped Cstegories Produet-u

wment-correlations

Total InteractionS.ese-vessocsovsovconavaons
Places Pieces for Self....ccceeconcsosncnn
Places Pieces for Group..scevescsosossacss
Total Evaluations..esseeceioeconcacocasass
HelpS.oescosooosesssssosoonssacasoosvooaas
« Requests Help or Information......veooons
' * Accepts Help and SuggestionS..esecacossoos
Ignores Help and Suggestions..eueeveoovoss
Fositive Social BehaviOrssssconcsvoccaocann
Negetive Soclal Behavior...ecesovvcescccoss
Avoids TasKeooessessvossosocavooanasooonoa

eeas93
so0 oG
cees93
veeoB5
oasod3
cv o83
ceweb3
veseOD
ieea89

—h
>eoca [“f
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<t way be seen that eight out of the ten categories have correlation
coefficienﬁg of .80 or higher; the correlation for total interactions is .93.
In general, ﬁhe gregter the amount of behavior recorded in a given caﬁegory; the
greater the observer-agreement. For insiance, mbre nran-half of all récorded
betavior consisted of working with pieces elther for self or for-fhe group. Here
Shere is almost complete observer agreement. Help offered was practically never

ignored; it is the lowest category of agreement between observers {.63), as, of

course, slight observer deviations are accorded disproportionate weights in the

1% may be concluded that behavior was observed with a high degree of

reliabiiisy.
3. Intercorrelations Among‘Interaction‘Categories

Iﬁtercorrelationé amoﬁg the grouped behavior categories ére presented in
Tavle II. It is evident that almost 50% of the correlations shb& significant
relationships. Two;genéfal patéerns among the correlation indices should be
ﬁoticéd:'1first, the consistently significantly negstive relations between the
Works iny category and each of the interaction categories. .These relationships
merely disclose tﬁe internal consistency bf ouf observatioé data:  +the WOrklenly
categpry 1s defined as working wiﬁh pieces without verbsl interaction and thus,
-bj definition, such silent WOrk-pafterns must be negetively related to veﬂbal
interacﬁion.?'(Thé correlations are not.perfect due to observer éoﬁvehtion which
permlitted double coding when the work-pattern of‘the group was primarily non?verbal,
Interspersed with’%n occasional sparse remark frém one S).

Secondly,‘one must notice the significant rel@tionships between total amount

. of interaction and gach of the behavior catggories° That -is, the highly active

parti"ipaﬁt tends to be high in all types of social irteraction. This is a finding

that has been frequently obtained in other studies of group interaction, including

that of adult discussion groups (for instance in the 1948 and 19&9 ¥ational.

LRIC
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TABLE I —-- Continued
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thils writer). The high correlation of indlviduzl casegories wish Level of

lnteraction would seem to preclude further Liooow ra=m.sion of D
correlations of this matrix.

Wnere cauee

tret 1t 1s necessary to introduce

venaviors intc groups and zc observe Gan B =T osvimiiv, Tnls
1s iandeed precisely the approach taen in tne fesl Fogne Triticel Tealnation
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valldlty of the Productivity Indices.
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positively related to commonality, unification and agreewent on theme. These
izdines are preclsely those which define the requiremenrts for performance of the
task a3 given out in experimental insﬁructions,

It would thusvappear that positive social interaction helped the children
to 2lfill the task witﬁ which they were c@argeda Along the same lines, it is

noheworthy that the only category of social behavior related to conception of theme

[sx]
1.

is that of positive social interaction. Similarly, placing pieces for self was
negaively related to commonality (r = -.45), agreement on theme (r = -.61) and
concaphion pf theme (r = -.54). Placing pieces for +he group, however, was
positively related to the same three subscores (r - ,4L; .4bk and. 46, respectively).

TLé valldity of our scoring system is strengthened by these findings as
well, Tor we may cénclude that expected subindices do relate meaningfully to
cxpeched gonlal tehaviors., It is also striking that total social interaction
zorrelates negatively with quantity of performance. It suggests that increased
sozia’ interaction enabled the children to focus successfully on the task-require-
ments, while ébsence of such interaction was associated with arbitrary individual
mmaesing of pieces at the expense of goodness of group product. Theée patterns of
relationships present a convinecing case for the conclusion that working together
indeed facilitated the childrens' performance, These findings will be examined in
the light of zdditional data in the theoretical framework presented in subsequent
srapters.

D. ZExperimental Creation of Independent Variables

We consider one of the major methodological cortributions of our studies
demonssration that investigations with highly controlled experimental designs can
e szrried out within school settings. Our studies are “controlled field studies";
“hey are "fleld studies" in the sense that they are carried on within an ongolng
suneol sebting; they are "controlled" in the sense that they follow a predetermined

dagign which controls major variables while experimental variables are introduced

muov. Ln the manner of social psychologists in their laboratory settings.
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While greater expenditure of effort; time and sensitivity is needed to
make necessary arrangements, it can be done: Superintendents and Principals
warse williné to help in setting up experimental mechanics; overcrowded schools
were sble to produce a room where research could proceed undisturbed; teachers
were willing to have their classes interrupted and to release three children at
% tinme, of our own choosing. A sample of wriitten Explarations of Research Project
to School Personnel is included in Appendix C-1.

Compromises were inevitable; obviously, our schedules had to adapt to school
hours, assemblies, trips, etc. In.the Philadelphia School 1M, the extensive teacher
strike precluded intelligence testing for this year. Some suburtan school policies
prevented our access to pupil files. Chapter V discusses analyses involving pupils'
personal background variables that were affected by such factors. However, in‘no
case d4id we have to modify experimental procedures which were concerned with
creation of independent variables.

Procedures used in the two main studies will now be outlined. In both
studies, E followed a prepared script, memorized to give instructions. It is in-
2luded in Appendix C-2. The instructions were intended to fulfill the following
cbiectives:

a. standardization of procedures to insure maximum
experimental control;

. to create a group goal;
¢, to create interdependence among Ss;
d. To create a positive work-atmospher;

e. to remcve ordinary classroom restraints against talking
and helping one another;

f. to set up requirements for the task which could be
exploited in the experimental conditions;

g. to familiarize Ss with materials.
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1. Creation of Task-Requirements, Task-Roles and Group-Roles
In the Role Facilitation Study, five conditions were created:
The Unstructured Condition. Here, Ss were simply told to begin working

upon completion of the General Instructions. (See Appendix C-2).
No mention of task-requirements was made.

The Task Requirement Condition. (See Appendix C-3).
Ss were informed of three requirements necessary for the final
group product: the product must be one bilg, whole picture;
secondly, it must be balanced; thirdly, it
must be unified.

In each case, E probed to make sure that each child understood what was
required. E did not allow the group to start until she was satisfied that each
child comprehended instructions.

These task-requirements were introduced also, in the same manner, in the
three remaining conditions which had additional instructions as well.

The Task Role Condition. (See Appendix C-k)

Here, each S was given the role of being responsible for seeing that one

of the requirements was fulfilled. Identical instructions were given as

in the task-~reguirement condition: however, after Ss had become acguainted
with the work for 90 seconds, they were interrupted and E proceeded with
role assignments, as specified in Appendix C-k. #1 was always made the
Designer: #2 the Balancer, and #3 the Unifier.

To assure that results in this conditicn could not be ascribed to the
ninety-second interruption, Ss in all conéitions were also interrupted

at this point, and instructions repeated.

The Group Role Condition (See Appendix C-5)

Creation of Group Roles required perhaps the greatest skill on the part
of B. As may be seen from the Instructions, E's aim was to create an understanding
in each pupil about some group procedures that would lead to superior performance.

-

Leading a five-to-ten-minutes' discussion among the three pupils, E made sure to

]+
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elicit from Ss the following group-process requirezents:

communication must take place;

{deas must be shared;

exchange; glve-and-take of opinious muétvﬁappen.
It was felt that to requlre group-role-specisliizatio . analogous to the required
separation of functions in the tésk role coﬁdition? woaid bescome too confusing to
3s. And, indeed, pilot studies confirmed this. In this first snd largely ex-
ploratory study of rolie facilitation, therefore, it was declded to alm simply for
a heightened sensitivity to group process in the greup roie condition, and to %teach

some rudimentary skills of group lateraction.

In a f£ifth condition, instructions for Task Roles and Group Roles were

combined. Pilot studies helped to find a level where the Insbtructions could bve
comprehended and absorbed, without being too burdensome. We would have preferred
a more leisurly pace in this, more complex,.condifion, but decided agalnst it for.
control purposes to allow for comparability with the cther zcnditions. Still, it
is true that the experimenter had increasingly more contect with Ss, beglnning
witﬁ the Unstructured Conditién and ending with“%%e Task Role, Group Role combined
condition. In this sense, one could claim that our variable was confounded, Still,
one would have to explain how this confwounding would account for the parficular
results reported in Chapter III.
2. Creation of Critical Evaluations

In the descriptlion of relationships among social iﬁteractione, the
necesslty was demonstrated for independent varilation of iméortant soclal behaviors.
Evaluation was considered to be such a varistle. The origlinal plan proposed to
build evaluation variables into the Role Facilitation study. As methodological
exploratlons proceeded, it became evident that complexlities involved in establish-
ment of the latter variable would be confounded by further additlion of* evaluation.

As duscussed in the previous chepter, theoretical analysis led to selection of
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the dlmension of criticalness of evaluation, and variations in its strenght, as
well as in degree of helpfulness.

The following considerations were invoived in création of this experi-
mental variable: Above all, our concern was with the psychological effects of
critical comments on our young subjects. While we wanted critical comments to
have an impact, obviously we wanted to leave no lasting effects on their self-
evalvations. The decision was made, therefore, to address criticisms to each
group as an entity, rather than to individual pupils within the group as originally
planned. This meant that variations along the dimension of personal-impersonalness
also had to be akandoned. |

The degree of criticalness was determined in pilot)studlies. We were
astounded at the impact of what we had considered a relatively mild comment such
as "that's not too good"; children obviously were affected, in several cases re-
moving everyone of the pieces which had made up their design, to start de nuovo
after the criticism. Therefore, comments which had been intended for a Mild
Critical Condition, were shifted to constitute a Strong Conditfon.

The two degrees of criticism consisted of six critical comments each,
sdministed by E at roughly two minutes' intervals:

Mild Condition - Comments:

1. TIt's 0.K.
2. That's not too bad

3. It could be better

=

. Well, it's all right
5. That's not too bad
6. I guess that will have to do

Strong Condition - Comments:

1. You didn't get off to a very good start

2. That's not too good
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in good spirits; throughout the study only geruine interest was encountered from
teacheré, no complsints from any source reached us directly or indirectly.

The study called for creation of Helpful Comments as well. Eight
suggestions were made by E, variously paired as demanded by the design. The
svggestions could te said to be objectively helpful, beczause they reminded the
558 of the task-requirements set down in the instructions. Following E's suggestions
would indsed ald their work.

The Helpful Comments were as follows:

1. Remembzr, you can make lots of different things with these blocks,
like flowers, people, cars, trains, or Jjust pretty designs.

2., VWhy don't you spend some time deciding what your whole design is
going to be?

3. Remember, you want your design to be well-balanced.

4. Why don't you try doing something to pull the whole design
together, like making a border? ‘

5. Don't forget that you are going to want to end up with one big
pilcture, not three separate ones.

6. You don't want to have too much empty space'left on the board.

T. The more things you add to the design, the more interesting it
will be.

- 8. Your parts should all go tﬁgether in some way.

The comments were designed to be neutral and non-critical. They had to be
gdjusted by E to the actual work of each group. Thus, if one group was still
deciding what to do, comment #2 was omitted; if a bofder was being made, comment
#4 was diszarded as irrelevant, ete. As in the'Role Facilitation study, here too
sensitlvity, sklll and quick judgments were demanded of E. She was to use at least
six of the eight comments, and, if appropriate, could repeat a comment. The
okservers were instructed to make sure that E remain "in role" throughout the
duration of the investigztion. Their reports, as well as periodic spot-checks by
the dissertation supervisor found that E's behavior had become wholly standardized,
so that she acted indeed as an invariant independeht stimulus.

Chapter IV discusses the experimental design and results of ﬁhe study.
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PATTERNS OF INTERDEPENDENCE IN COOPERATIVE WORK
OF ELEMENTARY SCHOOL CHILDREN

During the past half century, various social critics of American
education have condemned schools for their relative unconcern with
satisfaction of individual learners' personal needs, Others have
been equally vocal ih complaining about the schools' allegedly
excessive emphasis on the individual, Still others opined that
training for independence and individuaiity is sacrificed to class-
room demands for conformity. And, there are also demands on schools
to train its pupils in skills needed in a participatory democracy.

It stands to reason that, in order to function adequately in a
society as complex as ours, individuals need to receive training for
both independence and interdependence. Anecdotal feports of class~-
room atmospheres suggest that, by and large, they mirror our national
individualistic ethos (Henry, 1957; Jackson, 1968; Bronfenbrenner,
1970)., Training for interdependence is conspicuously absent in most
schools and research in this area is similarly sparse and sporadic.
Even though there is a substantial body of literature on group
processes, it is seldom applied to the analysis of pupil performance.
A recent review accounts for this state of affairs in a trenchant
analysis of relationships between the field of Social Psychology and
Education (Charters, 1973)., The present invesfigation uses social
psychological concepts in analysis of social processes among pupils
engaged in a cooperative task, If explored several ways of increas-
ing intefdependence among participants. Secondly, it determined the

effects of such conditions on pupil performance.



Evaluation of Research on Cooperation
&

Social psychological research in the area of cooperation has
been greatly influenced by the conceptualization of Morton Deutsch
(1949). His theoretical analysis focuses on individual goal-rela-
tionships: mutually exclusive in competition, shared in cooperation.
Most subsequent research has been concerned with determining goodness
of performance under these two contrasting goal-structures, perhaps
at the expense of neglecting some of the important problems inherent
in competition as well as cooperation. Our program of research is
based on the/assumption that theoretical and experimental juxtaposi-
tion of cooperation and competition obscures important questions
that should be asked about each process separately (Pepitone, 1969).
Our first series of studies focused on conditions that stimulated
competitive behaviors among elementary school children (Pepitone,
1972). The present study creates experimentally several conditions
assumed to facilitate occurrence of cooperative behaviors,

} The Deutsch conceptualization may be taken to imply that mere
provigion of a work-situation in which shared aims are likely to
exist will produce cooperative group interaction toward the shared
goals., 1In fact, employment of the "project method" in educational

fsettings may rest on precisely such a belief in goal-commonality

as a sufficient condition for cooperation. An early exploratory .
study of elementary school children (Stendler, Damrin, Haines, 1951)
casts doubt on such an assﬁmption: given a common goal with the task
to paint a mural, some pupils withdrew, others'only helped best
friends, while gtill others did the lions share of the work for the
group, but workéd by themselves. A recent study in our program dem-

) ) .
]ERi(pnstrated that, even in a work-situation where a strong group goal

IToxt Provided by ERI
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exists, third graders will compete with each other, depending on the
similarity of their task-assignments (Hannah, 1970).

Current research is beginning to concern itself with more
precise analysis of variables within either competitive or cooper-
ative goal structure situations. It is noteworthy that most of
these investigations approach their problem by considering the
task~structures involved, For instance, competitive motivation
is examined as a function of complexity of task (Gifford, 1972).

In cooperative conditions, such task-analysis poses additional
problems which stem from the goup processes which occur when
several individuals are working on a common task. A recent

review categorizes cooperative tasks into those that require as
outcomes a common product vs, those that allow for cooperative
interaction but demand individual final products (Thompson, 1972).
Only a few investigations could be located by the reviewer in which
it was possible to categorize tasks in this manner, and these were
field studies in relatively uncontrolled educational settings. They
proved inconclusive, partly because as Thompson points out, no
records were kept of the extent to which pupii interaction actually
toock place. Still another series of studies employed tasks that
could be manipulated to favor either cooperative or competitive
goal-structures among two participants, but concern here centered
on existence of cooperative or competitive motivation as inferred
from a single act of string-pulling (Madsen, 1971). Again, no

data were obtained on social processes involved., The most relevant
information about social interaction may still be found in the
early studies which contract cooperation and competition; they
generally conclude that interaction under cooperative goal-

Q

ERICructures is more friendly, while under competitive goal-structures
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interpersonal hosvilities are more frequent (e.g. Deutsch, 1949,
Hammond and Goldman, 1961). No single generalization can be made
about goodness of performance under these two contrasting conditions,
because outcomes seem to be partly a function of the specific nature
of work-tasks.

Theoretical Analysis of Varieties of Interdependence in Cooperation

The research reviewed above suggests that progress in under-
standing relationships between cooperation and performance could lie
in the direction of more detailed examination of member interaction
during work on specific tasks. The unique aspect of cooperation
would seem to be the fact that members must engage in interactions
with each other, and that a large proportion of such interactions
must be specifically work-related. It follows that‘members in a
cooperative work-situation depend on each others' actions for 'their‘~
success, Conceptually, this is to say that what defines cooperative
situations is the particular interdependencies among members. It is,
then to the nature of these interdependencies that one:must turn for
theoretical undersfandings of processes involved in cooperation,

Deutsch derived hypotheses which predicted specific member

behaviors under cooperative conditions from his basis assumption

~that such conditions create member-interdependence which stems from a

goal-structure which is shared by, o™ held in common with, other

‘members of a group. He also states that interdependence among group-

members may arise from scuirces other than the group goal. This
author has extended Deutsch's analysis by selecting the work-task
itself as a second source of interdependence :of members (Pepitone,

1952), 1In that early study, performance of college students was

~investigated under conditions which systematically varied the degree
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to which each group member perceived her task as being important to
the group. Two criteria were used in defining importance: 1, a

criterion of ncu-substitutability: important acts were defined'as

those which must be performed in order for the group to succeed, while
completely unimportant_acts denoted those activities which need not

be performed and which hence are completely substitutable; 2. a
criterion of contribution to the goal referred to the extent to which =
progress toward the goal is made possible by performance-of/fhe task,
By these two criteria, the mdst important activities needed by a

group are those that are essential for the group's success, and per-
formance of which advances the group considerably toward its goal..
Evidence was obtained that under conditions of cooperation and
differential task-assignments to members, perception of importance

of task-assignment increases member-motivation and imprOVes both the
quality and quantity of performance. This motive~force was defined

as a‘"sense of responsibility to the group".

. The concept of member task-interdependence was developed further
in a subsequent study of young female workers in a factory setting
(Thomas, 1957). Here, Thomas made members interdependent by dividing
labor among them while they performed tasks such that each person's |
performance served as a means for the performance of tasks by others,
In other groups, members were linked together in interdependence only
by a common team goal. Theoretical analysis of performancé assumed
that such division of labor creates member-expectations that others
will perform their roles., As in the previous study, such role-
expectations, derived from the task, were presumed to heighten moti-
vation in each individual by creating a sense of responsibility to

E th the group.

IToxt Provided by ERI
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Summarizing, we may state that member-interdependence in work-
groups may be created in the following ways: a) prdvision of a
common goal; b) perception that certain important tasks must be
performed ih order for the group to succeed (henceforth referred to
as task-requiredness); c) division of labor such that each member is
expected to perform specified work which facilitates performance for
other members (henceforth referred to as task-roles)., The present
-study explores childrens' performance under these conditions of
‘interdependence., It extends the concept of role-interdependence by
‘adopting the commonly made distinction between member roles which
:stem from specific work-requirements of the group - task-roles =~ and
;those behaviors having to'do with the process of working together =

,; group roles (Bales, 1958)., It stands to reason that performance of
J‘ tasks under cooperative conditions would require, or at least benefit
by, performance of specific group roles -- for instance, those con-

cerned with eliciting member participation, coordinating diverse
member activities, facilitating communication, giving help to need-
ful members, and so forth. We thus assume that yet another way of
creating member interdependence is through d) performance of group-
roles, |

The study which follows created different patterns of member-
interdependence based on the four different sources listed abové.

In each case it was assumed that such interdependence would heighten
motivation of members., Further, that if these motivations could be
translated into responsible member interactions, the outcome, that
is the group's final product, would be affected. Predicfions about

diffeqential strengths of the hypothesized motives could at this
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stage be only speculative., As all groups were presented common
work-tasks, members in all conditions were working under conditions
.of goal-interdependence., And, as all research on cooperation shows,
this source of interdependence has powerful effects on member-
interaction, Thus, predominantly positive social behaviors were
expected under all conditions, Addition of task-requirements was
expected to improve performance because the requirements gave
members both increased knowledge about the work, and also because
requirements were presumed to ralse the perceived importance of a
task, Two conditions explored the respective effects of task-role
assignment and group-role assignment, While there was no basis for
differential predictions, performénce of both roles may be deemed
essential according to the two stated criteria of iﬁportance for
the group's success, It would follow that a condition which creates
member interdependence from the combined sources of group-goal,
task-requirements, task-roles and grbup-roles would show most

responsible group interaction and superior performance.
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EXFERIMENTAL PROCEDURES AND DESIGN

Procedures and Design

In all major respects, the experimental procedures were iden-
tical with those used in our previous studies: groups of three
fourth-or fifth-graders were selected at random from a given class-
room, taken one group at a tir 2 an unused classroom in the
school, and asked to work togetiher on a problem which requires
cooperative action for its completion., Group performance measures

were obtained and related to the group's social interaction which

had been recorded by an observer~pair in pre-coded categories.

Subjects

The sample of 228 Ss was made up of predominantly middle and
upper-middle class, white, fourth-and-fifth grade boys and girls
from four elementary schools within one suburban school district,
Since there were no systematic differences in pupil éerformance and
behavior as a function of school or classroom treatment, data from
all schools were combined. $Since our previous investigations
showed significant sex differences in behavior relevant to the
present study, groups were composed of like-sexed Ss and treated

separately in the data analysis,

The Work-Situation

The Work~Task consisted of two parts:
a, The Pep Board - a custom-made fourty inch circle of 1/2
inch Duraply, covered with a velvety material, on which a black

O Line indicated separations into pie-shaped thirds:
EMC P , D Y
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b. Patteln—blécks from Elementary Science Study Program pro-
dAnced by McGraw Hill & Company. These are 250 variously shaped
and colored flat blocks adapted by us so that each piece can adhere
firmly to the board, yet is easily removable and placed into
different positions. |

Each group of three children was brought from the classroom
into the experimental room. After the initial instructions were
given, Ss assembled around the Pep board where the materials were
demonsgtrated. This was followed by differential instructions given
to create the experimental conditions.

The children were allowed to move about freely, to converse
with each other, in short to intéract'with each other without any
restriction in order to remove the restraints which usually exist
in the classroom against displaying ofher-oriented behaviors, Ss
were allowed fifteen minutes maximally to work on their task.

The completed pattern was then photographed with a Polaroid
camera and immediately shown to the children, This served as a
reward for the Ss who were praised for their.performance and then
dismissed. More importantly, this photograph allowed calculation

of the group's productivity.

The Measurement of Producfivity

Blind ratings were made by two independent judges who scored
the quality of the group product along several predetermined dimen-
sions, Eaéh separate subscore was based on one specific task-require-
ment which had been detailed to the Ss in the procedural instructions.
Specific ratings were made along the following dimensions: elabor-

ateness of design; distinctness of theme; commonality of theme;
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unifiration vl pattern; balance of pattern, carefulness of execution,
The sum of these ratings constituted the overall gqualitative index.
Agreement amcng the two raters for each subscore averaged 86%; these
differences deviated no more than two points for a given rating and
were adjusted by mutual agreement. The range of the total qualita-
tive score could vary from O to a maximum of 24. The quantity of
work was determinc¢d by counting the number of pieces used in the

total pattern, 250 being the maximum score possible,

Behavior Observations

A record of the group's work-pattern was kept by the two
observers in terms of each S's interrelationship with each of the
other two Ss. This was recorded in two_mutually exclusive categor-
ies: "works for self" and "works for others". The former category
vas checked whenever S worked by himself with no regard for the work
of the other two Ss, By contract, "Works for others" was scored
whenever S either worked with another S on the same pattermn-~part, or
worked by himself but did so with his partner's advice and/or con-
sent in order to contribute to the overall pattern. Additionally,
the interaction observer.recorded the group process into 28 pre- |

- coded categories, Reliability, determined by Pearson correlations
between different obseryefs in previous studiles, ranged for the same
categories from .79 to .93.

The single categories could be grouped into three major types
of behavior: Evaluative behaviors included evaluations of self,
others, or of aspects of the product. Negative social behaviors
consisted of such behavior as hindering, expressing aggression,

[Jiﬁ:ignoring, refusing to help or rejecting help when offered, etc,

IToxt Provided by ERI
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Positive social behaviors focused especially on interpersonal help-
ing behaviors which could be either non-verbal as in the manipula-
tion of pieces for andther S, and verbal such as making suggestions
or offering assistance, |

The Experimental Conditions

The experimental variationslwere created at the bpeginning of
the session in a brief group discussion with E. In all conditions
E sat in a small circle with the three Ss, and explained the nature
of the work., Ss were asked to "make a big picture togethef with
these block pieces on the board,"

The Unstructured Condition served as the basic control condition:

no task-requirements were introduced., In fact, to counter possible
implications that E harbored expectations in regard to Ss' perform-
ance, Ss were told explicitly that they could maké anything they
wanted, go about working any way they wanted., The only interde-
pendence created was that of a common goal -- "a big picture,”

In the Task-Requirements Condition, E introduced additional

“information about task-requirements, The picture, she explained,
needed to have some overall plan and design. Secondly, it needed

to be balanced, and thirdly, it needed to be unified., Ss were
'engaged in conversation for five to ten minutes enlarging upon these
requirements, making sure that they were ﬁnderstood.

In the Task-Role Condition, Ss were similarly informed about

the requirements of the tasks. In addition, E explained that the
group "might find it easier" if each S were responsible for one
specific task-requirement, whereupon each S was assigned one of the

three task-roles: The Designer, the Balancer, and the Unifier,

o bectivel
EMC respec 1lve Ve

IToxt Provided by ERI
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That: ie. omxactly the same reguirements were lgid down as in the
Task-Requirement Condition, only this timé'each of the members was
made responsible fof executing one of the requirements. To assure
that the nature of each role was understood, each S was asked to
describe his or her role-assignment to group before proceeding
to work together. If requirements were not understood E clarified
confusions until each S was clearly aware of the activities involved
in his/her task,

In the Group-Role Condition, task-requivements were also dis-

cussed as in the two task-conditions. But, in addition, E elicited
discussion about group-process requirements. Posing questions
pertaining to differences between solitary work and group work, E
-led the discussion to include considerations of interdependence and
benefits accrueing from sharing of ideas. The prepared script
questioned whether working alone or in a group might prcduce superior
results, and brought out the point that group performance depended

on interpersonal communication.. Inferences were then made to.behav—
ioral proscriptions for the work-session which waé about to begin,
focused on listening to others as well as on contributing own ideas. .

In a fifth condition, conditions III and IV were combined so
that each S was given.one specific task-role and a general group-
role,

Groups were terminated after maximally fifteen minutes' work,
the product was photographed, and each S interviewed for a feﬁ minutes
about his attitude toward 'a variety of features of the experimental
session. Attitudinal scales were presented to each S, and his
ratings established with the help of E or the observer.

O
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A summary of the salient characteristics of the five condi-
tions, Aaud of the number of boys' and girls' groups assigned to

each condition, is presented in Table I.

Data Analysis

Data were treated in a two-wzy analysis of variance, so that
effects of Sex as well as Condition could be examined for each’

variable,




Summary Description of Five: Conditions

. Condition

I

1T

11

Iv

v

Unstructured

TasP-Requlre—
ments

I .
Task-Roles .

Group Roles

Task Roles + -

- Group Roles

- 12 -

TABLE I.

Coop Work Structure, 6
Common goal -

No task-requirements

No differentiated task-roles

No group roles

Coop Work Structure, - 7
Common goal

Task=Requirements

No differentiated task-roles

No group roles

Coop Work Structure, _ 7.

Common goal

' Task~Requirements

Differentiated task-roles

No group roles

' Coop Work Structure, 8
- Common goal

Task-Requirements
No differentiated task-roles
Group roles

Coop Work Structure, | 7

- Common goal

Task-Requirements.
Differentiated task-roles
Group roles

Total N Groups v ' 35

Total NSS . .. 103

.of Cooperation

Groups -

Description | : N Boys N Girls

8

b1

123

76

228
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Table II presents the main results of a two-way analysis of
variance, comparing mean behavior and performance in the five con-
ditions separately for boys and girls. Mean amounts of all recorded
behaviof are indicated, subdivided into Social Interactions and Woik
manipulating pieces. The Work category is subdivided further into
the previously-described work-patterns of special interest: Worlks
for Self and Works for Group., Negative Social Behaviors -- Hindering.
Aggression, Rejecting, Ignoring -- were virtually absent, as were
behaviors charatterizing Inlerpersonal Competition and Evaluations
of all kinds, For clarity of presentation, they are omitted from
Table II, as is a'variety of positive social behaviors which did not
differ across conditions. Behavior falling into the categcry of
Helping is shown as an example of the characteristic trend of pro-
social patterns in interdependent work.

Performance data are given in Table II in form of mean quality,
mean quantity, and the various sub-indices derived from task-require-
ments,

Table III presents tests of significance for total work-activity
for the two majof work-patterns and for the two major performance-
indices derived from one--way analyses of variance carried out sep-
arately for boys and girls, shoWing all comparisons between condi-
tions which reached statistical significance, For each of the five
measures, significances of sex-differences in each condition afe also
recorded.

Overall Patterns of Social Interaction

In each of the five conditions, Ss spent most of the fifteen
minutes' work scssion manipulating the block pieces. The greatest

amount of all recorded social interaction consisted in Helping and
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Accepting Help, As mentioned above, negative social‘behaviors,
including negative evaluative criticisms, occurred ohly very rarely.
We are, then, dealing here with‘groﬁps who accept the commbn goal.
who are working in an non-evaluative, accepting climate, and who
display almost exclusively positive social_beﬁéviors characteristic
of cqoperating"groups. -

Comparison Among Conditions

We may start by noting the results of the basic control condition
in which Ss were given freedom to proceed in any way they wished,
without imposition of any kind of required work-structure from E.

The Unstructured Situation

The mean totai behavior, as well as the mean social interaétion,
for both boys and girls, is lower here than in ahyJof the other.
conditions. Examination4of'them;orking patterns in greater detail
shows that girls compared both with girls.in the four other condi-~
tions as weli-as‘with boys in the saﬁe condit;on spend a considerably
‘  grgater amount of theif intera@tions‘engagga ih working. However, as.
seen in the means for Works for Self and Workéﬂfo: Group, their
manipuiation of pieces is highly solitary. Comparing:now the girlsf
performance, again both within thé condition with boys and across
 conditions with girls, we nbte tpat'the girls highrraterf work is
‘reflected in their larger quantitative score,}but-pooref'qualitative,
© score, They are dutscored by the boys on evéry performancevéubscore
in this condition, The quaiity of their work is significantly poorer
as compared with girls in any of the‘other conditions.,

The girls! behévior in'an_unstruct@red situatioﬁ with only a
common work=-goal to unite them may .be charé&terized as follows:

T

/
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they interact relatively little with each other, work diligently for
and by themselves'to produce work of relatively poor quality. Com-
pared with the girls, the boys' work-pattern is more group~oriented
and their performance is of superior quality., Comparison of boys in
Condition I across conditions is more complex and will be taken up
at a later point in this analysis.,

The Task-Reguiredness Condition

Demands that work be performed to meet specified criteria cause
both boys and girls to abandon considerably their individual working
patterns., There is a decrease in self-oriented work-patterns and a
corresponding increase in working for the group, as well as in the
Helping category. It may be recalled that task-regquirements were
specifically intended to increase interdependence. That is, Ss would
have to work together to fulfill' the demands growing out of the task,
This is indeed what seems to have happened.

For the girls, there is a sizeatle increase in the average
quality of work. It is to be noted that this qualitative improvement
in Condition II occurs primarily in the task-required characteristics
of the prdducta balance, unification and commonality of theme,

For the boys, the overall quality of productivity is unaffected;
they too respond somewhat to the task-requirements by improving the
balance and unification of their design., In contrast with the girls,
however, the boys' elaborateness of design is poorer and care in
execution suffefs-also. One might infer that while the boys aécepted
the work-requirements, such a structure was actually restricting to

" them, in some respects, whereas it proved helpful to the girls.
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The Role-Structure Conditions

Results from the three role-conditions are examined together,
because they demonstrate consistent trends. Again, strong sex
differences are evident,.

As the role-demands for increased interdependence increase in

‘the different conditions, so do girls systematically respond by

greater absolute amounts of interaction with each other, increased
group~oriented behavior, greater helpfulness, and a systematic
increase in mean quality of performance. This trend culminates in
Condition V, though it is noteworthy that while behavior and perfor-
mance differences between Condition II and III, as well as between
IIT and IV are in the expected direction, they do not reach statis-
tical significance.

In Condition IV, where interdependence is created through group
roles which require girls to pay attention to each other and to
communicate with each other, social interaction is indeed maximal,
and helpfulness is greatest. This increased sociability is pre-
sumably held in check by knowledge of task-requirements also present
in this condition, so that the quality of work ié not affected detri-
mentally. It is suggestive, though, that in this condition Common-
ality of theme is lowest both for boys and girls; perhaps the group-
roles resulted in greater acceptance of diversity of ideas, thus
reducing the commonality score, Relevant hére is also that whatever
minimal amount of negative social behavior was found, occurred prim-
arily in this condition,

In Condition V, where maximal role-interdependence was created,

practically no self-oriented work occurs: the girls work almost
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exclusively together for the common goai. Their mean quality of
performance is highest, and approaches the maximum possible score
of 24,

Boys, over the three role-structure conditions, follow a more-
or-less invariable pattern of behavior: they are relatively unres-
ponsive to induction of behavioral role-demands, their performance
does not change significantly either when rsquired to assume task-
roles, or to assume group roles? In fact, in Condition III and IV
there is a trend toward solitary work: mean Works for Self in-
creases from 4.6 in Condition II to 16.2 in Condition III and 17.10
in Condition IV, This finding suggests that boys interpret role-
demands by assuming greater individual responsibility, Only when
the constellation of role-demands becomes massive =-- in Condition V
~-- do they respond by increase in relevant social behaviors and.
improved quality of performance. Thus, in the last Condition, they

become more similar to the girls in that Condition, and more similar

.to themselves as they functioned in the Unstructured Condition.

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

Social Climate and Cooperation

We have attempted to extend analyses of cooperation which focus
on goal-interdependence to include additional sources of inter-
dependence in groups. In the determinants of interdependence among
group members one must include the "climate" of the culture in which
the groups are working. More particularly, one must look for group
standards in regard to competition or cooperation, or, put differ-
ently, in regard to individuals working independently or together.

Consideration of this type of ideology seems particularly relevant
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in school settings where strong standards fostering independence
are the rule, In our study, Ss were placed into a situation where
social interaction was valued gquite explicitly: E attempted
acfively.to remove classroom restraints against social interactions
(particularly if they involve noise, movements from assigred seats,
etec.). In fact, E made a point of communicating her expectation
that Ss would enjoy working together as agroup. Such a positive
climate seems a pre-condition for COOperatibn; its impact cannot

be assessed here as it was.held constant in all conditions, RepetiQ
tion of this study in an atmosphere less conducive to interdepen-
dent work may very well show quite different results,

Thus, two of the most important variables known to stimulate
cooperative behaviors were present in all ouf conditons: the com=
bination of being placed into alclimate which foztered member inter-
actioh, and placement into a group which is required to work toward
a common goal. The fact that task~and-role-requirements had size-
avle effects in this study attests to their importance.as additional
determinants of cooperative behavior, |

Interrelationships between task-regquiredness, task-roles and group-

roles

It must be kept in mind that this study has singled out only a
few of several poséible sources of inferdependence and manipulated
them in an exploratory, overview fashion; detailed in-depth analyses
are indicated for next steps based on some of our findings.,

A major area of questions concerns relationships between task-
requirements and task—roles. We have restricted the term task-~
requirements to denote accomplishments which must be achieved by

performance of the task according to specific criteria, In our
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case, the final product had to consist of a common pattern which
was balanced and unified. The conventional definition of task-roles
was adopted which refers to expected member behaviors by which the
task is to be executed, including for the present both how it is to

be done and who is to do what, In the literature, notoriously lacking
in definitional rigor in this area, these two concepts are usually

not distinguished (for further discussion, see Gross et al, 1958).
Yet they denote two separate operations since task-requirements are
linked to product-measures, while task~roles are measured by member
behaﬁior. Recognitien of their potential for independent variation
should lead 1to0 much conceptual clérity and empirical research,

One-of the main obstacles in attaining definitional clarity of
the two concepts under discussion is the fact that, tb date, no |
criteria exist as to the size of the descriptive unit for either of
these concepts.2 In our study, task-roles were described to 3s on
a very general level, which coincided with wask-requirements for
purpvses of experimental control; additionally specified was only the
expectation of division of labor as to who must do what., That is,
the roles of Balancer, Unifier and Designer were created without
stating details of exactly what each person in a given role was to
do. It may very well be fhat because task-roles were defined pri-
marily in terms of task-requirements differences between Conditions
IT and III did not reach statistical significance. And it might be
argued further that differences between the remaining conditions
WGre similarly reduced by the constant presence of task-requirements
(the latter were necessary for control purposes).

I3

A second important aspect of task-roles is their function in

‘rglation to member interdependence, In this exploration, task-
©
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requirements were designed primarily with a view toward creating
member-interdependence and by their very nature created role-
.interdependencies. That is, in order to have a "balanced" or
"common" design, each member's performance had to be related to that
of the others. It would appear likely that some tasks will create
stronger interdependencies among members than others. One mijht
concelve of, and explore experimentally, a continuum of task-role
interdependencies varying from an extremely low task-role inter-
dependence such that division of labor would allow work to be carried
out by each member independéntly, to one where each person's working
step is a prerequisite for the other members' step -- obviously the
highest degree of task-role interdependence.

éimilar analyses must be made of group~roles, Is performance of
certain important group-roles essential for work under cooperative
conditions, regardless of the nature of the task? Group-roles, even
as minimal as were created in our study, orient group members toward
each other so that task-required activities may take place, Would
it, then, be useful to conceive of "group-requiredness" in the same
way as we accept the concept of task-requiredhess? If'so, perhaps
an analogoﬁs theoretical distinction might be made between group-
requiredness.and group-roles, Group-requiredneSSes for cooperative
work would then detail what group-functions are to be performed,
including such functions as utilization, coordination and integration
of work by different members, Group-roles would denote the behavi-
oral expectations azs to how it is to be done and who is to do what.
In the study under consideration, group-roles were defined oniy by

laying down a few minimal behavioral expectations in the area of
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attending to others and communicating. Again, future studies should
and could specify additional group-requirements, assign group-roles
to specific members, accompanied by detailed behavioral pro=-scriptions.

We suspect that it is the presence of required group-roles that
often seems to reduce individual competitive motivations under
cooperative work conditions -- a hypothesis with no opportunity for
testing in the present study, It is also likely that it is the
extent to which skills in execution of group-roles are present that
largely determines quality of performance, Without presence of some
group~-roles, task-roles may be perceived as a personél charge and
while heightening personal motivation and responsibility, may lead
only to individual effort rather than to greater interdependence.
This may have occurred in Condifion III, where the boys showed a
considerable reductlon in working for the group though the same
trend in Condition IV is not so readily explained, It is, however,
also likely that.exclusive enactment of group-roles, at the expense
of task-role performance, may hinder the group's accompilshment,
This did not happen in Condition IV, probably because of the presence
of task-requirements so strong as to create some kind of task-role-
expectation in each member. We would posit the necessity for main-
taining a deiicate balance between these two sets of roles, their
relationship probably depending on such factors as specific task-
requirenents, familiarity of members, théir skills in working
together, and so forth, Our study has offered clear evidence that
performance in cobperative conditions can be improved by the simul-
taneous presence of task-roleé and group-roles,

We have deliberately not considered in this study individual

differences in skills available for execution of required tasks,

O
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as well as in ability to respond to role-demands., Obviously, pro-
vision of optimum conditions will come to naught, unless there are
also present the skills needed for their execution, A recent pub-
lication presents a needed systematic categorization of tasks on

the basis of requirements which they impose on groups (Steiner, 1972).
It permits analysis of relationships between task-requirements, 4
available resources among group members, group process and resulting
productive performance, Such 2 conceptualization would seem to

hold great promise for analysis of classroom activities and pupil
roles.

Sex differences in behavior and performance

Sex-differences emerged as one of the most interesting, con-
sistent and strongest findings., Briefly, they may be summarized
as follows: girls responded to the role-demands created in the
different conditions, whereas boys did so minimally. Secondly,
when no task-requirements or role-demands were made (Condition I),
boys' quality of work was better than that of girls, Corrobora-
tion of these differences can be found.in several different lines
of research., Hoffman has integrated these diverse studies in a
theory which relates girls' task-performance to affiliative needs,
and that of boys to their orientations toward mastery of problems
(Hoffman, 1972). In our Comparison Study which employed the same
type of task, boys also performed better than girls, and were more

confident in their ability (Pepitone, 1972). If one cares to specu-

late, one might attribute the boys' superior performance to a spafial

factor which is allegedly more developed in boys and may be useziul
in our task. Or, it might be argued that boys' play school exper-

iences inélude more block play in small groups which may give
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training for the kind of cooperative skills required with patfern
blocks, Both of these propositions might lead to the conclusion

that boys might react quite differently when faced with different
tasks which require different skills than our task.

There is supportive evidence for the contention that the boys'
relative unresponsiveness to E's demands might be a function of
greater confidence in their work: in a recent study in this series
(Torop, 1973), where E offered critical and/or helpful comments,
boys Zended to ignore her: when criticisms increased in strength,
boys became more defensive than girls, Girls were more responsive
to E's criticism, and able to utilize E's suggestions for improve-
ment. Similarly, in our earlier study, girls were found to pay
more attention to, and presumably were more influenced by, each
others' work than were the boys.' These findings point to girls'
greater "unsureness" about their performance and are in agreement with
other data which describe girls' greater anxiety and its deleterious
effects on performance (Maccoby, 1972), Might their behavior be
different when faced with male experimenters, or with different kinds
of role-inductions? These are questions tﬁat cannot be answered in
this study.

~What this study does suggest is that individual properties of
.learning tasks and their effects on behavior should be examinéd
intensively., Here one may recall that the least amount of social
interaction and poorest quality of work for both bcys and girls
‘occurred in the Unstructured Condition, This would seem to be an
important finding, contrary to current popular Neo~Rousseau=~ian -

notions about "creativity" presemed to be "released" under such con=-
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ditions of "non-interference". The generality of our finding needs
to be explored further; here we can only conclude that a relatively:
unstructured activity, with few task-required demands made on

. members of a working group, does not necessarily increase their
social interaction or the quality of work,

For educational theory, our study suggests a're-evaluation of
the place of cooperative work in school settings, On the one hand,
there are value-questions pertaining to the aims and uses of inter-
dependent work in classrooms, But aside from these, there are
questions pertaining to best fit between nature of learnings and
structure of the medium by which mastery is to be attained. Where
is individual work most indicated, where work under cooperative
conditions? And, if the latter, what is gained by leaving the work-
situation unstructured, and what is lost? What task-requirements
and role-specializations should be demanded? Should suggested
work-patterns differ for boys and girls? And, where in the curri-
culum is there a place for the instruction of pupils in the necess-

ity for, and use of, group-roles?

/
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Chapter IV
RESPCNSES CF @LNMENTARY SCHOCL
”RILLCAM SVALUATIONS
AN EXAFERIMENTAL STUDY

CF AFrECTIVE TCHE

CHILDRTEN 70 AN ADULT'S

.
.

AND HELPFULNESS

The Introductorv chapter has deecrived the key position

aluative Fehaviocrs

of ©v

nmulationsg zent research,

hqe

Such behaviors,

in our prograzmatic theoretical for-

we maintained,

feature prominently ir any interpersonal nelping relationship.

s

In the classrocm in parti

[RY) \\

\u\.c\*»' rn .
nlar, efuzse—t=m may be considered an

integral part of the educative process as pradticed in our

schools tcday,
can be de
thing., So conceived,
of affective

In the widest sense of the
fined as the process of deternining the worth of some-

and cognitive components,

term, evaluation

evaluation is a complex process, composed

involving standards which

may vary from objectively agreed-upon requirements to purely

subjective jJudgments.

Teachers evaluate children in many ways, and for many
reasons, One of the main reasons for pupil evaluation is said

Yo be detérmination of <theo

learning may preceed for a given pupil.

tant is evaluation used as a mo

tivational devi

optimum level of difficulty at which

But at least as impor-
ce wnich functions

as a means toward adainistration of potential rewards and punish-

ment s,
peer

the clas
anecdotally. Zvaluations in
and formal, as
varieties of unintenticnal

constituted by, for instance,report cards, to

gevaluations.

And, as we have discussed elsewhere (Pepitone, 1972),
groups constitute another potent source of evaluation in
sroom, althourh their manifold effects are known only
school may range from the deliberzate

The latter have been of

concern lately in studies of teacher expectations concerning

pupil perfornarce.

Fvaluations may he ohvioud and verbalized

explicitly, and range here, too, intec every shade of non~verbal

subtleties sc that a
comes cqoable of car: ylng

* This chopter consigts in large
PhD dissertation. Lhe writer, of
for the intérpretations vresented
fron her intent,

lozaded evaluative

teacher's mere laock or emotional tone be-

messages,

part of excerpts from Dr. Torop's
course, takes full responmsibility
in this colation which may differ



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

~-£Q-

’ . .y o o m s - e - - ey 3 - 3
A. COverview ¢cf Rersareh Covcerred with Teacher “valuation

e}
Peesuse ¢ the rec=n* in*tersst in classrocm inter-~

ed at iaen-
evaluntive rehaviors, althouzh there is no inters
desipned for observation of claszroom tehavior which is
erclusively davoted to evaluations, Almost 211 systems have

calegcries such as praise, approval, acceptance ond
studert ideas, suppertivaness, positive tone, as well as their
negative courternarts. Because of the near-infinite possi-
bilities of combining the different in*rediehts of evaluations
mentioraed previously into different evaluative teaching
patterns which, additionally, are measured differently by
different investigators, comparability of different studies
is difficult to achieve,.

It is not within the scope of this chPater to include

an exhaustive review and critique of these studies, For ex-
cellent recent summaries, the reader is referred to Zrophy
and Good (1970), Rosenshine (1971), Seniox and Brophy (1972)
and Torop +1973). A few broad generalizations seewn to emerge
from this larg~ body of research with reference to effects
of negative teacher evaluations on pupil achievement. In hal?f
of the studies involving teacher use of criticism, there were
obtained significant negative correlatjohs between such criti-
cisme and pupil achievement on at least one criterion measure
Rosenshine, 1%71, p.59). There is no atudy which shows that
reward is inefTective (negatively related to achievement), be
it in the form of ¢external reinforcement {(candy,meney), or in-
trinsie satisfaction with work, or be it praise, approval ,or
acceptance and use of student ideas, The problem seems to lie
in the area of negative evaluation,criticism,disapproval,
witholding of rewards,etc. Sometimes they help, scmetimes they
hinder,
There z2re emerging also some demonstrations of sex dif-



ferenceg in teacher-pupil interaction which point to bors re-
ceivirg =ore evaluaiive ¢ ily in forr of teacher

T
isaprreval and criticizm in response to boys’' disruptive
o t c

d

clagsrsas senaviors ratner thon their acadzsrmic pesrformance
(Brophy ard Geod,1970), o definitive siatements can be made
Trom the few empiriczl studica on effects of teacher evaluation

e

on variablza zuzlr gther than perform luding such ecrucial

o es toward teachers,
towvard peers,
ave made nmost progress
rnegative fteacher evaluations by
attempting to ¢ s{which themselves made no fine
distinetions) into those using mild or strong intensities of
criticism., The dimensicn of helpfulness of criticism was not
thus arnalvzadle. Onz can infer that giving directionsg, eliciting
clarification and rejecting or correcting a student's response
2ll have a defin' o infeormational comwnonent desizned to be
useful to the = 1%, Other forms of criticisy are less clear-
1y informational in intent Criticisms involving shaminq, threat,
warnings, and personazl control are clearly s*ronrer in affect.
It would seem plausible that this distinction would have important
implications for some of the differential efrfects of negative
evaluations found in differsnt studies, Zut it would seem to be .
very difficult, if not impossible, tc make such distinctionsg in
the situdy of ongoing classrocm inferaction. Accordingly, Torop
attemnted te develop a theory which separates cognitive and
affective aspects of critical evaluations, to manipulate these
components independently in an experimental situation, and to
detarmire their effscis net on73 om pupil performance, but also
on their self-evaluations andLevaluatlon of the adult who was

meting out these criticisms.

)

PP

B, Theorv of Functiong of jegative an-uation

The following constitute the basic assumptions and theoretical

O
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Lapler, -

1. Critical evaluaticns serve an information giving furc-

tion.

2. The information giving funation differs alonz a continu-
um cf helpfualness, That s, =z critical remark such as " You are
not dning thiz risht" al the very minimum tells a psrscon that he

ct

must change his behavior, even though it gives no further clue,

LTl

The sam2 criticsl evaluation can be more helpful if it is followed
by a consiructive suzsestion as to hew to do it., %We hypothesize

that other things heing egual, whother a criticism is accepted
by a child, and how the critical person is reacted to in turn
by the child, depends on the degree of perceived helpfulness of
the critical remarks. To test this assumption two degrees of
helpfulness were created,

3, Critical evaluations have an affective component which
has more personal effects.

4., The strength of the criticism affects the perceived
extensiveness of personzl involvement, That is, mild criticism
is seen as disapproval of the specific.act being criticized, while
strong criticism is perceived as a general negative appraisal of
the total person. To test this assumption,two degrees of affect
were created,

5. There is an interaction between the affective and
cognitive dimenasions of evaluation: As criticism increases in
gstrength, the affective component spﬂoverwhelms the person (he
has to react to the attack, defend himself, or otherwise pro-
tect himself) that he is not able to use whatever informational
elements may te contained in the cgﬁticism.

Followinz these assumptions, it was expected that a child's
classwork would te least detrimentally affected by mild helpful
criticism,_since he will be able to use the information given.
and not be threatened by sirong attack. Strong criticism, either
helpful or non-helpful, is predicted to interfere more with the
child's performance and to be defrimental to his evaluation of
his own product. Evidence for his need to defend himself should

be found in his reactions to. the Evaluator. Previcus studies,
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incluiing the Role Facilitation Study described in Chapter III,
led to expectatibng of sex differences in patterns of rgactions

to the varisus tvpes of evaluation, A

C. Zxverimental Procedures and Design

1. Cverviaw.

Chepter II has deccribed in detvail the identical methodology
emploved in the Role Facilitation andubfitical Zvaluation studies,
including the work task and its requirements, measurement of'pro—
ductivity, socinl interaction categories and measurement instru-~
ments, The sample of 21C fourth grade children {105 boys,105
girls) was taken from the same suburban school district., Further,
the two eXperimental procedures were identical in 211 major res-
pects: three lile-sexed fourth graders were gelected at random
from a given classfoom, taken oﬁe'group at a time to an unused
classroom in the school, and asked to work together on a task
which requires cooperative acticn feor its completion, Substan-
tia). differences, of conrse, existed in the Independent Variables
which were investigated in the two studies and which created
entirely different experimental conditions,

2. The Experimental Conditions.

Five experimental condifions were created to wvary affective
tone and helpfulness of evaluation, The evaluations were created
by E, who walked around the workinz group in an obviously evalua-
tive pose in all conditions, making eritical and/or helpful
comments 2% twn minute intervals in ex=zctly vrescribed fachion.

The conditions were as follows:

‘The No-Comment Comditicn, (NC) .

There were no corments made to the children in this con-
dition. It serves as control; children merely received the task-
instructions and then were permitted to work uninterrupted for
fifteen minutes.
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The Mild Condition., (M)

61

The critical comments in this condition were mild

in affective strength. There were no helprful clues

given. The six comments in the Mild Condition were:

1. It's OK.
2. That's not bad.
3. It could ke batter,.
4. Well, it's all right.
5. That's not tco bad.
6. I guass that will have to do.
These comments were falrly neutral in content but they

were said in a mildly negative way.

The Milé-Heln<ul Condition. (MH)

The scme critical comments were

given in this

condition as in the IMild Condition. Z2ach criticism was

combined with one of the following h=zlpful suggestions:

1. Remember, you can makz2 lots of di
fon)

with these blocks, like flowers,
cars, or just o*e:ty cesigns.

2. Why den't vyou spend some ti
your whole desicn is going to
&Remember you want the design
That means there should b=

3

St ot (DD

30000 e

: U.

W
Qe
3

D

4. VWhy don't you .try doing somet!

ifferent things
p2ople, trains,

decidinc what

well balzanced.
in each third.
to PU‘l the

Fe §o
330
: () Lot

whola desion tocether, like making a ooroer

5. Don't forget that you are coing t
not three se_
6. You don't want to nave too much em:

up with one big nicture

left cocn the boerd.

t :nb +o end

7. The more things you add to the design, the

more interesting it will be.

8. Your parts should all go together in some way.

The suggestions could be said %to be objectively holpful

because they reminded the subjects of
set down in the instructions.

would indeed aid their work.

the task-requirements

Following these suggestions
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The

vt

ronz Corndition, (3 )

The critical ceomments in this condition were designed to be
strongzer in affect than those in the Mild Conditions. There were
no helgful clues given in this condition. The six critical

comments were:
l, You uidn't gfet off to a very good start.
. hut's noet oo ood.
. You're not coing very well,
. That isn't very intersstins,
. Is this the test you can 40?
o Thzt's still not too good.

[52R 0210 SR G AN 6

Theae comments were said in a more negative way than the comments
in the ild VYonditions.

The otrons-Heiriul Conaition., (8 H )

This cunditicn incorporated the critical comments from the
Stronz Condition and the same helpful suzsestions as those listed
unaer the [llild~nelpiul Conaivion.

All evaluations were made by the same éxperimenter, who also
gave the initial instructions. Attempts to keep the conditions as
stable as possible, and precautions taken to prevent any lasting
effect of critical evaluations on pupils have been detailed in

- Chapter II,section D,2.

Ce  Results |

.
d

The major bedy of results was bbtained through the use of
analysis of variance. In order to test the theoretical predic—
tions, the conditions were combined into Helpful and Non-Help-
ful, as well as xild-Critical and Strong Critical, The Torop
dissertation consists of 377‘tablés, as for each of the major
variables two-way statistics ( Sex by experimental Condition),
as well as Tests of oignificance c2tween means of each variable
for each condition had to Le computed. Here, only major summaries
of results will te presénted, to allow the emergence of broad
generalizations about effects of critical evaluations, rather than
including some of the'many minor complex results of pupil inter-
actions which would tend to obscure the total outlines, Firat,

~experirental effects on pupil productivity will be considered,

followsed by effects on work patterns. The remainder of the results
will focus on self-evaluations and reactions to the Evaluator,
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Table VII presents a summary of the mean scores for eaqh _
productivity category in the Coubined wxperisiental Conditions,

( Summary of the EZffeccts of Negative

Evaluation on Productivitv

It was hypothesized that children in the Helpful
Conditions would have higher productivity scores than
children in the Non-Helpful Conditions. For the total
group score as well as several of the subindices--
namely: Commonality, Unification, and Balance on the
Board--girls did befter in the Helpful Conditions than.
in the Non-Helpful Conditions. The only category in
which the bovs did better in the Helpful Conditions was
Agreesment on Theme. It would therefore appéar that
girls were more influenced by the evaluator's helpful

" suggestions.

In looking at the conditions iﬁdividually, it was
found that the girls did better in the Strong-Helpful
Condition than in the Mild-Helpful Condition. This
finding was not predicted. A possible interpretation is
that the theoretical formulation was basically correct,
but that the operational definitiéns of strength of
criticism did not permit an adeguate test. That is, the
mild criticisms were so neutral that they were not
always seen as critical. If the children thought they
were doing well, then there would have been no imperative
to chanage theif worx. The stronger criticism; may
acﬁually have carried more clear information that they
were not doing well, and cbnéequently there was more

need to change their work to please the evaluator. The
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issue of sex differences will be discussed in a later
section. )

It was also predicted that children in the piild
Critical Conditions would have hicher productivity
scores due to heichtened defensiveness under strong
criticism. This hvpothesis was borne out for the girls
in terms of Quantity of Execution. They used signifi-
cantly less pieces in ths Strong Critical Conditions
than in thelﬁild Critical Conditions. For boys, stronag
criticism significantly lowered their Agreement ahd
Conception of Theme. All criticism, mild or stronc,
‘helpful or nonnhelprul, resulted in lowered quantity
scores for boys when compared to the No Comment Condition.

In order to uncderstand the effects of evaluation
on rrocductivity better, the actual behavior of the
children while they were working on the task must be
examined. Following the discussion of the interaction
data, the responses which the children made to the
evaluator will be presented. The results of the
post-task questionnaires in which the children had an
opportunify to express some of thelr own feelings about
the task, each other, and the evaluator Will also be
examined. From these-sources of data an attempt will

be made to derive a better understanding of the effects

of negative evaluation.
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2e Iffects of Legutive Evaluations on Vorx lattern.

It way be recawlled that the Lole Fucilitation study found the
patterns of uworking for Self, as oppdsed to dWorking Ior -the Greup,
most resyonsive to the experimenial manipulations of role inter-
depondence., Table VIII vresenis imeans Scores for working Leaaviors
in the Cowbined Experimen*al Conditions. It zay be seen that

importaont trends in the working patterns appear here as well,

Table VIII

) _ . , . o
ean secorea for woruing ratterns in the

ombined

&

Zxperimental Conditions

Experimental Conaitions

- NH H M S
Category ne .
Places Pieces Self,Boys 17.,40%% 15.93%% 5.88 8.55 13.26
Places Picces,Group .
Boys 14.52 13.57 21.2%3%* 15,758 16.3%2
Girls 26,69%% 16,1Q 16.36 21,10%%* 10.45

Cormon VWork Pattern .
Boys 0,28 1.21%* 1,28%% 1,21%% - 1, 23*%*
Girls Q.7l 0.43 0.86 0.,9%%x% C.306

*%¥ Significant Result

When threatened by Strong Critical Comments, girls work more for them-
éelves and less for the group. This trend is also reflected in

the smaller amount of time three girls worked together on'a:commcn
pattern in the Strong Critical Conditions. Thus, 1t might be hy-
pothesized that girls withdraw more into themselves and rely'on_
themselves in a crisis, Bbys, however, worked together more under
a2ll conditions cof negative evaluation than they did in the Yo
Comment Condition, It mz2y be recalled that bovs used significantly
more blocks in the Xo Comment Condition than in any of the critical
conditions, It seems as though boys, when threatened, pull together
more and work together more, although the criticism seems to

inhibit their work output.



- 70 -

3. Effects 2% Yegative “valuqtlovs on Self-Zvaluations and
Bvaluaticns o” Partners. .

It was of particular interest to determine immediate
fter-effects of the evaluator's criticisms on the childrens'
self-evalnations, as well ag of their evaluations of their
partners' contributicrns, as such data are not available fron
any of the classroom interaction studies which deal with
negative criticism., On post-task interviews, Ss were asked to
rate their own performance, as well as that of each partner, on
a scale that ranged from "excellent” to "really blew it", with
the lower score reflscting higher evaluations,

Self-evaluation results are presented in Table IX,

Of particular interest here is the sgtrength of the affective
component of criticism. It may be seen that both boys and

girls evaluatesd themselves lower in the Strong Critical Conditions
than in the Mild Critical Conditions. There is no gquestion but
that children are affected by the Evaluator's strong megative
criticism to tha extent of de-valueing their own performance.

The results of asking the children to rate each other's
performance were very similar to the results of the gself-
evaluations, although the boys tended to evaluate each other
more harshly in the Strong Critical and Strong Helpful Conditions
than did the girls.

Table IX

Tests of Significance Retween Means of lio Comment,Mild
Critical, and Stirong Critical Experimental
Conditions for Rated Evaluation of Self

Sex Comparison Diff SE DF t-test Significance
Male NC vs M 0.19 0.23 61 0,838 N.S.
NC vs S -0.50 0.25 61 -1.990C N.S.
M vs S -0.69 0,21 82 -3,%22 . 005
Female NC wvs M 0.07 0.18 61 0.389 N.S.
' NC wvs S -. 31 0.17 61 -1.824 N.S.
\ S -0.38 0.16 82 -2.446 .050

EBJ(; o M vs
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TABLE 233
Two-Way Statistics (Sex By Experimenﬁal Condition)

For Rated ®Bvaluation 0Ff Firsit Partner
Experimental Condition

Sax Statistic ivH M MH S SH
Male Iiean 2.14 - 2.67 2.33 3.05 3.38
S.D. 0.85 0.80 0.73 1.02 1.24
Female Mean 2.68 | 2.28 |2.43 |2.856 | 2.57
S.D. 0.59 0.78 0.60 0.96 0.75

X!

TABLE (2 32)

Analysis Of Variarice Between Experimental Conditions
For Rated Evaluation Of First Partner

~y

Source DF SS MS F—-Ratlo | Significance
Sex 1 2.30 | 2.30 3,159 N.S.
Cond 4 {-18.60 | 4.65 6.374 .001
Sex By 1 -
Cond 4 7.17 [17.93 2.458 .047 )
‘Unit 200 |145.80 | 0.73 | Not Tested ' -

Tablés 233 and 234 show that béfs evaluated their
first partner lower in the Strong Critical Conéition
than in the No Comment Condition. They also evaluated
their first partner lower in the Strong-:.felpful than
in the No Comment or Mild-Helpful Conditions. There

were no significant differences for girls.
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4, Responzes to the Evaluator

We have seen that E's ecritical evaluaticns had clearly an
effects on the pupils' evaluaticns of their own performance, as
wall agi%hat of their partners. ZFEqually important was determina-
tion of pupil rssponses te the Svaluator who was, after all,
the source of th: nefative input. Both the E and an additional
precess-—-otserver recorded S's verbal comments which followed
immediately after a critical and/or helpful comment was nade.

These restonszes. were then ccded into pre-determin ed categcries,

«L"?

Out of the great rmany responses m'zde,.not all were affec-

A}

ted by the exverinmental conditions, Only thude of theoretical
interest will be briefly described here. Group Disintegration
occurred very rarely; only three out of the seventy experimsntal
groups literally "fell apart"; thev happen to have been bors!
groups, who had not been working to -ether well from tnn outset
and became increasingly tense as thed continued to receive
negative criticisms, Asg they were distribiumed across conditions,
no further generalizations are warranted at this point,
Ceccasionally there occurred "conspiratorial’ﬁhispering", as
it was coded; it may be assumed that "uncomplimentary" state-
ments were being made about E, bu?/siﬁﬁe\thelr occurrenéé'was
rare, and the verbal content unknown, they were not analyzed
further, MNore dramatic responses were found upon occasion when a
group "cleared the board",i,e, took off pieces in response to
strong criticism Gione of these responses, however, proved sta-
tistically significant, although they tended to be made primarily
in the Strong Conditions., And, as expected, children ignored more
of E's comments in the Mild Criticazl Conditions than in the
Strong Conditions which almozt der andgu some kind of response.
The romulnﬂn" rezponses to E can be divided into three major
groupings: the children eithor were Confused Dby the critical
comments: Acceprted Z's influence ( acéepts'81;43 stions,Changes VWork),
£

or Rezi~t:3 E's influence (Rejects Suggestions,He:tility,Defensive-~
ness), Tnble XII pre.ents means of *hene responses to the Evalustor

in these thre2 categories across Experimental Conditions,
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The *toblile clearly shows thnt girls were more confused by
strong criticismz than by mild eriticisms, They were, however,
not as resistant to. boys were., The izterpre-
tation sesns juztified that girls, being more dependent cn z2pproval
from adults than bors, might clearly be confused by disapproval,

t

14
but would then altemwpt to do scmething in order to zain cpiroval,

L3

\ Pa s Sy = R et T ~ P 4. . ] ]
guCi1l &3 cennging thelir wori. Boys, on vhe otrner hand, with

SR PO o .. QI I ; . . >
coniiicnce in their own 2bility to 2o this task, would un

4%
o
H
r_J'
O

orie angry when criticized and resigt the evaluator's
atte:yt: to influcnce then.
ahe acceptance of the evaluator's influence in the Helpful
Conditions by btoth boys and girls refiects the relevance of the
helpful surgestions, as well as the power of an adulﬁ to influence
children through criticism of their work. The fact that girls,
more often than toys, incorporated the suggestions into their
product, is agzain interpretabl? in terms of their need for é'“ro-
val and dependency on adults which has been found in several
studies, including our own investigations , as reported in Chavter II I,
The affective comnonnnt of criticicm was reacted to more
by boys thah by girls. Strong criticicen resulted in increased
defgn iveness amcng boys, and was associated with correspondingly
worde performance, Thus, the theoretical formula tions regarding
the lnteractlvg eflfect of the affective and cognitive dimensions
of criticiasm were supported in that they did consistently better
in the Nild-Helpful Condition than in the Strong-Helvful Condition,
28 shown by several of the cubscores of the productivity index.
Girls, on the other hand, were not more defensive in the Strong-Help-
ful Condition than in the Mild Helpful Condition., Thus, the fact
that their productivity scores did not vary, is added support for
the assertion that where personal defenusiveness is aroused, infor -
mationzl elenments arc nolt used as effecitively..
One possible interpretation of the lack of defensiveness
among £irls unaer conditions of strong eriticism is that although
the comments were labeled strgngly critical, they were, in fact,
still relativcly‘mild, and hence were less disturbing to the girls
who were Drimarily-oriented toward utilizing E's helnful suggestions.‘
© . Assuming that boys were governed more by independence nmotives,

ERIC

o such critical lntruglonu would be felt as more disturbing.
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Of course wc cannot be certain gpecifically whaot the reactions
would have been under strong, more nersonal criticail remarks,
This must be left to future research, as is suggested in Chap-
“ter VI,

The present studvy has demonztrated pronounced eifects of
two degrees of relatively mild crivical evaluati
perfornancc,work patterns and responses to the adult svaluator.
Lgain we have found strong sex differences in pupil reactions,
in line with those described in Chavier III, It is all the more
important to note thut one of the few resgonses made both by
boys and pirls to criticaul evaluctions wus a lowering in self-
evaluations, Implications for the classroom are taren up again

in Chapter VI. : . -
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Chapter
EXPLORATICNS OF SOCIOECONOMIC CONTEATE, IRDIVIDIAL DIFFERENCES AND
S0CIAL INTERACTIONS IN COOPERATIVE WORK
In descriving our methodology, Chapter I ras . alliuded to the difficulty of
obtalining background data on individual pupils. dhis is somewhat of & paradox

since there seems tc e an intense interest irn Individuzal pupil differences by

educztors in general, and teachers in particulzr., One might wish to speculate about

origins of *his orientation - evoking, for instancs, the context of American individua-

sm and o H»f its offsprings, the testing movement and its impact on schools. Be

11
this as it may, in discussions of our res=sarch with educators they Iinevitably

express their concern with individual differences and social background variables
in pupils' motivations to compete, skills to cooperate, and so forth. And in
teacher audiences, the majority of questions is directed towardg exceptions to the
trends we had descrived, often including vivid examples of individgal differences.

The contrast, then, is all the more striking, when as a researcher in
pursuit of such data, one encounters increasing reluctance of public and private
school officisls %o gran®t access 40 relevant data. The reasons for this state of
affairs are many, and many of them Jjustified: there is the.increasing gwareness
of parental and romunity groups of individual rights to privacy and anonymity.

Add to this publi~ scepticism about infelligence %testing, apprehension about

u

excessive "reseavs.. ing' in schools and the use of pupils as guiney pigs,.and it
_becomes obvious w .y there is difficulty in a public school system when}one wants to
deal with individual differences.

For our research 1t has meant that we have noﬁ-been able to obtain des-

b

cripiive bha kgrouhd data on each child, or even from each school. This ruled out
aay kind of abtempts of puplil maﬁchiugs pased on suzh persoral variables. Two
kinds of spproaches eventually became feasible: Dr. Torop, in her role as School
fﬂunq@Tor, was Justified in dealing with a variety cf chool-achievement and

ERIC |
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personzl tacugrouns fzciors of the Z1C pupils used 23 subjects in the Critical

Fwvalvation study. As part of her dissertation cerncerns, these were cross-

£

Y perforrznce in the experi-

mental segsions,  Secondly, as meniicned previcuasily, vecause of ongoing research

caapervivted oy tne writer in Two scnools witn widery dlffering sociloeconomic settings,

~ 3 P

it was pessivio he obhala data on scoual inveractions of fourth grade pupils from

The two sehs of data complement earh other: TDotnr deal with the same

gre age-range, working with the

o

behavicral measures, Ifor voth sexes, within e
camme materisls in a highly (omparable cooperghive work seviting. Furthermore, many
of the scparate individual variables cross-analyzed hy Dr. Torop may be considered
precisely the kind of variables which, corbined, make up the sociceconomic context
which differentiatzss the two schools in *the sezcord study.

The two znalyses are examined aext; they are intended primarily as explora-
Sions of intarrelationships within this complex -area

A. Interrelasionships among Descriptive Personal Variables and Social Interaction

The following perscpal data were aveilable for each pupil: Age; Social
Class (Hollinshed's Index); Mother's Employment; Father's Bducation; Mother's
Education; Nurber of Children in the Family; Pupil's nuwrerical Position in Family;
keading Achicvement; Arithmetic Achievement; (both Iowa hest scores); IQ; Teacher
atings of pupil's learning interest; Teacher ratings of pupil's ability to get
along with others; Test Scores of So LHL Power (MIARQ Scale); Self-Evaluation;
(tooperamzzh ITnvent ry);Sociomeﬁrig Ranik.

3 Ilw

easier than conjuring vp an - erding List of "hypotheses" about

m

Nothing 1
these variables and their relaticnship to proso. ...l tehavior. Instead, vwe decided

- o~

on an empirinal exploration, crossanalyzing each of these varigbles against the

grouped sccial interachtions obtained for the szire pupils in the Criticar Evaluation

_ —
o Study. Tris scrreiatiopnal matrix is presented in Table X|l.
EARISE
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TARLE

Correlations Between Individual Variables
And Behavior Categories

£2 358 x oz ouz B oug

25 248 24 24 £a 84 &4
Age ~.13 -.12 0 =.06 =.08 ~.05 =-.0S

Social Class .07 .01 .06 .02 ~.10 .03 0
Mother Works -.04 -.02 -.01 -.05 -~.,12 -.04 -.03

Fathes's BEd .09 -.03 .02 .03 =~.06 .02 0
Mother's Ed 02 -~-.03 =.,06 nNe ~-.04 ~,01 .08
Child in Fam .04 -.13 -.,05 =-.07 =-.08 =-.08 -.02
Younger Ch .01 =-.11 0 -.06 -,07 -.04 -.02
Older Child .04 =.07 =.04 =.04 =—.06 =.06 =.02
Child's Pos .05 =.07 =.05 =.04 =-.06 =-.06 =.02
Read Ach .04 .08 .15 .03 .13 .16 ;09
Math Ach .09 0 .01 -.10 .06 =-.05 =-.0S
IQ -.01 0 .10 -,01 .08 .07 .07
Learning Int .07 -.07 -,15 -.11 A1 =14 .10
Gets Along .32* -.15 .06 =.,25* .05 =-,19 .22
HIARQ Score .10 -.18 -.10 =-.10 =.06 =.,12 =-.05
SEI Scere —.06  .C6 =.02 =.08 ~.04 =-.07 -.01
SET Lie .11 -.10 -.02 .01 .01 0 0
. Soc Rank -.18 .04 .07 ;02 -.01  .¢3 .07
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rasLe XUl = continuea
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“.OS 002 _.1‘ —.16 —.OS 009 —.Ol -.13 —.Cl 006

.04 002 —.lo 004 -.OS ~009 —.06 002 002 —009

-.08 .08 .04 0 04 -.14 -.04 .02 -.0% .05
.04 -.01 ~,12 =-.02 -.06 -.08 =-.06 -.0C3 .01 0
-.08 -.02 -.06 -.07 -.08 11 0 -.10 = .10 .12

~.12 -.01 =.02 =.12 .04 =.01 =.02 =-.07 =-.14 .11
-.03 -.05 -.12 -.13 -.,04 .16 .01 =-.10 =-.0l .06
-.10 .03 .05 =-.04 .07 =.12 -.02 =-.01 =-.14 .08
-.10 .03 .05 =-.C5 .06 =.12 =-.03 =-.01 =-.14 .08

08 .19 .06 .20 =.15 =.05 =-.01 .10 =-.02 .0l
-~.06 .03 =-.11 .18 =.12 -.04 C .07 =.07 =.07

.05 .04 .08 .16 =~-.24* -.08 .14 .02 =-.09 =~.09
-.12 -.04 -.12 .03 .04 .03 =-.10 =-.01 .01 .01
-.14 0 =.22 =.03 .05 =.03 .14 =.01 =.19 =-.11
~.10 =.11 =.0%4 =.16 =.14 .04 =-.12 -.20 =-.08 .04
-.07 -.07 -.10 .16 .09 .05 =.07 .14 =.01 =.15
-.0% .07 -.08 -.01 -.08 =-.02 =-.10 =-.05 =.09 .04

006 "".05 .14 O —.05 008 —.Ol '—-Ol O .12

*Significant Result
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Cnly three correlations appear significart - and witnin this large a matrix
one mash assume that they could have occurred by chance (The three correlations are
indeed intrigueing: The significantly negative correlztion between IQ and Accepting

ndependence variables in assoziation with Intelligence; the teacher's

U
i

=% that the child who "gets along with others” is the child who in a

work slhugtion which demands cooperation works gquletly without much verbal inter-
action and most definitely does not engage in negative evaluations....thus a
"a%wOFa‘“ for slmost any correlation could be establiske=d which one might have found).
Several explanations suggest themselves for this remarkable lack of correlations:
2. the high correlation of level of intergction with each type of social
behavior {see Table IT, Chapter II). 'This might preculde association of any one
individual variable —ith some one type of social behavior. Still, oae might expect
certain variables, say for example, teacher ratings of a child's interest in
learning, to be associated with the majority of sociél behaviors,von the assumption
that “the highly active child is the most interested child (assuming also that
teacher ratings are reliable indiéesj;
t. strong experimental effects produced by critical evaluvaticns in the
different conditions may have masked relationships which actually do exist.
¢. strong sex differences in behavior which were found may s1mLLarly
obszure existing relationships.
d. while any one varisble may show no relationship with behavior,
specific patherns of variables.may.
2, homnogeneity of sample. While teachers may perce.ve wide individual
differerces in ability, personality, behavior and so forth, Ss come from an over-
_Wnelmingly afﬁluent suturbsn envirorment which reducesnindividual variability
ﬁQhS;derahlj, Our < orfeLaulons, following this argument, explored only & narrow

range of 5 contiavtum, and hence no relatlonships can be expected.
O

ERIC
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Fach of these arguments has implications for further analyses of the
data. A number o these ha&e been explored. In sore cases (e.g. carrying out
subanalyses within a given experimental coudition, separating Ss further by sex
and other confounding variables) we were left wich teoo féw cases to be able to
demonstrahe significant trends. .Dr. Torop pursued her special interest in Locus
of Cortrol, and found indeed that "internal" boys (tna* is, boys who take more
responsibility for their own academic success or faiiure) were more hostile in
response to the Experimenter's critical evelustion:. But these same boys' social
behavisr in the experimental session, as well as their performance, was no differ-
ent from "externzlly” determined boys (boys whe allozate biame to others ratrer
than themselves).

Trese kinds of explorations led to cur conclusion that such empirical,
atomiatic approachés are not likely to yie’.d meaningful answers to our questions.

B. Sociceconomic Background and Behavior in Cooperative Werk Groups

In order to clarify the basis of choice of our comparison sample, a few
evaluative comments on contemporary studies of pupils and their scecio-economic
backgrourd 1s perhaps indicated.
Soziclogists measure socio-economic standing by indigés that focus on
various combinations of familial variables such as income, oééupation, education,
housing, ehbc., to obtain somehow an easily-determined "gloval" measure of familial
lifewstylés', This area constitutes a vast sociological wasteland of imprecision
ad simplistic though’ about - aat differentigtes one c¢lass-segment from another.
No wonder the little research on childrens' social behavior from different segmen®
of society is cont'admctord“ For instaice, Noland¥4deiberg (1967) fourdy a greater
amount of sharing_aﬁéng middle class nursery chiidren, as eompared with "lower
eiacs chiidren” in a welfare center, And how is his sample comparable to Ugural.-
Semin's {1951) whose "middle class children" were more "selfish" than "poor

E i%:iidren’? Obviousliy, comparisons gre indicated befween homogeneous samples which

s oo e i _ . . .
differ in some known, important, socio-economic ways.
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But here, sccinl re&bities take over whern athention is focused on poor,
inner city children. VWho would take issue with the assumption that familial
econoic shatvs scipehovw has causal effects which leave fnelr mark on the off-

,-in order to determine the exanh wechanics of the procesé, a number

of interven.. ¢ variables are plugged in, Tconwric deprivation becomes equated

with "cuitural deprivation'. And so, today's Literature on the "Culturally

Deprived Child" focuses on intervening variables suzh as cognitive styles,

linguistic patferns, impulse control, etec. Socizl behaviors in general, and pro-
ocial Behaviors in particular, are rarely discussed. Head start and other federal

and local programs have missed tremendous cpportunities to learn more about these

childrens' social behaviors.

Ahd, interestingly, 1t is precisely these behaviors which have been fastened
upon by a few writers in the social sciences intent on zalling attention to the
"strengths" of poor and mindrity group families. Their theorizing tends to start
with tnhe large size of the nuclear famiiy and/or the extended family and its
beneficial socialiring effects on growing children: especially frequent are
descriptions of older children taking over parentzl care-taking functions of their
younger siblings, with beneficial kffcctq to both the "carer" who is developing

ponsibiiities and the small child who is receivirg nurturant support

[£7]
lJn

social re
which an absent, wage-earning mother cannot provide. In fact, it is this argument
of role.division, expanded and documented ir. Bossard's unigue and pioneering study

of The Iarge Family System. (Bossard, 1956). What these writers have to say, is all

i some sense reievant to our concerns. But the state of imprecisiecr, and non-

compérability of populations and data should be evident, and hence the confusing

state of theories znd conclusions one encounters when investigating socio-economic

variablies. What we see &s nee@ed is an approach *hat starts with knoirn populations

whiizh can be :haraéterized exactly, in respéct to several importantkabtributes, S0
F i%z«juxtaposition of these populations makes theoretical sense, and td then study
AR\r

Eo ] c
v great detgll pupil behavior of these two populations, placed into ijdential
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it wes precisely this approach we exp_ored in the situdy to be reported.
We did not want to study pupils in the inner ~ity of' Phiiladelphis, for this would
have, =mong wany otner variables, confounded raiizl and ethrnic differences. We
wanted Lo avoid zonfourding variables or “disorgarized”’ ramilies. Ve were looking
for =2 borcgenedus; vhite sampie of childrern of ioizct families with ﬁorking parents,
not ecoﬁcmically deprived, yet not =zs affivent =5 She Maln Line Sample we wanted
ags a comparison. For we were Eeginning to see affiuvence arnd deprivation as figuring
prominently indeed in the social behavior of czhildren, as will be indiceted at the
end of this chapter.

The school with which arrangements could be mad;, School LM, is loceted in
the midst wf what sociologists would refer to as a ”loﬁer niddle class workihg dis-
trict", in North Fast Philadelphia. The 1970 census information lists the Median
Tncome as $9,357; Mean values of homes as $8;700; and the percentage of those owning
homes =. 12.8%. Those renting, pay a mean rent of $82.  Seven per ceat of the fathers
are listed as "professional'; seventy percent of the fathers' occupetions are dis-
tributed in the following few categories: Clerical, 25%; Foreman, lT%; Operators,
17%; Service Workers, i2%.

The school itself is one of the few almosy wuoily white schools in the city.
The building looms large, several ctories high. The schoel ysrd is paved, staffed
Ly paraprofessionals occupied with soothing hurts énd setitling arguments amidst
much tumuit and milling about. The schobl halls are empty while classes are,;nﬁ
session; clear teacher voices are heard from open doors, pupils with attentive facesi
are aligned in zonventional rows in falriy large, zlesn, quiet classrooms. At
dismissal-time, a smsll group of mothers g-ther ovntside, some pregnant. some with
baby carriages and/or todilers. "Safety-gusrds'" appear on esch corner.

-School UL, or the suburban "Main Ling', haé veen rezently bullt in a setting
of rolling green wountry. It features the currently-populsr ranch-st&le one-level

) - P . -
[E T(j plan, glassed-in windows in each classroom, separate azcess to an outdoor, grassy

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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center court, Olassrooms interconnect, so that papils, student-teachers, teachers
and visitors can and do-pass freely and almost uanctliced from one room to the next.
Iriformal zilusters of echildren are gathered in ~izssrooms and out of doors. At

issal-tinme, the parking lot fills up with nhage statlonwagons driven by smiling

EN

“rappred teside “hem Iin the front seat.

S

Over 0% of the Futners are listed as 'professional’” and "managerial’, with income
level or value of home not, stated.

In these two schools, iiren, the two developmental studies of cooperation and
competition are procesding. In eacsh school there 18 on: wxiperimenter znd two
Observers; Woth teams have developzd ohservatﬁon categories and raszarch procedures
together; perimdieaily, the;s switch schools with ezsch other -to determine their

comparabllity and reliaktility. And it is the rourth graders’ social behaviors from

these two s<hools that is of interest to us hzre. In each school, two sections
vere studled. The same prozedures were used as in cur previous studies: three

chiidren at 2 time were brought into the expeiimental rcom. The only difference

was that they were simply told one task-regquirement, namely, to make one big

percon together. The Experimenter then retired to = wmore distant part of the room

and ¢id noh interaét with "he children un!il they were finished. If the task was
not completed by fifteen minutes, they vere interrupted. C.uparison data, including
workling process nd behavior, as well as performance irdices, are presented in
Table ‘TV—" . ;
FALAS

First to be noted is the idertizal wean age, as well as the ncn-significant
alfference in mean perczentile achievement ranks in both Mathematic and Reading
Scores. This certainly runs counfer to comm@n sense expsctations, but is quite in
sereerent with, for instance Colemsn's 196€ survey as *o overall ration-wide non-

signiticance of school facilties and other phys ai imputs as a variable in

scholastic azhi evemﬁnﬁ, egpeeially so on the elemsntary level. (Coleman, 1966).
7

s

F*om the point of view of comparison of the data on sczial behaviors of these two



Groub Process and Performance under Cooperative Work Conditions
by Fourth Grade Puplls from Lower Middle and Lower Upper
Schcol Environments

Schools

(v= 66 ) LU (N=.60)

Sample Chargcteristies Means Means | Significance
) ' ' ]
Age, in months . 119 119
Achievement, Math N 58 64 .81
Achievement, Reading 57 ‘ 60 .63

Group Process

Working Separately : .60 - 10 : B =Tot s
Working Together, Unspecialized 1.08 1.30 .62
Working Together, Specialized 2.30 2.10 .91
Number of Direchors .58 - .83 3. 20%*%

Social Behavior

Positive Evaluation W87 223 2. TO*¥
- Negative Evaluation 2.40 .69 2.ho*x
Neutral Evaluation - 5.89 6.86 1.02
Gives Help - 12,77 . 4,72 T.OL*¥*
Rejects Help © 3.10 1.k0 2, Th**
Asks Help ' . 2,20 1.30° 3 1. 76%
Looks at Experimenter .3.30 . © 1.80 1.85%

T,ooks at Peer 2.4k 2.28 . .22

Group Product Indices

Motion; Figure Complexity; Chi Square shows no differences
Completed Figure ' -

Completed Figure-in-Role
Stick Figure

Face and Partial Body

" . Proportion . :
Number of Objects - 1.25 . 1.30 RiNs
Size of Product 12.50" 20.50 To QL¥**
Differertistion Score 12.50 14.50 2.6%

Number of Pieces Used €6.70 108.80 b 3uxe

Levels of significance: ¥ = .10, *% = .01, #¥* = ,00L

-, . B
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SN Weoure guont o iropect, intervretalicn of aifferences is simplified
50 bney cancot be stivibuited to differences in age or achisvenent levels.

Yhen group procsess 15 exa.ined, the f'cllowirg is noted: There is no

Ailerence 10 the smoant oi time childrern spand worxirg Sogether, s-metime they all

WOTE O e Soms pary the o oa"l 12 of Torupel ). sometime dividing their work

{"speniniizad” ).  But. in addition important differencos emerge in their work-

pubsern -~ LM children work significentiy wore of t¢n separaieiy, that is, on a part
i

that iz not part of the group commor product. The mean of .60 lies bLetween the

cuded polrts of "None of the time" and "some of the time". By contrast, UL pupile

hurdly ever work separately; irstead;, there emerges in zlmost every group one persci

vho "directs" the work of the group. This occurs slso in LM groups, but significantly

To inserpret the groups' prozess, adliticnal examination of their social
inﬁeractions is necessary. And here LM pupils dizplay sigunificantly more freguent
;ocial behaviors: +there is much evzluating going on, both positive and negative,
halp 4s teins ssked for, much help is being givern (aimost tnree times as much as
by UL pupils), some help is beiné rejected, -

To corpiete the ph;uure the end-products of Ss from thne two schools must

e sompared.  On indices which we assuing to be more likely indices of intellectual

development -- figure complexi~y; degren of figural proportion; stick-figures vs.

ruli-figures; number of objests in design, motion -- Chi Squares show no differences.
Again we give no support of difrerenzes in Intellecztusl prowvess among the two
groups ol pupils in agreement with the aznievement szores reported previously.

Wnevs wignificgn® differenczes in performance of the two populations do occur, was
unexpachted £rd 15 nighly suggestive: UL children make signiticantly larger persons;

Thoy ase alest twice as many pleces on the aversge as compared with LM children,
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arel Shelr [lgires 0w omore detail.
an wo interpret these difrferences ard simliarities among the two
popilzaionst  IE depssds on how far one 1o willlns o go tevond the data.  Vhat

foliow, Lo trinvly and delllverately spalloizntovs, b ooe e wlisring Lypotheses

B e pureeced Lo Toawther shadies. Ve tensl Thic Lo tne iue of such studiles;
RN R S are contincing and hremselves provide

Tests ol o otlong,
The Llutegrating concept, as ve see 17, as S o with the aff'luent child's

[ < T 3 - 3. . - s LR S - " eamy 1- % " P
goif-immnge, with contidenze In his own power, wifn Lornnern Tor himself, sausing

nis way lo puars:zit of hie owa 2ewls.  His zowstrushions are
rarge, Lie ases hlocks freely. These children are not greatly concerned with each
otrer or with the experimenter. They work with ea.r obher, yes, bub there is no
cviéwnce thas they do so Lescose they aesd each ohher,  Thay work together because
they have Pteen given the ftuzk to do so. One geits the lmpression they are used to
working together in this fashion; one asseriive child wssumnes leadership, goes
mostly anchallenged, and so each functions in his owrn way, pursuing freely and

21y his own gosl, rabher Than telng ~onzerned witt each other.

pnoworking style of the LM

viplls -- wnors restrained, more tertativia. lesc “tain of themselves -- note the
slepificant athending to B, the frequen® asking fo~ keilp of sach other. They

parralve thewselves wmore as 5 working groups they are less concerned with them-

solves, than with the goodness of their group’'s product -- hence they feel free to

evali e, aud free to help eazh other.

of inteliecztusl functioning, but
i mors dlrectly concerned with
interprit Shis score as merely a

Zevalopne?
Hhe rn:ﬁber

il O nid Tt oshewld be noted here that, as found
in oie wliner 5ﬁud*e°q ior)h_p ~mﬂ«zew\n The quan 1ty ﬂf pieces used
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Mo curor differences emerge tetwson those Lwo groups tecause, after all,
this i a von-threzatening, non-demarding situation., Bub let it turn into a
aisestlon whore sabisfacsticn of own needs potentially conflicts with salisfaction
of neaxds Lf ofiner groap menters -- whefa, Ty nstance, each child is asked to

sy Iigure -- we would predict consideratiy more ccmpetitive behavior in

i
o
by}

tne UL popils. Az of this writing, data are being araiyzed which examine this
prediztlon,

Some supportive evidence is avallatble from our first series of studies which
znalyzed rompetitive tehaviors of children from the same affliuent suburban popu-

~

iation (}hpiton69 197L, pp. 33-34), Here, a siganifican® trend was found, relating
father's level of education (read: roughly, level of SE standing) to son's

Bes5

».1.

sehaviors, as follows: while boys whose fathers' had not finished high

L_ﬂ
e

ng
sahool showed least Besting, those with edusnation beyond college had sons with the
hi grebJ amount of Besting. Boys whoss fathers' education stopped with completion
of college, fell in fetween (respective means: 1.L7; 2.11; 2.94; difference
significant at the .05 level).

Also pertinent was the systematic Lrend in Besting as funstion of famLLy

lest families

l"“‘

size: Ths largest amouat of this behavicr wzs fourd in the smal

*hild, or ore sibling), while least besting was found in the large

ferily (four or more children). Here it should ve recalied that no such reLatlon~

shiips were found btetween the same two variables and pro-social behaviors in the
Torop study; this adds to our contention that Besting vehaviors, and behaviors
in competitive situations in general, are more unitary and clear-cubt, then are
tehaviors in cooperative sit atlons which, by definitior, require greater inter-
dependanze.

While these stuales are small expioratory investigations, they help to

tegin o inhegrate our views of conditions under which cooperative and competitive

tehaviors will vecur. We have not studled children who can be said to be trully
O
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"eocnomlically” duprived, and the present® study is our first contact with a

.

population composed primarily of ilower widdle clizss

U

school children, and here,

tie conceph of an afflaent backgroand se=ms to te wmost pertinent.

Th fs ot difficuit to wmake trneoretizzr cousal connections vetween

"

Mamilial Afilusnce* ard Self-concern irn chiidran (zommon language makes the

conmaction with the herm of "spoiled brat"), Tne value of such a formulation,

as we 22 1%, stems rrom the linking of scoiceconcmic background to a varilety of
sozial behoviors that can be expested. It 1s then not merely a question of whether

.4 will be more-or-less seifish, mors ready to give than poorer

1

ehildren, o engage in prosocial behsviors. Rather, it helps to specify under what

» o

conditicns sucsh a c¢hilid will engage in specific social behaviors.

Thus, from s cnild's zoncern with satisfaction of own goals, one can derive

-

that, in genoral, he will be less concerred with sgtiending to those peers that hold
no relasion to him as potential need-satisfiers, or gs potential threats. When
asked to give to others, where his own needs and goals are no“ involved, he can

tt L3

fford to te "prosozial" and "generous"; where others are ssen as blocking ful-

v

s

iment of hils own needs, nthey are likely to be attazked. Where others are seen

,
f—b
]-1

2}

i)

e reans Lo kis need-Tulfiliment -- as so many cooperstive work-situations are
meda $o be la school -- he will do so. However, zocperative work, especially of
a complex nature, reguires, as we have shown in Chapter III, possession of skills
5o work witt: others, in addition to mobtives. And here one might expect such great
qel*—frnﬁﬁﬂd to prevent acguisition of pro-social skills. And it is here that

perhaps the zhild from & less affluent environment, as discussed at the beginning

of this chapter, may te abt an advantage.

nisbions would have to speclfy conditions of afflugnce under which self-
a"mrr$ -- a hask obviously not within the realm of this report. We are,
\)A%SfﬂJlag pointing to conditions where an unlimited supply of goods is avail-

Mo
[ERJ!:)EQ %0 3 chilé,
-
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L. Tmplicabions for Resear-:h.

No grandivse rexcwrendations are presertedl here. Fror its inception

wis inhended "... no% only to sontritute cignificanily to our under-

ghalaly s of tre eftects of social relationships in :lassroom learning, but also...

Lo secrve 28 a usetml research training devic: for Graduate Students in the

[

Departent ol Faussiion and Child Deveiopment o Lryn Mawr College" (Pepitone,

Lur two successive grants npave coniriputed to this function by

perfeztion of a metrocaology for studying soclal bekavior arnd performance

in groups of elementary school children. Thus, we are now in a position to offer

cor ncdants specific tonls with which Imporfant problems in the ares of sozial

Lo owl elewmertary school children can e Iinvestigated, It may be helpful to

those who would iike to work in this area to inlizate next steps growing out of

nie pressnt studles, 25 we see them. o

-d
i
)

Tsk und Role Reguairadriess,

Guroeshtudy of Role Pazilitation has planged vs right into the center of many
rooretieal s, sunnzrized lo the Discussion wechion oOf Chapter ITI. There

wenld goam o te immediate neods toward conceptualization of counectednesses that

y exish betwesn fask-structures and task-regairements. This would necessitate

tions over a whole rarge of these interrelationships.
Simoltarecus explorstions then must be concerned with task-requirements and corres-

tlmar task-role relationships. The uliimate practical aim of such under-

ngs would te abliiity to spezify in work-settings svch as classrooms, the exact

oreeivabry could vary anywnere from soilitary work to

ired task role mewrter interdependencies) required to




Cuestions of vaslz group roles, periormence of which may be required in

"

o gronp endeavor, would seem to be & highly iwmportant issuwe to pursue, for,

skills to teach
hIlIran he survive, or bo do more thnar trav, G thrlue ws rally hunar social

Dedvwes o e appreahing twenty first o

5

Our ssudles have atllized o task whilzh wes ilged Ty children of all ages,

periornw.  Thic was deliteratel Lrterded to be so, to control for

1 as ror iever of 1iftrlcality, Weeded next steps should

of these variables systemafticzally and independently. Level of

or instance, can be varied by increasing the complexity of the task
rxquirenms . Uonid sunn increase alter cocpershive worlk patterns?  And do taske

with & Terert deygress of diificulty reguirs performsnze of different task roles

b Sarpersoiss Ahtrachbion.
Car shudies have always ubilized children from same classrooms, assigned
G angom 2o theiv groups.  Again this was delitersts, in an effort to control for

N -,

erpersonai ohtrastion variskble, Needed

now are nexh steps of systematic

srriation of friendship patterns. Do friends <ompste more with each other than do
PP p
otrangerst  Does parfurmance of cooperabive worz benefit or suffer when it is

~

cmasuhed by 4 group of close friends, or bty azutral scguaintances? These are some

tions generated by cur studies, which would have theoretical

import as well as praztical implications Tur the school rocin.

L’-u ( 1 al IJV o ...l 3.1"..\‘1...-

The study of Oriticsl EvalmaTlon dictates very spescific research steps;
i oty here 1s 2 study replicsilng the condition with

in order to determine the

3, male sexparime: -y of the strong sex

ifferensas fownd in the pupllis' reaciticrns to criticisx. Secordly, effects of
O
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Aiianl svelvetliorns must Le explored cver a wider rouge, as our variations
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Leolved only e milc end of an ernviszged cortinuan of criticiswm. Here there

riticism in the

Leuontoryy trils suggests the feasibilifty of retarning at tnis point to the

ST TOT OCenrvation in sita of erff ous of feaclers smown for their ''negative

ey dun hhat stranger is
oz tel RO owore shrongly Tharn s Lezcher woown as oa In such a

2ffects of peer-evalca®icns rmush Le inciuded. To find, for

-

i4izal evaluations from a cocpersiing peer have more constructive

the source is a teacher, would sawm %o btave profound implications

Trere are glso intriguing issues about evaluations in reiakion to the public-
privizte dimension. There are at leas®t +we majur issues here: 1. Effects on self-
e7alveafions of critical evalustions adminis=ered in private or public settings, and
2. resuilbing performarze within either of these se u;ués.. On the level of theory,
funh research links up with our studles of compzrison behavior -- one would, for -
inshanze, expect after a critical evaluatiocn in public heightened levels of
nal behaviors, whizh, in %arn, should eli-it achievemen®-related motives
and trus loprove performance -- hut possibly, ab the expense of lowered self-
eyziumtions. Tf sush were found, sush knowledge should be valueable for a teacher.

- Grouap Standards.
We have beer most conscious of the Taehd that our studies are open to lay-

tenm to the effect that they are "artifi:izi" in the sense of studying pupils

the on-going 2ilassroom. From the oussat of thess studles; classroom

group Shandzards have featared prorinently in cur theoreticzl formulations in their

- ' .

roe of imwalstlng the conbtext i which clasgroom competition and cooperation takes

'3

. pracisely the sttempt to contecl this all-important variable that

L3

Plass. 10 Wh

led as ftoe removing pupils from theilr classrooms. We had the impression that class-

)

careiaed over inbto our experimental situation in the sense that, as

s e A
coom ahandard

4]
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srorsed, we rotlced strong ressraints wg.lyeh openl. lLooklng st each others
)

T -

Viire naopversiyg whlle vorking, helping zacn cohnor, et:,  We had to resort to

o7 the Llatorahcry eisieslon Trom She :slasercom, and had

oo hUil sl -areon shanaards by

[N L S FC can &
Fooraaha 2hanansds whilon wanh

e
r
>

Hers, *nen, is again a need

vor meplloiSior Trsheracle variation of standards
Wi to pro-scelial behaviors. LSome ol Goess sunadlos way profitakly be done

rooms, althoagh proviews of =woitrel of chrner factors are formidable

s - s a - Y
- ¢ -2 o . 3 AT .
. SOTLOCECOIIONTTG VATLanies.

1

Trne Uomparative study In Chaphter Vowas sxplozatory ard spesulative in nature;

alros® every signiflicant finding had to e interpreoted tentatively, and from the

persps Slve of

%o formulations of wruxlal guestions, some of which we hope

te nave ralsed.  The currently-prosending developmental studiss of competition and

R

cooperation in these two different soclilo-ezonomis school cliimstes will be of great

Importanse In formalating next steps.

tion, it should be mentioned trat our tgs™ is singularly

Tn ohils nonnec
sulfad for wmorlpulsting experimentally the situa®lonzl cvallstbility of resources.,
Tels owonnd have great potential for the stady of children from families who differ:

ir welshlve degrens of sfflusence and deprivatlion.

Troswreery, we wish to stabte our convictlon thabt the filve years we have

ating ard execubting ress=arch In the area of competition and

:n have been highly profitarle and stimulating

intezllessually. BEffesds rarge beyond Hhe imediate next steps ou tlined in the

)

precading pages. Some of our students gre exploring our tszsk as a diagnostic tool

Ao te aged with emoticnaily disturbed children. Most suggestive is its contem-

45}

pizted use in the study of cooperation asnd cozpetition among siblings, and/or

parant-zhIld Srolsds or other familial patterans. Alwost fourty years ago con- '

Ly My snd Doob (1937} and by Margares Mead (1937) have raised
. |
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Sreenl ey opnest Long avceud cooperative snd competlhtlve rolatiors In different

Tuivoes,  Yery 1ittle of their work hes tesn pirsceil. Ve now have opened up

Focoibilities of repiization of our studi=s in several Miropean coantries which

Sren Loadeed of vinal Lunvaresh for ratire resasr oo
T Sl e an T P AN
3 PLDl e Dole Tul ieati g,

Ne surhitle of our researsi -- The Tezziiing and Learning of Helping --
-y

inplies an lmmadiate connesiion bketwenn oir mheoretlcal formulations, research

wrd zppii-ation to the classroom. This inplization Ls intentionsl, for we see

Tognkbar, But we have also shows; in the preceding pages, the great number of
studiss 5o bo carried out before derinitive answers zan be obtained. Meanwhile,

Lrite Lo Srus, Ywashirg must continue. It is our convichion that rore helpful

resaarch has prover thus-and-so”, ars aims concerned with heightening teachers'

cMarenzsi o some of the problems we have discussed with the hope that this would

21id Heanhers dirn makin sions which will sffect zlessroom furctioning. From

this r=furence trome, we shall now examines gsome of the major areas we have dis-

i Role Requiredness.
oo kS

Throsgroct cur studies runs the argument that elementary schocl children

must bz tangnt expilcitiy social skills which involve boeth ablllty to work

Lrdepemds

arple opportinities for independence-training. But Independence-training can be

szhools through intelligent usz of homework! The school is an ideal
sshing for davelopment of interdependence skiilis for which our society gives

es today than in the days where a.cnild was an active member of

% iesely kait interdependent family unit. This is what Kilpatrick (1921) had in

wmliod whien ne cdvosated Lse of the "Project Method" in clzssrooms. Its shortlived

woaryens of the issues touched on in tnis keport as teing pertinent to ths

sSiong Be "usd this-or-thet-appreach” in coskbosk-rezips Cashion tecau

in the previous research section, with regard “o pessitie Implications for

iy zs well as in interdependent role-relationships. Our society gives

=



|
i
eptaarity, we Loilove; 15 largely due o fhe oot fLat tenchiers wore vever Lol

. 1. . . N - v P ) . ‘ P et
ooy o hreugh tow children can profit from eath. ofther {s toope:r ive vork.

oo LR oy o wender Bhgm 5o many attempied sronp projecte erd In oconfusior of pupils,

scoperative vehavior, arnd certainly does v L cosaril
perivrya ne.  Host important for a featner to note s thet ool actared  fasks do

\
Contrary to some zurrent (ro% resily current], as they

o)

Y T o Housseauisn philosophies) philosophies of to. o, our ressarc

N

resumaeds that elaxentary school pupils te baught explicitly oo of the group-

“1ls needed in ~ocoperative work. This may be parﬁ;galarlf:‘ueful in the

parly elemerisry grades at 2 period vhere, Yo use Piaget's (1937 terms, the pupils
-re ip the aeveloprentsl stage of "decentering'
Throughost our work we have made a poinht of stating that we do not mean to

inply Shaeb schools should turn exclusively to coopergtive work. What we are saying

is “het fhe pohentislities of cooperative work are net sufficziently exploited in

U aGotety, »wancols, researth in]general zrd researzh in education in psrticular.
] orasear v recopmendabions we speak of the high priority whizh should be

wrded b determination which taskf require individaal work for optimal learning,

craowhlen protitavly can be done within 5 cooperatlive werk-structure. The impli-

teacher is, Tirst of all %o rersogaize that in ail Iikelihocd each

L

tans may ve performed in several different ways. Ve have also discussed how

L5 lknovwn arout jush this issue, and tne great reed for research in this

nrug,  Another Implicstion, ther, is for teaczhers %o rezognize the wide range of

Irocavin L expericenting with wvork-procedures in her classroom. What ve are

We are suggeshting that a teacher re-exsmine

Q @mih Ttask, enth purt of & dally lesson, questioning tvenefits which may accrue
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"1l trom hrne worging process Itself.  Unab 1. zained wnen one pupil
UL e ion by himself, as vcpposed to worx'.s in interdependert diads
creowehe 0 LLa i respongltle for cne part o1 otule 2l iilont  On the surface, an
[ NN Tior: ol eourse a pupilli nas S0 Lea:t . QUplete & Long aivision by
v i wh suzn haskes are assigned as pars of nl newori, anyway. Perhaps
PR TeT we e ahilized dirfferentiy: oW reswsarzr, for insbtance, suggests
oo STeasitg -.,e,ﬁenenden,e keightens individoali respeonsivility. Applied to
"srarel’ long div iunJ each pupil might te wotive-et to work more acturstely because
e I3 recporsiblie to his partrer as well. ltercze; rne ray be wore careful, ard learn

e 2y wears this, working carefully by himself.
may gl rlmoadalnlongl ircentive to be carefnl.
v his parbrer for naving successfully zompieted

shzrad

tvity itself may

ir fermanicn of positive attitudes

sex T T e

GO TOYEILLY

completed -

frcen inoevery chared learrning sibuation.
o e wopZicente in his ability: he

zpprosan Ly himself. It may
ite 1may

o o e . - A
NAaERS x50

par®

T T hegd

Crriously,

sk ewpariences are ir-egratad into the pupils’

g

prealos

ath woula bring avout optimum learni

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

pays off ir terms of fewer errors,

be more satisfying, more "fun
toward mathemahtinas.,

"known to pupils gener

few from perform=nze on the

nay venture

cven learn something about responsi

creating this under dirng.

Luat, is %he orvious retort,

Tg&e:'but working with a partner
d further, he may be rewarded
his part of tre prodiem. The
- with long-range benefits
The glow of shared goals
ally only from competitive team
szheol stage - way be experi-
Joint success may incresse an anxious

ttempt solutions which he

increase his gocd feelings htoward his partner.

ty to others -- especlally if his

Many pairs of such

antly afzect the wone of a classyoom <licate.
we are not suggesting that one such experience can accomplish

- but we are saying that they may happen in cla. srooms where

=S

AlL this 1is

jo)

aliy rearnings.

o a heacher s experimenting with patiterns of zooperative procedures

ngs.
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Yhen we Salx of Teptimum learning” we reallize of course that different
onplly way profit differentially from cooperasive work. ilere we see another area
of amiimited opportunities for teacher experizerntation within her classroom. Not
ol She Interperconal astraction varlatle shouold e considered in pupil groaping
{iew point 3. of our Research recomménddgions), but avilities, confidencze and other

!
pupll-personality variables as Vell. Some of the :ame kinds of beneficial effects

mizht pe found from <reating systematically couvperating classroom groups, as are
reporﬁeﬁ from experiments in Cross-age teathing, with tenefits to both helper aﬁd
hel p“d [Zippith, R, and Lippitt, P., 1968).

Cash ¢ae of our recommendations has surely teen trled somewhere at sometime
Ly soce heachers; the applied side of our research is zimed *“oward development of

A systeamatic theory of wtilizing the potentisl four cocperation in the classroom, so

it ozan be incorporated more widely, end more systematically, into teaching

Some of tne freer ways of organizing zlassrooms of the seventies -- The
Oper: Slassroom, Inbegrated Day programs, etn. -- would geom to offer ideal oppor-
tinitles for teacher experimenting in ways we have wuitlined. For instance, learning
conters zan be set up tha®t inciude systematizally soine éc vivities wnich must be,
and ean only be done, individually by one pupll werking alone, while cther activities
winld ve provided which require several papils to wori tegebher in prescribed sub-

antivities involved 1 solutions of the same problewm, completion of thes same art

IT *his wers done in the elementary schools, perhaps students would not
{lcunder so heiplessly when they find themselves in Alternative High Schools.
Wrhile many students have chosen these Iiigh Schools in reaction to anonymity and
high azhievement pressures of large High Schools, and whiie a high premium is
pizced by them and the usnually youthful *eaching staff of sﬁsh experimental schools

¢ relating to others in small groups, and on individual participation in decision-
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making processes relating %o school matters, in fact these young adults more often
than not find it impossible to make group dezisions (See Harvard Educational Review,
1972). "Sensitivity training" such as is offersd {r some such schobls may help the
longoverdue "de-centering’ to take plaee; wwnioh, aceording to Piaget, should have
taken place in the pre-oper-“ional stage of deveiopment tnrough experience of
social interactions ir vhi-h *he young chilé's own poirnt of view is challenged).
It may even be an antidoée to the intense concern with own needs and goals which we
sensed to exist in the affluent suburban elementary child (See Chapter V). However,
it is no substitute for the kind of skill-trairing in group role requiredness.we
sece essential, especially for a generation so highly atined to peer groups.
2. The above issues are intimately tied to issues of classroom standards. In our
researches, begun in 1968, just before the Open School movements reached America,
we were struck by the intense atmosphens of restraint sgainst pupil interaction we
encountered during school hours. To some exteﬁg this is true even now, as we
walk the corridors of many an elementary school, snd notice the supposedly-silent
"lunch lines", and hear the piercing "no talking, please" issueing forth from a
classroom. The Open Classroom seems to have brought with 1t a change in classroom
standards with respect to pupil-to-pupii socizl Interactions in the classroom.
Yes, it is "freer". But so often it may be Gharacﬁerized as absence of restraint,
rather than substitution of positive group standards for participation. We are
back to the era where progressive srhools were being accused of being Too
"permissive"; today, however, it is not a mere matter of philosophy of teaching
svfle, Chapter III gives our research evidence %o this point, and, if teacher-
recommendations are to be made, let them re-read the classic Autocratlc-Democratic-
Laissez Fair-studies of eleven year old BOy scout groups working together under
thesé three different leadership styles (Lewin, Lippitt & White, 1939). Let them
~ recall that-in the Laissez Fair condition, *hé product was by no means superior,
and pupils did not take as much pride in their sccomplishments as when the Leader

)
EI{I(joffered procedural help and suggestions.
s
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Here, we wish to guote also from *the closing senbernces of our 1971 Report:"
.+.. Lo reduce the chance-effects on learning and emotional development which éome
from uncontrolled social comparison behavive, w» - rgest further that pupils must
be shown how to profit from the results of inn:: suno with thelr nelghbors. Ways
must be devised of teaching children how Les™ ﬁo waars from o each other; instzad of
teaching them ways that lead to learning aimed =t testirg =ash other" {Fepitone,
1971, peg. 39). Our Role-Fazilita®ion study s inhended *o point the direction
toward how this could be done, by creating and exploiting pupil interdependence.

In our formulation, the teacher functions promicently in developing and erforcing
group standards with respect to such irterdependernce.
3. Teacher Evaluations.

It is difficult to see how the preceding sugges*ions to teachers could have
seriously harmful effects on pupils. When it comes to generalizing to teaching
situations from the Critical Evaluation stgdy, there sre potential dangers. The
study dealt only with very mild evaluations, by a young womar, a stranger to the
children, with evaluations being of fifteen minutes' durztion at thai. Tt would be
foolhardy to presume to make inferences appiizatle to teachers who interesct with the
pupil hour after hour, day by dasy, throvghout the year. High priority research has
therefore been spelled out in the preceding section with more specificity. The
study lent support for the general theory which predicts thst when criticisms are
non-threatening and perceived as helpfu?, they will be positively related o
achievement. When criticism is viewed zs non-constructive, it will be reacted to
in a variety of ways, none of which improve performance, in fact,.with increasing
intensity of criﬁicism, performance msy =ctually be hirdered. But -- zpplied to
an ongoing classroom -- under what conditions is criticism perceived as really

"threatening'"? When does a pupil evaluate a teacher as "helpful"? Irn other words,

in order for our theory to be applicable, the teacher would have to be able to Fi11

in the actual magnitude of each parameter. A step in this direction can be taken
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by a teacher, as we suggested, by her own experimenting in this area. primarily
by being on the alert for potential effects of hef evaluzatlions.,

One of the most important findings in the Criticsl Evaluation shudy has
to do with sex differences in response to evaluation. It may be recalled that,
while boy4s were more sensitive to the intensity of criticisw, they rejected the
adult's helpful suggestions, while girls appeared to be most easily influenced by
criticism combined with suggestions for changing their behavior. What is the
implication for the teacher? To allow boys to work more independently, and to
refrain from criticism, while providing more specific guidance forbgirls to satisfy
their greater dependency needs? Answers would seem to depend on btasic conceptions
about the goals of education. Should a teacher deliberately attempt to modify

!

boys' independence needs, and, similarly, try to make girls more ‘independent"?

In our view, this is a wrong formulation of the question. The albernative to
dependence and its consequent abject acceptance of social influence is not inde;

- pendence, as defined as rejection of all social influence, but rather an inter-
dependence of peréons, confident in their own individuality, open to give and accept

to and from each other. It is in this dirsction that we would like our schools to

further the growth of our children.
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APPENDIX A 1l

PRODUCTIVITY INDEX A'
Score from photograph of product only.

l. Overall Impression

Before breaking down individual dimensions, rater
is to inspect the photograph, and record immediate
first impression:

WiUleeeeeoooooooosssscenessl
POOL eeeeeeeeescccccososonsnoeesdl
Below AVeragf.esesecccccscsod
AVEra0E€eseescesoscecsscsscsccs
AbOove AvVeragf.ceceseccceccsces
Pleasing, Well Executed.....
Outstanding, Creative,

UnusuUale -eeeeeeeesscossl

o w o u;

2. Elaboraten=sss of Desian

Board looks practically empty except for a few
small random patterns.............................O

Sparse pattern, confusing and/or incomplete
looking...................l.l.......l....l...l.....l

Overall design clearly present, but rather simple,
common.

Three separate cdesigns, simple, common, or 1 or

2 more complex parts with 1 or 2 simple or poor...2

Intricate total design, holds interest, embel-
lished parts. :
Three intricate separate designsS.ccecececes coeeesd

3, Distinctness of Theme

Theme undistinguishable in any parts of whole
design Of pattern.li....l...ll.l............ll....o

Theme apparently there, even i1f not clear what
it is (e.g. some flowers are there, other objects,
total pattern unclear) oxr

Designo000000000000000000000 0000000-00000000-0002

~ Theme clearly distinguishable for total pattern...4
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4, Commonality of Pattern

Three (or fewer, or more) indistinct, unconnected
unrelated partSeee  ceeensececccscssscocsesscaccanasal

Tripartite structure may still be visible, but
attempt at connection of internal parts present,
even though total pattern still appears unrelated.2

Commonality present, either in form of one unified
pattern where parts are undistinguishable, or

parts may be present, but wholly integratedffnto
one pattern...c.ccececcccscccascaccas 4

5. Unification of Desian

Circular means of unifying pattern absent (neither
border nor central figUre)..ceeescesesscosvssnseoscal

Some attempt at border or centreal p.ttern, but
incomplete, partialecececccececcccee: cecaan cheeees?

Border or central figure present, fairly well
eXeCUtEd...o........o'........... ...... o.oo.oo.-.-.3

Border or central figure, well executed, complex,
pleasing..........l_...l...l....l.....l.....ll.....4

6. Balance of Desion

Points are given as indicated for any of the
following features: (total of 6 points possible)

a. Balance Within Design Itself

Within given pattern or object, pieces are
evenly distributed, object not lopsicded......1l

Relations among several parts are harmoni-
ous, even distribution (e.g., house, people,
dog, all may be on one side of pattern but
well proportioned).ecececcecesncccocancens ceeeal

b. Balance of Desian in Relation to Board

Partial balance--a little off center but
not totally unbalanced...eececcecesscscacseesl

Pattern is centered and evenly placed........4
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PRODUCTIVITY INDEX B
Score from written records only (post-task interview).

1. Aareement on Theme

Source: Question #5, What was the whole design?
All three Ss have identical descriptions....4
All three Ss have descriptions referring
to same kind of product, with slight vari-

ations between individudlsSe.ececssocecosssocssld

One or more Ss do not kxnow, or differed on

theme.oo..oo.’.ooo.oooOo.....oo...o....o...o..o

2. Concepntion of Theme

Source: Question #5 (Score only if agreement)

-~

Simple theme (a design, FlOWELS)eueeeoeonoesoal

Soma2 elaboration of theme, but not complex,
(people and houses; garden and flowers).e....2

Unusual and/or complex and/or eleborate
description (a space city; tracks with
drawbridge and boats; people holding hands)..4
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7. Quality of Execution

With respect to placement of pieces.

Careless, haphacard placement, no attention to
detail, no eleboration, colors arbitrary-aoppearing..0

As above for some parts of the pattern, others
executed with MOre Care.ceeeeeeecceseccscscssecesssel

Pieces placed carefully, on the whole, colors
balanced, misses elaboration as detailed below..e...3

As above, plus "subtle touches" which hold interest,
attention to fine detail, picturesque COlOr..eeeees.d

8. Quantitv of Execution

Number of pileces counted in total pattern.

0=4%9cceeeeeeessl
50-%%..¢0cceeeel
100~14%...vuee.2
150-199%¢ceeeess3
200-250..cecee.d
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o
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Definitions of ntera
Change2z Pattern

n Catercories
Changes from one pattern or
design to a new pattern.

o (3 44
ct
+

Works Alone: ‘Vorks independently in own section.

Two Work Together: Two children place pleces
cooperatively in one section.

Threa Workx Tocether: All three children work
on same pattern.

Fvalurtion 2-haviors: This category included all

evaluative statements, task oriented and personal,
directed at self, other, or the group. Evaluations
were codad as ‘positive, negative or neutral.

Helnino 3sh~avicrs: These categories included

{

all behaviors related to helpful acts.

Expresses Nzed for Help: Expression of need or
difficulty.

Asks Help: Direct requests for help.

Helps (nonverball): Responds to recuests or initiates
help by manipulating klocks.

Helps (verbal): Responds verbally to a reguest for
information or help, offers infor-

mation, gives procedural directions,
corrects another cnild's work.

Accepts Help (positive, negative, ignores):

Accepts nonverbal help, rejects nonverbal
help, or ignores nonverbal help.

Accepts Suggestion (positive, negative, ignores):

Accepts verbal help, rejects verbal help,
or ignores verbal help.

Hinderina Behaviors: Negative behaviors which

interfere with reaching the goal. These include negative

responses to requests for help or obstructing another's
|
|

efforts.

Aggressive Behaviors: Physical or verbal aggression,

ERIC
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expressed anger at others, hostile remarks and teasing.
Aggression often is associated with hindering behavior.

Individual Rehaviors: Non-~-facilitative téward

group goal.

Individual Assertion: Insistence on doing own design
without regard for group goal.

Besting: Cle=ar instances of competitive behavior.
Statements, gestures or actions which
show mo$ivation to better or best another
child. T

Stands Around: Not doing anything constructive for

significant periods of time either because of immobility

or task completion.

Leaves Field:"kaing, talking about irrelevancies,

attempts to avoid task due to rising tension.

Responses to Evaluations

Following each critical comment the responses of
each of the children were coded. The categories and
their descriptions are listed below:

Ignores: No visible response to evaluation.

Confusion: Asks questions or exhibits hesitation
or indécision.

Accepts Suagaestion: Positive verbal response to

evaluation.

Rejects Sugaestion: Verbal rejection of suggestion
made by evaluator.

Hostilitv: Hostile remarks to evaluator.

Changes Work: Tries new pattern in response to

evaluation.
Whispering : Conspiratorial whispering

Clears Board: Removes all pieces from section.

Group Disintezration: Group clearly falls apart; general con-
. fuaion.

Defensivenesa: Attempts to justify product,place blame.
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NOTES FOR OBSERVERS

WORKING BEHAVIORS

When children are working on .design without doing
anything else, record every 15 seconds.

Placing Pieces: When each child is working in his own
section, record uncer Works Alone,
Places Pleces. If he is working for
himself, cod: 1-1, 2--2, 3-3.
If he is workina for the group, after a
group decision, code: 1l-g, 2-g, 3-g.

) If two are wnrking together, record under
2 Work Together, Places Pieces. Code:
l"g, 2-9, or 1’2-90

If all three are working on one part of
the design, record under 3 Work Together,
Places Pieces. Code: 1l-g, 2-g, 3-g, oOr
l, 2,- 3-g.

Work Pattern: How the children work determines which
section to record other behavior in.

Works Alone: Record behaviors in Works Alone section
when child is placing blocks an own
‘ section of board without help from anyone
else.

2 Work Together: When 2 children are working together on
one section or in the center of the
board, record all behaviors in the
2 Work Together section.

3 Work Together: When all 3 children are working on same
portion of design, record all behaviors
in 3 Work Together section.

Changes Pattern: Each time a child changes what he has
: made into a new pattern, record here.
Do not record each time he changes one
piece. This category is réeserved for
occasions when child removes several
pieces and begins again on new pattern.

EVALUATION BEHAVIORS (+ 0 =)

This category includes all evaluative statements,
task oriented and personal, directed at self,
. other, or group.

Self Evaluation: "Mine is really good." 1-l+
Q "Mine is terrible." 1l-l-
"I'm really smart." 1-=1+

"Itm really stupid." 1l-l-
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Self Eval. "I know how to do this." 1-14+
(cont.): "I can't do this." 1-1-
Other Evalua- "Yours is great." 1-2+
tion: : "Yours is awful." 1-2-
"You really know what you're doing." 1-2+
"You're good at this sort of thing." 1-3+
"You can't do it." 1-2-
"That's not the right way to do it,
Alice.m™ 1-2-
"ARlice is good in art." 1-2+
"Group Evalua- "This design is really neat." 1l-g+
tion: "We're doing a terrible job." l-ge
"We're good at this." 1~g+
HELPING BEHAVIORS
Expresses need
for help: Expressions of difficulty of task.
"This is hard."
"I don't have enough blues."

Asks help: Child asks another how to make something.
- ~ Child simply makes general request for

help. " Child asks for blocks of certain
color. All direct recuests for help
or information, eg.:
"Help me, Julie." 1-=2
"How do you make a flower?" 1l-g
"Give me the blue blecks.” 1l-g or 1-2 if
directed at specific person.

Helps (nv): 1. Child responds to reguest for help
by manipulating or giving blocks to
another. Tag all these response behaviors
with an "R"=--~1-3R, 2-3R.

2. Child initiates helping behavior
without being asked, manivulates other
child's pieces, gives blocks to another
child, picks up klock from floor for
another. Code: 1-2, 3-2.

Helps (v): 1. Child responds to reguest for help
o information with a verbal reply giving
the reguested information.
"You need white ones to make & star.'" 2-3R
"Use the yellow ones for the head." 2-3R

2. Offers information, gives procedural
- directions, corrects another child.

"Let's malke a border." 1l-~g
"Julie, put the blue ones here, like this.®
1-2. _

Q "Nellie, if you put red ones there it will

look more like a flower." 1-3




Accepts help
(+ 0 =):

Accepts sugg.
(+ 0 =)
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Child may be pleased to have help and
accept it positively. 1-2+

May reject help offered either verbally
or by pushing away the hand of the hnelper,
or by changing back what the helper has
tried to do. 1-2- _

Ignores help (does not take a block which
is offered but does not actively reject).
1-2 0

Pleased with sucgestion and follows it.
1-2 +

Rejects suggestion by saying he doesn't
want to do it that way. (If rejection is
followed by an individual assertion,
record there, too.) 1-2=

Ignores suggestion. 1-2 O

HINDERING BEHAVIORS

Hinders:

1. Negative response to request for help

by blocking child from seeing how to make
something or by keeping blocks from him.

1-3R

2. Obstructs another child's e
make a design. Takes pileces o
section.

forts to
f another's

-~
S
=
L

3. Negative verbal response to regquest

for help.
"Don't bother me." 1-3R
"Do it yourself." 1-2R

"Don't copy." 1-2R
4, Ignores request for help. 1-2R

5. Conspiring with one child against
third.

"Let's not let Julie have any blues." 1-3
If second child goes along, sccre hinder-
ing for him (her) also. 2-3

6. Any negdtive verbal behavior which
obstructs another child from reaching the
goal, or obstructs the group from reaching
the goal.

"Don't look at mine, do your own." 1-2
"Everybody has to do their own thing, no
looking." 1l~g
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Aggression :
to other: Whenever a child expresses aggression

toward another, record here. This
category will probably require judgements
about tons of voice. For example--
"Don't just stand there, make something."
is an aggressive remark. Any physical
aggression, hitting, hair pulling.
Cursing at each other, hostile remarks,
making fun of another child.

INDIVIDUAL BEHAVIORS

Individual
Assercion: When one child insists on doing his own
thing without regard for the agroun goal.
"I don't want to make a border; I'm going
to make my own design." (also rejects suzg.)

Besting: This is a fairly pure category to cover
clear instances of competitive bshavior.
Statements, gestures or actions which show
motivation to better or best another child
are included.
"Mine's -the best one."
"I'm finished first."

AVOIDANCE CF THE TASK

Stands Around: Not doing anything at all for at least
15 seconds, and every 15 seconds there-
after that child does nothing.

Leaves Field: When tension . builds, children may begin
joking, talking about irrelevancies, or
in some way try to get away from the
task to relieve anxiety.
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.|
Explanations of g:Leaj;h Project
Presented to Superintendent, Principals and
Other Relevant Personel

Title of Study: Cooperation in the Elementary Classroom:
The Teaching and Learning of Helping

Name of Applicant: Dr. E. A. Pepitone
Department of Education and Child Development
Bryn Mawr College

Date: May 1972

A. Statement of the Problem

1. Purpose. Our research is funded by the Department of Health, Education
and Welfare and constitutes an inquiry into conditions that
are conducive to the development of cooperative behavior in elementary
school children.

2. Justification.

a. Significance of Problem. Today's society has perhaps a greater need
than ever to develop in its children genuine
feelings of caring for each other and to develop abilities to translate
these feelings into action. TIn addition to independence training and
individual achievement orientation, children need to be given inter-
dependence training. The school environment consists of classroom groups
and is an dppropriate medium for such teaching and learning to take place.

b. Relevance of research to school system. Today's innovation classroom

" structures - "The Open
Classroom”, "The Alternative High School", etc. - lay heavy stress on
individual freedom of choice and responsibility in group settings; "work-
projects" - "team activities" - "group 7iscussions" - abound. It is our
contention that such innovations are docued to failure unless pupils are
also given the skills required to function in these complex group
situations. Our basic assumption, thus, maintains that pupils must be
motivated and taught how to cooperate.

B. Hypothesis. We assume that the following conditions must be created in the
classroom to lead to interpupil cooperation:

1. Projects must have built into them interdependent work-structures so
that a common group goal can be created.

2. Each pupil must be assigned a specific function within a given work-
structure.

3,‘ Positive standards about cooperation must be created and pupils must
be shown how to relate to, and work with, each other.

C. Procedure.

1. Sampling. Approximately 150 fourth grade pupils are needed.
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2. Collection of Data. Three fourth-graders at s *+ime are taken out
of class for c. 45 minutes and taken to a separate room (library, music
room and the like). They are presented with a group aztivity which
involves making a design out of pattern blocks onto a large circular
board. Appropriate procedural instructions are designed to :reate the
three different conditions hypothesized to bring about interpupil
cooperation (See B on pg. 1). Their interpersonal behaviors are
recorded by trained interaction observers. The group product will be
scored according to a predetermined scheme.

3. Analysis of Data. Statistical multivariate analysis of pupil
behavior will be employed.

4, Time required. All instruments have been pretested.* The total
research shoDld require one month of intensive investigation.**

D. Personnel and Facilities.

1. Personnel. The study will be conducted by two Bryn Mawr College
Graduate Students: Carol Silberberg and Jane Crawford.

2. Time schedule. The experimental procedure requires one hour each
of each child's time; three children at a time will be used.

3. Facilities. All materials are provided by the Applicart. The
study requires only the use of ar empty room in the school. (We have
been able to use library- home economics room- tack-of-stage, etc.-

in previous studies). Fourth grade teachers will be given in advance
lists of children who will be called out of the classroom at specified
times which are agreeable to the teacher.

% The material is identical with that used by Ms. N. Teorop in '7Tl-72, and Ms.
B. Hannah in 1970, with elementary school c¢hildren from Lower Merion School
District.

y %% Since there is barely one month of school left, it is of the greatest
o important to finalize arrangements as fast as possible.
ERIC

IToxt Provided by ERI
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APFENDIX C-2

General Instructions for Role-Facilitation Study
and for Critical Evaluation Study

Hi - I'm Mrs. , and this is Miss . We've both

éome from BMC - which isn't far from here. We've brougnt something for you to
do which will help us learn about fourth graders, Miss may do some
writing while you are working, but don't let that bother you. In fact, once you
get started, pretend that both she and I are invisible.

First I'm going to give each of you a number and you tell me your name.
Do you evef work together in groups on a project in your ciassroom? What kinds of
things do you work on in groups? ... Do you like working in groups?... That's
good, because today you are going to work in s group on this project which I've
brought. As you can see we have a big board here. And here is a tub of blocks
of different colors and shapes. The blocks have a small piece of white material
‘on the‘back which sticks to the board, 1ike this. (Demonstrate). So you can put
the blocks down and they won't move. If you want to move one you just pull it
off, like this. (Demonstrate).

I would like the three of you to work together to make one big design on
the whole board out of these blocks. Lots of other boys and girls your sge have
tried this, ané they've'really enjoyed it and done it well. As you cen see, the
board 1s divided into tﬁree parts, one for each of‘you. You will each be
responsible for your part of the design and for the whole design as well.

There are lots of things you can make out to these blocks. For example,
you can make flowers, people, trains, cars, or Jjust plain designs. Or you can

make anything else that you want to.
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APPENDIX C-3
Instructions for Task Requirements
There are Jjust a few things that you should keep in mind while you are working.

1. First of all, I want you to end up with one big picture. It has
to be a whole design that you will make together; and you should
know what 1t is you are making together. The design should be
interesting, with lots of different things in it.

2. Secondly, the design should be balanced.
Probe: Do you know what balanced means?
Like a scale, even; complementing.
Probe: ‘How can you make it balanced?
See that there isn't a pile of pieces in one third, and
other third is empty; count approximately same number of
pieces. Doesn't nezd to be the same design, Just even.

3. 'Thirdly, the design should be unified.
Probe: Do you know what unified means?
United.. hang together., related.
Probe: How can you make it unified?
Connecting separate parts, make a border.

You can.work on your design any way you. want to.
As I've said before, each one of you is responsible for one third of the
picture. But you don't have to work on your own part. You can work on
other parts as well, because, after all, your group has to come out with
one whole big picture. '

This isn't a test, so you can talk as much as you want to, move around
any way you want to... [For group process, add: 1in fact, you'll have
to remember what we've sald about how you should go about working together]

When you are finished we are going to stand the board up and we won't
want the pieces %o fall off. So don't stand them on their edges or pile
them up. Put each pilece down so it sticks to the board.

Before we begin I'd like to know if you all want to try this. You don't'
have to stay here. You can go back to your classroom and that's per-
fectly all right. Let's see who wants to stay. Good.

Any questions? #l - is all this clear? Now is your time to ask because
remember, once you start you won't be able to ask questions. Repeat for

#2 and #3.

0.X. You can talk together as much as you want to while you work. Begin.
[For group process: in fact, as we've said, you need to discuss things
with each other.]

(Answers to questions should re=phrase instructions, without giving how-to-do
instructions; no new information should be added. If asked, respond: this is up
10 you and your group. You can do it any way you wish. )
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APPENDIX C-k

Instructions for Task Roles

Now that you've gotten the idea of how this works, let me just help you
along a little bit.

There are quite a few things for each of you to remember, so let's try
and make each of you a special helper to the group, so each of you has to be
responsible for remembering only one special thing.

#1 - why don't you be the designer

Probe: what do you suppose the Designer can do to help?
plan one big picture,
all should know what you are making
should have many different interesting things in it.

#2 - how would you like to be the bslancer?

Probe: what do you think the Balancer can do to help?
parts should!be even,
help count approximately same number of pieces
in each part :

#3 - there is one more thing to remember and you can be just of as
much help as the others, do you know what it is? Unifier.

Probe: what do you think the Unifier does?
connect parts, by border.
\

This way, while you each put pieces down to contribute to one big picture,
you also each can help in a special way by having a special responsibility as a
designer - s balancer - a unifier.
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APPENDIX C-5

Instructions for Group Roles

1. In a little while, you'll gll be working together. Do you ever work in
groups on a project in your classroom? What kinds of things do you work
on in groups?

2. How 1s working in groups different from working alone?
Probe... make sure the following are brought out:
more fun
more noise (but this is good)
benefit by each others' ideas

3. Is your work better if you work together?
Probe... make sure it is concluded that it is better only if
communication takes place.
Shared ideas
Listen to others
Contribute own opinions
remember this as you work, because you'll be working
together, and unless you exchange ideas, pay attention to what the others are
saying,
discuss..
give-and-take

4. Very different from usual classroom, where teacher tells you not to discuss,
to work independently - here, we want you to work together.

5. Any questions? Now is your chance, because, remember, after you start we
shall be invisible. #1 - any questions? How will you go about working?
#e?  #32

Instructions from now on as for all other conditions.




