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oo ~Introductory Statement

The Center for Social Organization of Schools has two primary.

l

"objectives: ﬁto develop a scientific knowledge of how schools affect -

il
.- i )
their students, and to use this knowledge to develop better school -
practices and organization. ‘ L

§ .
» The Center works through three programs to achieve its objectives.’

The Policy Studies 1n School Desegregation program applies the basic

theories of social organization of schools to study the internal

conditions of desegregated schools, the feasibility of alternative

desegregation policies, and the interrelation of school desegregation

with other equity issues such as housing and job desegregation.. The

School Organization -program is-currently concerned with authority-control
¥ R LS

structures,” task structures reward systems, and peer group processes

in schools. .It has produced a large scale study of the.effects of -
open scho ls, has developed the Teams-Game's-Tournament (TGT) instructional;

€ -
.

,processffor teaching vdrious subjects in elementary and sécondary schools,

Y ¢

fl . ° s ., ".‘.p
and has produ¢ed a computerized system for schoolrwide‘attendaQCe

monitoring, The School Prqcess and Career Development program is study-

.ing trans1tions from high school to postsecondary»1nst1tut10ns and the.

- AN
role %f schooling“in the development of_career plans and the actualization

4 -

of labor market outcomes.

This report, prepared by the "Policy Studies in School Desegregation
4 E X

program, examines the effects of a-classroom team structure, Student

4 ¢

Teams-Achievement Mivisions, on racial integratioh in *welve junior high
classrooms. N

ii
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This study investigates biracial learding teams ana'cross-racial  )
Y + . ) ' L .
, y .
friendship and iﬁ}érgction in desegregated junior high schools. Subjects™
were 424 sevenqﬁ/and eighth grade ‘students. in twelve English classes |, -

(White = 2594/;1ack = 164, Oriental = 4), Each of five teachers taught,

and received recognition baseqﬂbn the sum of members' quiz scores;\«Control
: ‘ su ] . ‘ . | A
students” studied alone, and received individual quiz scores only, Resuits

indicated that the exéerimental students increased from pre-'fL posttest
] - | o [

v

more than control students in the pumber of cross-racial friendshipfw

choices, made on a sociometric instrument, and in the percentage of cross-
b DN

racial choices over all choices. Behavioral observation showed that a -

’

Jhigher proportion of peer interactions were cross-racia in experimental

,£lasses than in control. Thesefresults provide ,furtier support for the .
use of multi-racial leérning teams ih desegregated classrooms.
. . ¢ “ a
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In the?past‘few,years,'there has been inéreasing‘atten!Ton‘amdng
“educators ‘to the-problem OF, rafe relations in integrated schools. This

atténtion®is Hue to an ihcrease in the number of, school distficts that

are desegregating.theirlschools on a bread scale, but also to the dfs-
- ‘ « ' S S L
covery that 'simply placing students ofsdifferent -races or ethnic” groups

yin the same school .and 'treating evefypne alike" ‘does not necessarily

lead to'posftive’intérgroug,relations.(Dorr,vl972}‘Fo¥ehand and éagbsta,

S oo 7 . .
. °

1976). S — o

L]
-However, in\the-past three to four years, there have. appeared a.

set of techniques that have~been found to ha;; ‘positive effects on race

»

"
LS et

mulgi-racial learning teams--small groups of students of different races
: L : | ! \

) « Eaand B —

.who do school work ‘together and“are rewarded at leadt in part based on*
’. - ‘ ' : » } N Ve
their group perfoymance. These techniques rely en the general principle

- - 0 .

- ~ .
that group cooperation increases mutual ,attraction among group members ¥
. -~ - . B v / v ‘ . ‘1 . ' . s .
(Lott and Lott, 1965; Slavin,.in press a), and are based on Allport's

°

- €1954) prediction that gqual-status;-coopgrative interaction among

-

. - , - . .
~individuals of different races would bregk down prejudices\betweén'them.

, B . ~ s . .
. . L * .
,The evidepce relating multi-racial learning team techniques to gains

v

¥ .

in race relations is comparatively consistent. DeVries, Edwards, and
“ " Co R r .

-

Slavin (in press) conducted fourgftudies evaluaciquTeams-GamesJTour-

- : /£,
nament (TGT), a team technique 'that uses academic games as welll a5

.

Ajé'member, multi-raciél 1earning‘t?amsf Tgxee of these'studieés demon-

strated positive éffects of TGT on cross-racgfl attraction, and i

\

A .
fourth found pusitive treatment effect§rbn cross-racial ’helping. 0
., » , :

(in press b) e uated-a less complicated but similar treatment, Student

Teams-Achi®ve. . Divisions (STAD), and found positive effects on cross-
. .
L. -
oW . .
~ \' N . .
; U
O /
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racial attraction. Aronson, Blaney, Sikes, Stephan, and Snapp (1975) used
b ' , ‘ . ;
a eechniqne called "Jigsaw Teaching" to increase attrabtion,among students

in tri- ethni//classes (Black, Chicano, and Anglo), althOugh a 1ater study

J.
fa11ed to repllcate these findings (Blaney, Stephan, Rosenfield, Aronson,

P

and Sikes, 1977). Johnson and Sohnson (Note 1) found that students who

worked cooperatively rated their'c133smates of the opposite race more

highly as. friends than did students Who worked’independently, but not more

.

than students‘who’woyked c0mpeti§e1y. Weigel‘ Wlser, and Cook (1975)
assessed the effects of a variety of c00perat1ve learning experiences on.
cross-racial attitudes, and found ‘that, according to teachers' reports,
students in the cooperative treatment engagee in less cross:cracial con-
flict than did st:u;ient:s in a ¢ ol treatment .condit:inn. ‘However, this

study failed to f)nd effects on Ctoss-racial friendship choices.
. . Pl “

While most of the studies that have investigated team learning

effects on race relations have been impressive in terms of their'effects,
- ) N ' R . ‘ ‘ ' 1
many have suffered from methodological limitations. First,“of the three,
A
.t 3 - B
studies listed above that involved more than five ¢lasses, two (Blaney,

et al,, and Weigel, et al.).failed to find effects on cross-racial attrac-

T

tion. The third (Aronson, et al.) found effects on general mutual attrac-
tion in multi-racial classes, but did not report specific effects on -
cross-racial attraction. All af the other studies involved five é&lu. s

or fewer. While SWMall sample size is not a flaw pef se, characteristics
‘ _ . .
of particular classes or teachers that are unrelated to experimental
N S

manipulations may have a strong influence on many individual student

# 4 y T L .

outcomes, particularly on variables such as race relations, which are
5 . - LN

likely to be influenced by teacher attitudes or personality, clacs
L4

»

. ) ) ”"7 . - 3
'climate, or_otheg;factors (Forehand and Ragosta, 41976). Second, most

<

S

O . - - ,M,' ]
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" of the studies have had different teachers teaching experimental ard’

. . N
‘for the experimental and control '

control classes, In the Aronson et %1._?nd Blaney et al. S@“éi?ﬁg__

teachers volunteered separately

i »

groups. Again, teacher characteristics may be ,quite importart

in determining race relations in. the classroom. Allowing teachers to v

%

volunteer for experimeﬁtal ot control cpnd}tions instead of assigning
them fandomly compounds this problem by opening the possibiltity that®

teachers who would volunteer to use a team technique would be
B

S
ra

different from teachers whq would voluq;eervfor a cornitrol treatment,

A third methodological’ limitation of all of the studies cited
: - limi <

above is the exclusive use of self-repoft measures as dependent vari-
'

ables. This is a serious problem in studies in which students know that
. . . e .

. 7 - N ‘.
they are participating in a study focusing on race relations. Eve# in

t . -
. L
studies in which students were not aware that race relations were being
e

studied, such as the DeVries et al, studies on Teams-Games-Tdurnameﬁt,

~
2

. S ' R ‘ LI
the exclusive use pf self-report measures calls into questionﬂthe impor-
¢ ' =

tance of the findings; afe\;ace relations really improved or do students
-

B

just say they .are? . . 3

This study investigates the effects of a multi-rgcigf‘t am lea

‘technique on race relations using an expgr;mental design that avoi&s

4 meghodological~pitfalls outlined above. Iﬁe team teéhnique used i§
\\\\ Student Te;ms-Acﬁievemgnt Divisions, or STAD (Slavin, in press c). -éTAD

‘was “chosen because of its relative simplicity,\ité effects in pgevi0us“

. - i . . . @ .
studies on academic achievement (Slavin and Wodarski, Note 2), and its;

»

N

effects in a pilot étudy on cross-racial attraction (Slavin, in press b).

s -,
0

% .
Based on the previous .research, it is exSected thag students in classes
' ' / b
. A ; %
Y ‘ S/ o
- . . A : ' ~
\‘1 ‘ o )
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o T ! v : 4 ‘ . J .

using STAD willnaf ‘name a larger number® of their elassmates of other

: C k _ ‘ ' N .
races as friends than will control studefits; b) name a larger propﬁrtlonﬁg
- ) : - N . v N .

[}

of other race student’s over all students’ as friends than will control
- ;E'J i ‘1;%\.. ' ' &
» stiudents; and c), interact wiﬁh classmates of other races while engaged. .
» R . Vo e ,
both Lh appropriate and 1nappropr1ate activ1t1es more than students 1n
'eontrol classes. Interaction between students when they are engaged in ’
, inapprepriate (dff-tﬁsk) behavior is assumed .to be a more rigorous test
N . . < : - . - .
of crgss-racial attra;tion»than*is interaction during on-task behaviori

4 A ’ ) . : ! B

rd

made. it very 11ke1y,{hat a substantial portlon o’f peer 1nteractlon durlng

\tlmes when stﬁdenté:Were bebavrng approprgately (peen tutoring) would be

P .
across ra@% ‘lines On the other hand when<students are off- task ( gpofrng'

@

off“) .they can be 1nteract1ng ‘with agzone in the class., t 1v’,ﬁ-’

The[dFs1gn of tth study also perm1ts assessmenvg{f a pradtlcaily

e ¢ ! * e -

and theoretlcally 1mportant questien: . arg team techniques’ equally
o . , . B ) .
_effective in increasing the 'cross-racial attraction qfy black and white
N N ) ) . R \ ! o

. B a- T

. ' v Il N . o" 3 i o‘ ‘
studénts, or do they primarily change the! friendship-choice patterns of
one racfal group., or the other? It is expectéd that the experimental.

<

- P - . . ~ P
N

’ treatment will be eduaifyfeffective yith)both-racial grOups.

, ‘
-~ - .
a . - .

S ! " Method ' .

Sub]ects. “The. suHJects were 424 seventh and eighth grade students,

One hundred and. s1xtyrf0ur students (38 7%) were black 256 (60. 4;>\Were

<

et

white “and four (0. 97) were oriental. The students were in twelve

- .

English classes in twQ 1nn%F -cfty Baltimore’ Junior h1gh schools. Five

- .
.

teachers (one white male,«two black females, ang two white females)

administered the expggimental and control. treatments., o ' ¢

-

- ! '
~® a

o ~N ' : " — ‘

Q ’ L : U N .

ERIC oL N A.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



- ( L fig/\., - ‘o B /QS-'f

. Design, The study émploy d a simple experimental-corntrol group P
® . . q\ . o . I i \
_degign. Teachers volunteered to participate in the:study, and were -

L . 2 2 ' Y :

asked to'commit either two.or four classes. The intact classes'were

.- - 4:- 4 . N : \‘ ‘ ‘ / ‘ - k

then gandomly assigned within tedcher to experimental or control condi- -
. . o . - )

tions. Thus, four teachers each-taught one .experimeptal an e control’

\ s ° P ‘ .

' o= .. . St . “
class, whilera fifth taught two experimental and, two control classes,

__ o expe b e gl .
A total of 226 students (90 b1aqk€ or 39.8%; 136 white, or 60,2%) were

v . -~

assigned to the experimental group, and 198 (74 black, or 37.4%;°120

white, or 66‘6%; &4 oriental, oy 2,0%) were assigned to the control group.
. The experimental classes ranged from 19% to 70% minority, while the’ con-

.
~ ) L

. trol classes ranged from 17% to 60%. .

All classes experienced a ten-week unit on grammar, punctuation,

.

3 : oS J
and English usage. Experimental as well as .centrol classes followed a

.

regular weekly schedule of instructional act1v1t1es. This schedule

1nvoIVed a 2% perlod cycle, composed of about forty m;nutes of~1ecture/
4 - L
discussion, forty minutes of worksheet workg and a twenty minute«quiz.
- ‘ T o - - ~

Th s cyple was reheated twioe each yéﬁ&, thus’ filling all five day;fof

the instructional week. All classes received:the same instruction,
s 3: j"
worksheets, and* quizzes. - The treatment dr;feréd .only 1n the constructlon

4 2
- L4

of the student worksheet periods and in the useﬁmade of student quiz scores

~

S ! S . . . ) .

Students in neither treatment group,were made aware that race" - f/

¢ 1 . LY . ° . ‘ / - -’

relations .were heing measured, and teachers were told that race relations

. .
- . R -

was only one)of several ‘dependent variaBies being measured. Students
_ . , \

> . . .
. .
. +
1

were also not told whether they were in experimental or control classes,

(see below), ’ ' ;v . ' ' f‘ ’ ) //

=

.

. ~ > N

and teachers, wer& 1nformed that the experlmsnds\Were comparing two T

1nterest1ng instructional methods, ‘ot exper}mental or catitrol treatmdnts.
-, ‘3

} a\ ’ :

P . .

. o . 11) me \ : [N “~
O . ‘ . ' 7 ’ ' . l H -
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*  Treatments - . , e ) :

Lo . o D : . - . .
- . - '-\ ®

-l ‘Student.Teams-AchieGg;ent Divisions (STAD). * ,
—

7’
¢

7 .

# < .  The expérimental treatment was Student“Teéms-Achievement'DiviéiOns,
. . o 7 ¢ ‘ :
AY 1 -

or STAD. Students were assigged tb 4-5‘member'learhng teams., Fach
’ ' MK ' , e

a a A ¥

_ team represented a cross-section of the classg, containing a mix of high,

, . . . 4." -, 2. “(\ ‘.

average, and low performing student{,'ﬁQ?s and girls, and blacks and

‘ o e —

* whites. Teammates met fog\?io peridds each week to help one another
v . . ok .

.. \ 5
.

;gggdy for the twice-weekly quizzes."During this’ time, students were

" C s N - ‘

! . oot ol ’ 3 . { )
encduraged to tutor one another, to quiz one another on worksheet items,

. X . - LA

“ ~

and to otherwise'helpUeach other learp the academic material., Following
. v . . : _ .
these team~prakn{ce sessions, thegstudents Were individually quizzed.

n

The quiz scores were summed to £ rm a team score after transformation by
- . .o : ¢

an "achievement division' ,system_that compares scores with those of other
> N . @ i “
students of sipilér past'perform@nce.' Thi s achievemené\zivision syst em

provides st/dents of all ability ié@éis with a substantial chance Of .
f

*

v

coﬂtributiﬁg a maximquQumber of points to the team score'(see Slavin,
: f;‘. R i . .

)

- | ' . ™~ :
in press c). Each week, teachers coqpared'the scores earned by each «~

Cand

team and prepared class newsletters to announce the highest-scoring teams.

The STAP treatment is thus composéh of a cooperative task structure {the
. 3 » ' - . : ;o
team practice) and a cooperative reward structureq(gbe team comﬂFtition
T . : ‘ 4 2 N
for recognition). C : '
U o sgemtror, o TN “ f
° ontrol, ’ > \ . \ ) v ,a
— ’ . .\./\ . . R
— N .
As nbéted above, control students followed the same-schedule of
o . R . . e
s instruction, studied ‘the same worksheets, and took the R@me quizzes as
. - . - o
the experimental stgdentsﬁ Howevér, control” students were not” assigned
: . S ¥
! . C . Y
to\teams’and did not;;g%eive neﬁ%letters;iinstead, they worked indep%E:
N R . ‘ ) . . ,

’/ v \/ﬁ. ' 3 . - i

0~

®

I3

€.
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u\;.

dently 4nd had ‘their quizzes returned with the number correct. marked on

.l ' ' - - . .
them. . ' A S \
- . ”a .. "
N ) y - . ¢ - { ) .
: : . N . L K
Measures " .o g ® N N R C T
) ’ . * . B - ‘5 > T » ‘ -
Two measurement strategies were employed toh\assess the treatment . e
¢ L ~ ' ' . £ . ~ T L

effect# on race relations: soCioSbtric;Lnstruments anq_ben;vib;al‘/ -

) . ( v N . . \ < - : . R
measures. ~ . . . , -
- . ! . : ( v . . . g Y
i i . . Y ’ . > ,’ N - B .
‘ Sociometric Mg&sufe. A sociometrit instrument was,administewed
&\ v - * M .- ° +
-7 .. T N R - .
a pre- and post-measure. It consistenﬁ:£<khe queﬁtion, "Who are yeurﬁ
’ ' AR [N 3 ] s
‘jmlends in th1s class?" . Twenty-two lines were ps§v1&eq -on which stu- RN
. [} . E
dents were 1nstructed to put élrse and last names of stugfnts An their .
’ ~
classes who wege their friengs*\xThe four oriental’ students %é;e exchuded -

“ . . .‘." 5o . Y, . A
from this analys}s,becé&se theyrwere all im ghe same class; a d.onLy.‘

U

students who completed both pre-and p tests were 1ncluded Thés‘prOr

1\

o

cedure gave al total. of 14@ eXpetlmental students ‘and 145 contraiustudents.
g
faw v !

A Behavioral Observatlon. Beglnning in the terd week of the pTOJeCC
.o . e

behav1oral observers obsemved egch class once per week. ?hree obServers

/ T .
: . ' fs TR e ™S
were trained;-to. an interobservergrellablle§/;t .90 to use a-gimple |

— '0 TR »

-

i L . - o ~.
rating system corsisting ofs'five categorieS' e on-task, working§ihdex

pendently, (2) dn tas?) (@i%ﬂgWLth a peer (3) offxtask Lndependen!iy,

”

(4) off\taskg 1ﬁ3eract1ng w1§h a peer, and QS) other (lns;udlng 1nte§-
-

\ .
acting staff, cﬁﬁ?of seat and no opportunlty to be on-task).

R £ . .,
<

Observations were limited to t1mes .when: students were worklng on work-

. > -
1 M \ p)

; sheets "and were ciearly expetcted to be on- task _During the on-task, working

with a peer, and the off-task, 1nteracting with & peer intervals, the . #
observers were instructed to note the race of eachustuaent;involved tn

IS\ “ . . . O

-

N . : [ i . ; : ’ » . .
the idteftaction. The observers recorded thg behavior of each stuagnt
. . l B
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-

A

i

E reliability checks with each pbserver obtained a mean inter-observer

.\ : : S
T . " ’/’ ! t - . . \. -' V. ’ .
in the class in sequence for five-second observation intervals, thus

- . <

4

‘ . N
wee eping the class several tlmes each perxod After training,.seVeral

3

relfsbility of .89 - - I , -

¥ \v}/ " Results

Sociometric Measure : . ~

L

s €
The results of the sociometric measure: were analyzed to answer
M/;? . R
three questions. Fier; were there differences between the experimentél
. 3 Y o

group and the control group in terms of the increase frog,pre- to post-

4 '

test iﬁ the number of dross-raclal friendship choices made By students?

This question* 1s 1mportant as it lnglcates the degree to which cross-

.

racial. frlenagnlps were xncreased by the experlmental treatment. However,

this number could increase as a consequence of a general inérease in

»

both within-rdce and cross- -race frlendshlp choices in the experlmental
- ¥ .

élasses, a frequent finding in team research (Slavln, in press c; DeVries
o , -
and Slavikﬁ\No;e/3). Therefore, a second question was asked of the data:

L

were there differences between the experimental and@’ontrol groups in
terms o0f the increase from pre- to posttest in the proportion of cross-
racial friendship choices-over all «choices made?  This question indicates

the degree to which race existed s a barrierﬂtqffriendship in the dif-

ferent groups. The third question asked of the sojiometric data cencerned

possible interactigns.between race and treatment in effects on both the

number and proportion of cross-racial choices. In other words, were the

)
effects due primarily to ‘changes in cross-race friendship choices of one

) 4 o _
race, or were the effects the same for blacks and whites?

The sO%{%metric datd were andlyzed by.means of two multiple regres-

¥

sion analyses. ..In the ;firgg analysis, the dependent variable was the

N - ,
i C

Ai N
w4 o
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~hazur,-1973)..The dnalysis for the proportion of cross:race: choices was

o .
! X » . \u
’ - .
-« - o
v . . [
: [

number of cross-race choices madé on the postteést. 'The indepéndent

variables were treatment (experimgntal or control), race (black or white),

N ! . . t R
and the trgatment x race interaction, and cross-race choices made on the
e Lz 2 o
pretest served as-a covariate. -The incremental R™ due tc each of-these

"factors was‘ngtéd for statistical signif{cance (see’ Kerlinget and Ped- |

done in the same fashion, except that the dependent variable was the
proportion of cross-race choices over all choices made on the posttest,
and -the covariate was the proportion of cross-race choices over all .

choices made on the- pretest.

Tables 1 and 2 summarize the’ results of the sociometric analyses.

Statistically significant treatmen§ effects were found both for number

I}

of cross-race friendship choices (F(1,292) 14.61, p<.001) and for the

It

proportion of cross-race choices (F(1,292) 11.70, p=<.001). As indi-

P , v ‘
cated in Ta&le 1, the differences- in both cases are due to greater in-
creases from pre- to posttest in the experimental group than in the

v
control group. Thus, the hypotheses concerning the effects of the ex-

¢

peritmental treatments on cross-race friendship- choices were confirmed.

No significant differences were found due :to race or to the race x treat-
¢

ment interaction.
One additional question asked of the sociometric data was whether

P .

the experimental treatments were equally effective in classes with varying
. g “

percentages of minority students. The percent minority in class x treat-

ment interaction was significant neither- for the number of cross-race .
) ‘ .

Pt
>
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'

p ‘
“‘ehoices (F(1,289)

1.11, n.s.) nor for the proportion of cross-race

. %choices (F(1,289) 2.03, n.s.). However, there was a tendency for the

treatment effects to be more pronounced when the percent of minority

.

3 . S~ —
students in the class was high or low than when the Tlass was racially
. r

balanced. 1

4

3

Behavioral Observation. The results of the behavioral obseryations were

’

algﬁ analyzed to answer three questions. First, were there differences
between the experimental and comtrol classes in the propoftion of cross-
racial interactions overﬁallApeer interactions during times when students
.were on-task? This measufé is primarilyvan.ipdication éf the degree of

L
. A
cross-racial peer tutoring (as opposed to within-racial tutoring). The

a

second question concerned the differences between experimental and con-
trol classes in the proportion of cross-racial interactions.over all peer
Anteractions during times when students were off-task. The third question

addressed tEeatment ef-fects on total.cross-racial peer interaction over

? a

all interaction.

All three of the questions addressed by the behavioral observation
were analyzed wsing a 2 x 2 contingency table, with factors treatment

I
and within-race vs. cross-race interaction. A chi square corrected for

continuity was computed for each analysis. The results aré summarized

in Tables 3 and 4.
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P

: ’ L . ' 2, .. '
both during times when students were, on-task X" = 7.21, p<.01l) and
> : 7 : » .

S 2 ,
when they were off-task (X (1) = 8.55, p<.01). Ege chi square for

S R co . 2 ' . »
total cross-race interaction is also significant (X" (1) = 31.60, p<.001).
As expected, cross-race interaction was’ very high in the experimental

] ' B

classes during times when students- were on-taskn representing 51.5% of

~ ;

d%? interactions, as compare&ﬂto 34.2% in the sonﬁrol clasSeg. -However,
tross-race'peer interaction remained high during times when.students . . -
were not on=-task, méking up 38.9% of all inféféétions, as compared with
27:4% in the control classes. 6verall; 46, 8% offall peer interactions

. o . .
were between students of different races in the experimental group, as

opposed to 29.0% in the control:group.

Discussion

[
-

The results may be sumimarized as follows. As predicted, the experi-

mental students increased more than the control, students from pre- to post-

~ 4

test both in the number of friends they named of the other rag? and in ‘the

Qroggﬁtiog of cross-race choices made over all friendship choices. The
1

effects of the experimental treatments on cross-rdcial attraction were not
p

*
significantly related to the percefitage of minority students in the class.
One way to understand the significance of these findings is to con-
sider them in relation to the proportion of cross-racial chaices that

would have been expected had race not beem a criterion for friendship

choice. This is computed as the number of cross~-race choices L? x (# of

. whites) (# of blacksﬂ over the number of possible within-race choices

(f# of whites - l)'(# of whites) + (# of blacks - 1) (#_of blacksi plus

the possible cross-race choices.



; - A 12 S

Averaging the class-by«class expected.cross-race percentages, it was

T s
“found that the expgfimental classes would have been expected to make

. v ‘ <
*42.4% cross-race choices if,race were not a critérioa for friendship,

1

and. the control classes would have made 40.1%. = . . R

These expected percentages put the changes brougﬁt about by the

. : ; | . . :
treatments into cléarer focus. The expegimental classes increased from

v

: - 4 .
76.3% of their expected cross-race choices to 88.47%, while®the coptrol
A : "'"' et e e e e e e
classes declined from: 77.37% to 64.3% of their expected choices. Phus],
' . 0.
the experimental élassesf%pproached a friendship choice pattern that
: ‘ .

would havé been~anticipatéd in a truly color-blind society, w%ﬁle-the

» _control group moved "in the opposite direction. Th§$e percentages also-

\

show that the experimental group's 51.5% cross-race peer interactions
when students were on-task were actually more'thaq\woyld'be expected by
R .

“chance, llé.é% of the randbmly expeEted pattern, and their off-task inter-

actions were 92.2% of that figure.

o

This study lends substantial support to the propositfén that multi-
"racial learning teams can improve race relations in desegregated schoals

by i&creiiing cross-race attraction. The results are unlikely to be due

i -
to teacher characteristics or selection bias, as each teacher taught one

- . ]

; experimental and one control class. All of the experimental classes in-

creased more than their correspondingscontrol classes either in number
. . : L '
or'in proportion of cross-rdce chdices; in the one case ghere the experi-

n

. ?
mental classgincreased less than the control class in the proportion of

]
1 ’

cross-ethnic choices, the expﬁrimental class had started at a‘high level

- . . . '
of crosssrace attraction. It is also unlikely that the effects' are due

to ?'”Hawthorne effect," as both experimental and control students as

A
'Y i
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welfwas'teaEQ%;s were told that both treatments were 'experimental.”
i .

-

-Teacher expectations may have caused some porfiop of the changes in

= p

student's behaviors but it is unllkely that this had a maJor lmpact on
the results,‘as race relatlonS'outcomes were mentloned fo the teachers
(as only one oE many posslble outcomes ' . | ] f : {/
; !
fhls study further valldates the use of team techg@Qﬂes in desegre-

gated classrooms by~ documentlng actual cross- race 1nteﬁact10n by means of

.
A o
2 4 '

,Wpehayioral'obsenwatlon.i The behavioral observatlon results also lend '
. Coe L - , s . I
'support te a*rather'obvious'explanation for the effect of multi-racial
teams on race relationsyi Bikacial teams increase cross-race contact.
?eceuse we know that interpersonal contact is associated with mutual at-

v

traction (Lott and Lot€;;1965), it is logical that\increasing cross-race
contact will in turn increase cross-race liking. 1In fact, the reason

C oy . 7 ' . 1 . . -
thdt cooperative reward systems increase mutual liking (Slavin, in press a)

o

?iﬁwmay be that cooﬁeratibh simply increases positive contact among group

Wt
¥

A,
&ru.\

d?or prac 1g§; but 1s one that is in need of exn1nrat10n . ’
/,b,;‘ Ay i
4

’..fl ' . , This is a‘distinction that is more interesting for theory than
%“ i - - - X

Y . -
sty

Sevefaigq&estlons remaln to be answered First, we still do not

)

B AR o - y

R 1 3 ! behavior outsiuc ur class is influenced by parti-
o Nf%gial team class. As a practical matter, it may be
— B A .

v enough to do all we can to make- the school env1ronment as onducive as

g ’ -1 4 : } ‘ h e .

4 ”' t . 3 . . 3 ! 3
%@%g possible tdé positive race relations, and then let students' behavior after
;&”f school take care of itself. However, it would be quite interesting to

o S | . f .

.1 know how much a team experience affects oit-of-school interaction patterns

and longstanding friendships. ) ‘ 4
: s
Second, it may be time to‘evaluate a multi-racial team approach that

EY lb
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does, not rely on team competition. As Weigel al. (1975) point\out, \
. S . ~

\,

4

‘team/competition reduces dut-group likﬁﬁé as it increases in-group lfkéng;

«

/ v
A non-scompetitive treatment might allow for still greater gains in mutual

attraction. "However, a non-competitive team technique would hgve to be,
. - < : '

. s . ¢ 14
carefully designed. "Team competition wag used in this study as an inex-

pensive, easy to implement, and easily comprehensible means of making team

’

~

"
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success important to Stmdentsl a vital component gg/;;}%team %?6;;am.

However, this could have been accomplished non-competitivély/ﬁy héving
N )

a reward for alF‘feaﬂkAihat achievéd some pre-established. level of perfor-

mance. > . . 8

Along the same lines, we now need to develop and.evaluate multi-

racial team teéhniqués that can be used for‘lqngér’periodé of time and /

more hours per day.. If we wish to have strong and lasting effects on //
‘ N v ’ °

students' patterns of interactions and }liendsths, we cannot expect,é'

ten-week program for eighty minutes 'per week to do the ij. At-thi&q

point, it seems justifiable to de&elop and evaluate ‘lti-racial team

v

techniques as replacements for, rather than supplements to, traditional

cldssroom practice. Thergyis no practical reason that this should not

’

be done. Team techniques have never been shown to impair the other impor-
¥

tant school outcomes, such as academic achievement; in fact, most have had
. F .
significantly positive effects on achievement (DeVries and Slavin, Note 3;

—
+

Lucker, Rosénfiéld, Sikés, and Aronson, 1976; Slavin and Wodarski, Note 2).

They are typically simple and inexpensive to implement. The evidence found"
: ‘ . o
in this study and others indicates that by using cooperatigg/iearnihg teams

B - o - B
in classrooms, we can improve the classroom experience for all children,

and at the,same time increase ;Qg kind of cross-racial attraction that is

-

crucial if we are to have a truly i?}egrated society.
! . A .

-

) . @



Table 1

. o~ .
. . ~\ : Y \
! ’ Sociometr®c Measures - ‘
‘ / 3
- s ¢

~ ’

' 2 3 \MeaJn N?bers of Frien'd:'shij Choices -«
) LE— N N 3 N ’ '
P - Control: (n=I45) 'Experimental (n=149)
a - L. ) . B . A
‘ ®y . Pre Post - Pre Post -
Within-Race 662 7.37 5 6.62 6.60
Cross-Race (%) 2.97 (31.0) 2.56 (25.8) <3.14.(32.2) 3.92? (37.3)
| B . e . 7 .
P ‘ \
. /’ ‘ )
- i:is, | ‘?// l
& )
,9'
Table: 2
i - F Ratios for Numbers and ’
. g Proportions of Cross-Race Friendship Choic.. .
=
. Treatments ’Li& Race ° T xR

Number of cross-race .

chotces 14,6 1% 2,72 < 1

Ptoportion of cross-race ‘ .

choices 11, 70%%% 3.44 <1
2 . i . ‘

*%% p < .001 . . ®

-

¥




- © Table 3. y oo A
. ~ F. . ’
! Behavioral Observatign " - ) .
v . — \5 / ' 4 ' “‘ ' ’
s ke . . ' . ) - .
L e 5 ] S
- - - T ' - ) B o - . K
v . , . PEER INTE@&\ION WHILE ON=TASK . .~ . ;
.o — 7 . — , o 8
- - , ’ o gontrol Experime.ntal“ ’
1. v ."’ o - . . - oMy, L ‘ N
Number Within-Race = .. 48 . v 334 '
Occurrepces ‘Cross-Race ("/o)k"-?{ w. -257(34.2) © 355 (51.5)
~ : . o e
= PEER INTERACTIO@ WHILE OFF~-TASK
; LA
. Ry .o N
)/'l:; . ! 7 , . —
-~ " ) . o
‘ , Controel” Experimental_
1 . e w
©oN nr, - Within-Raceys . 180 , 251
SN |
nu..drrence/s -Cross-Race (%) 68 (27.4) 160 (38.9)
o \ . v . b |
. . )y%able 4,
N Chi Squares for Propt rk&i{on of Cross-Race Interactions
: Over All Interactions m
/\ﬂ " .
q : Chi Square (d.f.=1) p~ {
b1 . R N
On-task - %, 7.22 ) .01
Off-task * ' 8.55/ .01
P o - . . -
/ Tdtal | 31.60 .001 |
{ ' ) | ,
b, e T
ot \ '
‘ « .
f #
~
- )
< oa B
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