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G SUMMARY

Experiments to Attain Full Participation
of Handicapped Students in the Regular Classroom

Listed below are the studies conducted under this grant. Reprints of
the articles ;re included. In some cases the articlés ha§; yet to.be written;
when they are finished they will be forwarded to your office. Theserstudies
provide important evidence concerning the conditions. under which mainstream-
ing will be successfulg Taken together, they provide the most sysfematic
and solid evidence available on the efficacy of mainstreaming. More speci——

fically, these studies provide evidence that:

1. Cooperative learning experiences,lcompared with competitive and
individualistic ones, promote far more positive relationships be-
tween handicappeq and nonhandicapped students. This igﬁ;rue for
both elementary aﬁd secbﬁaéry school stuqents.

2. . When placed 'in the same cooperative learning groups, handicapped'
and nonhandicapped students interadt in positive and task-related
ways. The handicapped students are included by theirvnonhandicapped’

peers. Handicapped students pargicipate actiﬁely. Even though

.

the handicapped students achieve at a significanfly lower level than

the nonhandicapped students, the handicapped studen:s are iInvolved,
included, assisted, and liked. ”
3. The positive relationships developed during instruction generalize
to free-time situations in which students can choose to interact
with an&one théy wish to. 1In such free-ﬁime~situations nonhandi-
'capged students seek ouf and interact positively with ghei; handi-
cappea peers far more aftgr having particigatéd in heterogeneous

cooperative learning groups than when“they have participated in

-~



competitive or individualistic learning situations.

'Even though the handicapped students achieved at a far lower

level than did the'nonhandicapped students, the nonhandicapped
students tended to achieve higher in the cooperative condition
than hid their counterparts in the competitive and individual-~
istic conditions. It may thus bé:concluded that including lower
achieving handicapped students in the same cdoperative learning
gréups as nonhandicapped students does not interfere with the
échieyement of the nonhandicapped students.

The self—gsteep of the handicapped students tends to increase
more when they work cooperatively with nonhandicapped feers than
when they work competitively or individualistic;ily in° the same
élassroom;as nonhandicapped students. It may thus be concluded
ghat low achieving handicapped §tudenté may be integrate& within

cooperative learning situations in ways that increase, rather

than decrease, their self-esteem. The sélf-esteem of the non- -

' handicapped students also tends to increase more in cooperative

O

than in competiti-e or individualistic learning situations.

-The nonhand:capped students who work collaboratively with handi-

capéed peers, compared with‘nonhéndicapped students in é;instreaméd
competitive and i;dividualistic learninglgituations, tend to be
better able to take the perspective of handicappedeeérs.~ It may
thus be éonclﬁéed that nonhan?icapped students do benefit in terms
of cognitive and social develépgent‘from working collaboratively

-

with handicapped peers.
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‘ ' 7. These results were~f6und with a wide varicfy of handicapped popu-
lations, including severely aaaptively handicapped,'sgverely
hearing-impaired, educable mentally retarded, learning-disabled,
emotionally-disturbed, and others.

8. These results aré all the stronger due to thé random assignment
of students to condiﬁions, the use of highly trained teacﬁers who
vere rotatedvacross conditions, the use of behavioral measures of
interpersonal attracfion, the wide vafiety of stud;nt populations
studied, and the care taken to opevrationalize cgoﬁerative, com—
petitive,- and individualistic learning situatinns. The dependent
measufes invluded:observational oeaAsUYES that are probably th;u

" mos; sophisticatgd yet deveioped fouv mainst;;;ming research.
9. The instructional strategies usaed in the nooperative cgnditions in
our research are systematically develur.ed co that ény teacher can

\ learn to use them cffectively. Thus, these studies have helped

validate usable ¢ .assroom instructional .strategies that may b:

used by .any teacher from preschool to adult-cducation settings.

. Y
Simply placing handiczpped students in physical proximity to their

nonhandicapped peers does not ensure that constructive mainstreaming will

result. Our studies indicate that it is “‘only when cooperatiVe learning

procedures are implemented in the classroom that mainsfreaming will have
constructive outcomes. Bothahandicapped and nonhéndicapped students bene-

fit from working in heterogeneous cooperative learning groups.
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FFFECTS OF COOPERATIVE ;\ND COMPETITIVE LEARNING

EXPERIENCES ON INTERPERSONAL ATTRACTION BETWEEN .

HANDICAPPED AND NONI’IANDICAPPED STUI')EN'_I‘S“""
. University of Minnesota

[,

RoGER T. JouNsoN AND Davip W. JOHUNSON

t

"SUMMARY

1 .

The effects of cooperative and competitive loarning experiences on ifter-
personal attraction between handicapped and nonhandicappgc_i. fourth-
grade students were compared, Fifty-one students were assign¥d to condi-
tions on a stratified random basis controlling for handicap, ability, and sex.
They pai’ticipated'in two instructional units for 45 minutes a day for 15
instructional days, Cross-handicap interaction during Adaily free-timie pe-
riods and a number of attitudes were measured- The results indicate that
cooperative learning experignces, compared with competitive ones, pro-
mote more interpersonsl attrac‘tion between handicapped and nonhandi-
capped students. :

.

A. lNT})DUCTION

The integration of handicappel students into the regular classroom (to

comply with aPuinc Law 94-142) is aimed at providing handicapped stu-

dents with access to and constructive interaction with nonhandicapped
peers (9). Two of the goals of mainstreaming’are to build positive relation-
ships between the handicapped and nonhandicapped and to increase their
competencies in relating to each other. Yet when handicapped students are
first placed in the regular classroom, nonhandicapped students seem to
perceive them in negative and prejudiced ways and. the close proximity
seems to increase their prejudice toward their stgreotypi'ng and rejection of

* Received in the Editorial Office. Provincetown, Massachusetts, on March 16, 1981,
Copyright, 1982, by -The Journal Press.

' This research was supported in part by the United States Department of Education,
Office of Special Education. Grant No. G-79-2006. )

* The authors wish to thank Heidi Baill, Deborah Deemer. Victor Duarte. Patricia Evans.
Deborah Nelson. Steven Robinson, and Brian Zaidman for their help and assistance in
conducting. this study.
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them \Iv.g., 5,7, 12, Simply placing handicappesd and nonhandicapped
stidents in the same clasaroom is not sufficient o create positive relation-
ships between them. Classroom interventions are needed that require
handicapped and nonhandicapped students to interact with each other in
constructive and positive ways, L .

A promising classroom intervention is the use of eooperative fearning
groups in which both handicapped and nofhandicapped students are in-
cluded. Such a pracedure is basedron the principle that cooperative experi-
ences promote mutual attraction among group members haged on their
facilitating the achievement of each other's goals ¢4, 8, In a cooperatively
structured learning situation, goal attainments are ‘positively correlatesd;
when one student achieves his goal, all others with whiom he is coopera-
tively linked achieve their goals, In a competitively structured learning
situation students’ goa) attainments are negatively correlated; one stuclent
can achieve his goal if and only if the other students with’ whom he is
compeétitively linked fail to achieve their goals. These two ways of structur-
ing learning goals lead to different patterns of interaction among students
and promote different types of student-student relationships.

There is some evidence that cooperative learning experiences, compared
with “traditional,” competitive, or individualistic ones, promote more posi-
tive relationships between handicapped and nonhandicapped students (2,

3, 10, 11). There are, however, a number of questions unafiswered by these”
ot

studies: .

1. Are the positive relationships between handicapped”and nonhandi-
capped students resulting from cooper itive learning experiences strong
enough so that they will seek out each other and spend time together
during postinstructional free time? Martino and Johnson (11) have pro-
vided some evidence that they will do just that, but further evidence is
needed that the cross-handicap relationships built in cooperative learning
situations wil) generalize to postinstructional‘situations. h

2. Will cooperative learning experiences promote the attitudes and com-
petencies needed for handicapped and nonhandicapped students to interact
effectively with new peers in the future? There is no previous evidence
concerning this question. . o /

3. Can behavioral evidence of iriterpersonal attraction be produced,’ as

~ well as self-report questionnaire evidence concerning interpersonal attrac-

tion between handicappeda and nonhapdicapped-students? Although Mar-
tino and Johnson (11), and Johnson, Rynders, Johnson, Sch_midtﬁ'and

.
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Hatder 0 wsed behavioral measures, (urther behavioral evidence s
needed.

The purpome n‘f the pwwm atudy it extend ahd correborate the
praviouws tesearch on the impact of cooperative learning esperipnces on
crass-handicap relations with the use of a behuavioral measure of interper-
sonal attraction in w postinstraetional, free-choice sitnavon and with the
placement ol handicapped awd nunlmmluapped students in a new situation
with different peers.

N

B Merdons
b Nubjects

S5 were §1 atu(lvms (all age 10) from three fourth-grade classes at a large
,/ elementary school in a Midwestern metropolitan area school district’ 32
hovs and 19 girls, of whom 10 were learning-disabled or had severe
learning and behavior proplems. Five of the handicapped students were
black and eight of the 10 were boys. All students were assigned randomly
to the two éonditions stratifying for sex, ability (as determined from teacher
ratings of generai achievement), ethnic membership, and handicap.

Pr

2. Independent Variable

< The independent variable consisted of two conditions: cooperative and

competitive.'In the cooperative condition students were instructed to work

' together as a group, completing one assignment sheet while ensuring that

all group members had mastered the material, with all group members’

' giving their ideas and suggestions, and with the teacher praising and

rewarding the group as a whole.,Students were assigned to five groups of
four members and one group of five members on a stratified random basis;

-ensuring that there was one handicapped student in each group and that

~ the groups were balanced for sex and ability. In the competitive condition
" students were instructed té work alone, attempting to do better work than
their condition-mates, and to seek help and clarification from.the teacher.

Each daythe students were informed where their work ranked with thelr
condition-mates and with the teacher praising the fi- ¢ highest students.

S

3. Procedure

Students in each condition were together for 55 minutes a day for 15
. instructional.days. Each condition was assigned a separate classroom com-
parable in size. Two curriculum units were used, one on the use of coal as

ERIC C e N DY
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an energy source and one of the wolf as a protected species. Each day the
teachers explained the day’s task to the students, distributed the appropri-
ate materials, and reviewed their goal structure. At the end of the session
the completed work and all materials were collected. After the 45-minute
instructional session, 10 minutes of free time was given each day, during

_which the students were free to move around the classrcom and engage

anyohe they wished to in play or work. At the cpmpletion of the study, the
sociometric and attitude scales were given to all students.
4. Research Personnel

Fayr teachers participated in the study. In each condition twe teachers
were présent, ane of the regular classroom teachers and a cerfified teacher

who was hired and trained specifically to conduct the research stndy. The R

regular clgssroom teachers received six hours of training and the two
research tdachers received over 90, hours of training in the use of coopera-
tive- and qpmpetitive instructional procedures. To control for possible
teacher . efflcts, the teachers exchanged conditions halfway through the
study. All teachers, therefore, spent an equal amount of time in each
condition. .

Four research assistants observed student cross-handicap interaction dur-
ing the free-time sessions. The observefs (two males and two females) were
given over 10 hours of training in the use of the observation instruments.
Observers attended training sessions until their interrater reliability was
over 85 percent; the Harris and Lahey (6) method for combining and
weighting occurrence and nonoccurrence of agreements was used.

5. :Dependent Varidbles

* Seven dependent variables were included in this study.

a. Free-time observations. This measure was used to determine the
frequency of cross-handicap interaction during daily free-time sessions that
lasted from five to 10 minutes. A measure was designed to provide an index
of the proximity of a handicapped student to other students in the condi-
tion. To be classified as an interaction, the target student’s peers had to be
in a two-meter radius of the student,. and the target student had to be in
conversation or involved in the same activity with the other student.
Observers were provided with a randomized list (changed daily) of the
students to be pbserved. Observeérs rotated through the list as many times
as possible during the free-time peridd. The observer “agreement was 93
percent as determined by the Harris and Lahey method. To derive an

-t IQ
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index of cross-handicap interaction. the actual number of students involved
in cross-handicap interaction during the free-time period was divided by
the number of observations and the number of students from the other
group (handicapped or nonhandicapped) in the condition.

b. Sociometric helping. This measure consisted of asking students to
write down the names of students whom they had helped learn. To derive
an index of cross-handicap helping, the total number of cross-handicap
nominations was divided by the number of students from the other group
(handicapped or nonhandicapped) in the condition.

¢. Liking for each other and liking for the group product. These mea-
sures consisted -of two questionnaire items given at the end of a problem-
solving session. After the study had ended the students in each condition
were placed in new groups of three and four members through a random
procedure stratifying for sex, handicap, and teacher’s ranking of their
academic ability. A shortened version of the NASA decision-making task
was then given. This problem required the students to rank a list of items
according to their importance for survival on the moon. The students were
told to reach decisions through consideration of each member’s opinions, to
discuss all differences, and to make all decisions by agreement of all group
members without voting. Each group was then given 20 minutes to pro-
duce its solution. At the end of the 20-minute period, students were given
two questionnaire items, one asking how much they liked the other mem-
bers of their group and how much they liked the group’s answer. The
questionnaire items were Likert-type questions with a five-point response
scale. - ,

d. Cooperative, individualistic, and cohesion scales. The first two were
developed by Talmage and Waxman (13), the latter by Anderson (1). All
scales consisted of four items each, and the students responded “ves" or
“no” to each question. The cooperation scale consisted of questions dealing
with working with other students in their condition and helping each other
learn. The individualistic scale consisted of questions dealing with working
alone without interacting with the other students in the céndition. The
cohesion scale-consisted of questions dealing with knowing and being
friends with the other students in the condition.

6. Analvses and Experimental Check

The data were first analyzed by a two-way ANOVA that included the
two experimental conditions and (@) whether the interaction was handi-
capped to nonhandicapped or nonhandicapped to handicapped, or (b)

- ‘ e 51.4
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whether the questionnaire responses were {from handicapped or nonhandi-
capped students. No significant differences were found between handi-
capped and nonhandicapped students and, therefore, the data were reana-
lvzed by ¢ tests between the two experimental conditions. :

Each condition was observed. daily to verifyv that each was being taught
cooperatively or competitively. The results of the observations verified that

the conditions were being implemented appropriately.
4

C. RESULTS

The first dependent variable was the frequency of interaction between
handicapped and nonhandicapped students during postinstructional free
time. From Table 1 it may be seen that there were more interactions
between handicapped and nonhandicapped students during that period in
the cooperative than in the competitive condition, £(18) = 1.72, p < .05.
On the average, handicapped and nonhandicapped students interacted 7.8
times per 10-minute session in the cooperative condition and 2.5 times per
10-minute session in the competitive condition. , ‘

The second dependent variable was the number of students involved in
cross-handicap helping during the instructional sessions. From Table 1 it
may be seen that there were more nominations for cross-handicap giving of
help in the cooperative than in the competitive condition, #(42) = 1.62,
p < .10. Those in the cooperative condition indicating that 17 students had

TABLE 1 :

MEAN RESPONSES FOR INTERACTION AND ATTITUDE MEASURES
Dependent variable ' Cooperative Competitive t value
Free time interaction® T.079 .028 1.72%*
Giving help® i .093 .052 1.62*
Off-task behavior ©.146 .098 .95
Liking for each other 3.950 3. 460 : 1.66*
Liking for group product 4.140 3.500 1.70**
Cooperative scale . 10.400 5.920 9.15%»
Individualistic scale 6.480 10.070 6.21%**
Cohesion scale 7.600 7.310 1.65*

s Number of cross-handicapped interactions divided by the number of intervals of observa-
tion and the number of students from the other group (handicapped or nonhandicapped) in the
condition. -

® Number of cross-handicapped nominations. divided by the number of students from the
other group (handicapped or nonhandicapped) in the condition. '

¢ Number of off-task behaviors divided by the number of intervals of observation.

*p < .10
** 5 < 05
5 < 01

U 15 -
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been involved in cross-handicapped helping, while those in the competitive
condition indicated that 11 students had been involved in cross-handi-
capped helping. )

There was no significant difference between conditions on time or task.
At the conclusion of the study, the students within each condition were
placed in new learning groups and given -a new instructional task to be
completed within one hour. The data in Table 1 indicate that the handi-
capped and nonhandicappeg-students in the cooperative condition. com-
pared with those in the competitive condition, liked each other more, £(43)

= 1.66, p < .10, and liked their group product more, £(43) = 1.70, -

p < .05. i

Finally, the data in Table 1 indicate that students in the cooperative
condition, tompared with those in the competitive condition, perceived
their condition to be more cuoperative, ¢(47) = 9.15, p < .01, and less
individualistic, £(47) = 6.21, p < .01, and possibly more cohesive, £(47) =
1.65, p < .10.

D. DiscussioN

The generalizability of the results of this study is limited by the age of
the students studied, the curriculum materinis used, the length of the
study, and the specific operationalizations of the independent and depen-
dent ‘variables. The results, however, indicate that cooperative learning
experiences compared with competitive ones promoted (@) a stronger belief
that they are acquainted with and are friends with their classmates(cohe-
sion scale),”(b) greater perceptions that handicapped and nonhandicapped
students help each other learn, and (c) more interaction between handi-
capped and nonhandicapped students in postinstructional, free-time situa-
tions. And when placed in new groups and given a new instructional task,
handicapped and nonhandicapped students in the cooperative condition
liked each other and their group product more than those in the competi-
tive condition. These results are significant for several reasons.

First, it has been' questioned whether cooperative learning’ experiences
will result in enough cross-handicapped liking that handicapped and non-
handicapped students will seek out each other and spend time together
during free time. The results of this study indicate that in fact more such
free-choice postinstructional interaction occurred after cooperative experi-
ences than after competitive ones. ° ‘

Second, the results indicate that when placed in new groups with new
peers and given a new instructional task, handicapped and nonhandi-

L 3 I Y - 1
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capped students in the cooperative condition (compared with those in the
competitive condition) liked each other and liked the product of their joint
efforts more.

Deutsch (4) theorizes that it is the facilitation of each other's goals that
leads to the interpersonal attraction found in cooperative situations. The

results of this study provide some confirmation of that theory. Students in

the cooperative condition, compared with those in the competitive condi-
tion, perceived more giving of tross-handicap help, indicated that they
knew each other better and were friends and sought out each other's
company during free time. There was thus a relationship between helping
and liking. Cooperative learning experiences, compared with compelitive
ones, also promoted stronger perceptions that students could work together
and help each other learn (cooperative scale) and could not work alone
(individualistic scale).

The results of this study. are all the stronger because of the random
assignment of students to conditions, the rotation of teachers across condi-
tions, the use of highly trained teachers to conduct the instruction, and the
specific operationalizations of the cooperative and competitive conditions.
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Building Friendships Between Handicapped and
Nonhandicapped Students: Effects of Cooperative
and Individualistic Instruction

ROGER T. JOHNSON and DAVID W._JOHNSON
University of Minnesota

The effects of cooperative and individualistic learning experiences were
compared on interpersonal attraction between handicapped and non-
handicapped third-grade students. Forty students were assigned to
conditions on a stratified random basis contralling for handicap,
ability, sex, and peer popularity. Students participated in an instruc-
tional math unit for 25 minutes a day for 16 instructional days. Type

_..of interaction.within the instructional situation, interpersonal attraction,
and frequency of interaction in a free-choice, po.mnstmcnonal situation
were measured. Three attitude scales were also given. The results
indicote that cooperative learning experiences, compared with indivi-
dualistic ones, promote more cross-handicapped interaction during
instruction; .promote interaction characterized by involving handi-
capped. students in the learning activities, giving them assistance, and
encouraging them to achieve; promote more cross-handicap friend-
ships; and promote more cross-handtcap interaction during postinstruc-
tional free-nme

e

" The integration of handicapped ‘students into the régula.r classroom is

based on the assumption that contact between handicapped and nonhandi-
capped students will result in constructive cross-handicapped relationships.
There are many reservations, however, about the efficacy of mainstreaming

among educators and psychologists. There are questions about whether the
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mainstreamed students will be ignored and shunned by their nonhandi-
capped peers, whether the handicapped students will dlsrupt the work of
nonhandicapped students, and whether the nonhandicapped' students will
reject and dislike the mainstreamed students. Many of these reservations are
based on evidence that when handicapped students are placed in the regular
classroom, they tend to be perceived by their nonhandicapped peers.in
negative and prejudiced ways and not related to constructively (e.g., Gottlieb
& Budoff, 1973; Iano et al., 1974; Porter et al., 1978). There seems to be a.
need for classroom interventions that require handicapped and nonhandi-
capped students to interact with each other in constructive and positive
ways.

On the basis of the theoretical and empirical work by Deutsch (1962) and
Johnson and Johnsen (1975), it may be argued that-the way in which
instructional goals are structured controls the nature of student-student’
interaction, and that different student-student interaction patterns will lead
to different outcomes for mainstreaming. Two-of the ways in which instruc-
tional goals may be structured are cooperatively and individualistically. In
a cooperatively structured learning situation students’ goal attainments are
positively correlated; when one student achieves his or her goal, all others
with whom he or she is cooperatively linked achieve their goals. In an
individually structured learning situation students’ goal attainments are in-
dependent; when one student achieves his or her goal, the goal attzinment

. of other students is unaffected.

Despite the preliminary evidence that cooperauve leammg experiences
promote more positive relationships between handicapped and nonhandi-
cappcd students than do “traditional,” comnpetitive, and mdmduahstlc learn-
ing experiences (Ballard et al.;1977; Cooper et al;, 1980; Johnson et a ral; 19797
Martino & Johnson, 1979), there-is a need for further empmcal work to
.clarify a number of issues. There is almost no evidence concerning the nature
and frequency of interaction between haniicapped and nonhandicapped.
students in cooperative and individualistic situations. The frequency, quality,

" affective tone, and task relevance of the interaction need to be determined.
The degree to which friendships result from the cross-handicap interaction
and whether the friendships extend into post mstrucuonal smmuons need to
be determined.

The purpose of this study, therefore, is to extend and corroborate the
previous research by focusing on (a) the frequency and quality of cross-
handicap interaction, (b) the relationships formed between handicapped and
nonhandicapped students, and (c) the generalizability to free-time situations -
of instructional cross-handicap relationships.

METHOD

The subjects were 40 third-grade students from three different classrooms
in a midwestern suburban school district. The-sample consisted of 21 males

416

‘ U 20




.

5
#

CROSS-HANDICAP FRIENDSHIPS

and 19 females, of whom eight (five males and three females) were identified
as having severe leamning and behavior problems. These students were
referred to special education services for reading, mathematics and behavior
problems. They were 2 years or more academically behind their classmates
and/or were markedly disruptive. All eight students were rejected by their
classmates (as measured by a sociometric roster-ratmg questionnaire). All
students were randomly assngned to conditions, stratifying for sex, ability (as
determined by teacher ratings of general achievement), handicap, and peer
status (as measured by a sociometric roster-rating questionnaire). Four
"handicapped students were assigned to each condition. Twelve males and
eight females were assigned to the individualistic condition, and nine males
and 11 females were assigned ‘to the cooperative condition. There were an
equal number of high-, medium-, and low-ability students in each condition.
and there were an equal number.of well-liked, medium-liked. and low-liked
students assigned to each condition.

Independent Variable

The independent variable consisted of a c00peratnve and an individualistic
condition. In the cooperative condition students were instructed to work
together as a group, completing one assignment 'sheet while ensuring that all
group members mastered the assngned material, with alt group members
giving their ideas and suggestions, and with the teacher praising and re-
warding the group as a whole. Students were placed in five groups of four

. —members:—Four-groups had ori¢ hiandicappéd student as a member. The
groups were balanced for sex, ability, and peer status.'In the individualistic
condition students were instructed to work on their own, avoiding interaction
with other ‘students, and with the teacher praising and rewardmg each
student individually. :

Procedure

Students in each condition were together for 25 minutes a day for 16.
instructional days. The study was conducted during the last 4 weeks of the
school year. Each condition was assigned a separate classroom comparable
in size. The content of the mathematics curriculum was identical for the two
conditions. Each day the teachers would explain the day's mathematics
assignment to the students, distribute the appropriate materials, and review"
the condition’s goal structure. At the end of the instructional sessnon the

-qurue

. v - Research Personnel . o
'\ Two teachers participated in the study. One teacher was the students’
: regular teacher and one teacher was a certified teacher hired to help conduct.
the study. Both teachers had received over 60 hours of training m how to
AN
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implement the two experimental cpnditions. At the midpoint of the study

the two teachers switched conditiofis, so that both spent an equal amount of-

instructional time in each condition. The teachers were originally randomly
assigned to conditions.

- Four research assistants observed on a daily basis in both conditions. The
observers (two males and two females) were given over 10 hours of training
in the use of the observation instruments. Observers attended training
sessions until their interrater reliability was over 85 percent (using the Harris
& Lahey [1978] method for combining and weighting occurrence and

. nonoccurrence of agreement).

Dependent Variables

The dependent variables were: off-task’ behavior, interaction of handi-
capped and nonhandicapped students during instruction, cross-handicap
interaction during free time, a sociometric measure of cross-handicap liking,
and three attitude scales. The off-task and observation of cross-handicap
interaction during instruction measures were used in the following way. The
observers first recorded whether a target student’s behavior was off-task. If
the behavior was on-task, the nature of the behavior and the target of the

verbal behavior was recorded. On-task behavior was dmded into the follow-

ing categories: quesuons, leads (directives and suggesuons), help and assist:
ance, encourages-praises-agrees, negative statemehts, and all other com-
ments. In each condition, two observers used a sequential time-sampling
method of observation. Each student was observed for 10 seconds. A 5-

-.——gsecond-interval-was-then taken torecord the behiavior In the coopcrauve o

condition the groul}s‘were .observed in a predetermined, random order that
was.changed daily; all members of one learning group were observed and
then the observers would move on to the next group. In the individualistic’
‘condition, 'students were observed in a predetermined, random order that

was changed daily. The observer agreement was 88 percent during the study

(using the Harris & Lahey method). To derive.an index of cross-handicap
interaction, the actual number of verbal comments by nonhandicapped
students directed toward their handicapped peers was divided by the number

- Of intervals of observation and the number of nonhandicapped students in
the condition.

The free-time cross-handicap interaction measure was used to determine
the frequency of cross-handicap interaction during the two 30-minute free-
time sessions given at the end of the study. A measure was designed to
provide an index of the proximity of a handicapped student to other students

in the condition. To be classified as an interaction, the handicapped student’s i

nonhandicapped peers had to be in a.two-meter radius of the handicapped
~student and the handicapped student had to be in conversation or involved
in, the same activity with the nonhandicapped students. Observers were
provided with a randomized list (changed daily) of the students to be
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observed. Observers were rotated through the list as many times as posfible
during the free time period. The observer agreement was 93 percent during
the study (using the Harris & Lahey method). To derive an index. of cross-
handicap interaction, the actual number of students involved in cross-hand-
icap interaction was divided by the number of observations and the number
of students from the other group (handicapped or nonhandicapped) in the
condition. In addition, the frequency with which the handicapped students
were alone and isolated from their peers was recorded.

The sociometric liking measure consisted of giving each student a list of
the other students in his or her condition and asking the student to circle the
names of the three students who were his or her best friends. To derive an
index of cross-handicap liking, the number of cross-handicap nominations
was divided by the number of students from the other group (handlcapped
or nonhandicapped) in the copdition.

Finally, three attitude scales were given to all students. A cooperation scale
consisted of questions dealing with working with other students and helping

them learn. An individualistic scale consisted of questions dealing with -

working alone without interacting with other students. Both of these scales
were developed by Talmage and Waxrhan (1980). Each had four items. and
students answered “yes” or “no” to each item. A two-item, peer support and
encouragement for learning scale developed by the authors was given: students
responded on a 5-point scale as to whether other students liked to help them
learn and cared about how much they learned.

3

Analyses

“The data wére ﬁrst analyzed by a MANOVA that mcluded lhe two
experimental condmons and whether the interaction was handicapped to
" nonhandicapped or vice versa or whether the questionnaire responses were

from handicapped or nonhandicapped students. No significant differences -

were indicated between handicappéd and nonhandicapped students. Signif-
icant differences were indicated between the two experimental conditions.
The data ‘were then reanalyzed by ¢ tests between the two experimental
conditions. :

Experimental Checks

Each classroom was observed daily to verify that the conditions were
being taught cooperatively and individualistically. The results of these
observations verified that the conditions were being implemented appropri-
ately.

RESULTS’ ‘

The first dependent variable was the interaction between handicapped

and nonhandicapped students during instruction. From Table I it can be
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seen that in the cooperative condition, compared with the individualistic
one, nonhandicapped students asked their handicapped peers more ques-
tions, #(6) = 2.21, p < .05, addressed more directions and syggestions to
them, 1(6) = 2.26, p < .05, provided more help and assistance to them, #(6)
= 2.19, p < .05, tended to encourage and praise them more, #(6) = 1.54, p
< .10, tended to make more negative commients to them, 1(6) = 1.73, p < .10, '
and generally talked more to them, #(6) =°3.53, p < .01. On the average,
there were eight verbal comments directed to the handicapped students by
their nonhandlcappcd peers in the cooperative condition and only two such
comments in the individualistic condition

The second dependent variable was the amount of off-task behavior.
From Table | it can be seen that there was no sngmﬁcanl dlffcrcnce between
the two conditions on this variable.

The third dependent variable was the interaction between handicapped
and nonhandicapped students during postinstructional, free-time sessions.
From Table L it can be seen that there were more cross-handicap interactions
in the cooperative than in the individualistic condition, 1(14)"= 4.93, p < .01.
On the average, there were 48 interactions per session between handicapped
and nohhandicapped students in the cooperative condition and only 16 such
interactions in the individualistic condition. Handicappcd students were
. more frequently 2lone in the individualistic condition than in the coopcranvc

. condition, 1(14) = 2.84, p < 01. g
The fourth dependent variable was the sociometric nomination of friends.
.From Table I it can be seen that there tended to be more cross-handicap
nominations of friends in the: cooperanve than-in the mdmduahstlc condi-
tion, 1(37) = 1.56, p < .10. .
Finally, the data in Table I indicate that students in the cooperative
condition, compared with those in-the individualistic condition, perceived
more peer support and encouragement for learning, (37) = 2.75, p < .01,
more cooperation among students, #(38) = 5.76, p < .01, and less working
alone without interacting with other students, #(38) = 8.38, p < .0l. '

DISCUSSION

The first conclusion that can be made from the results of this study is that
there was far more interaction between handicapped and nonhandicapped
students in the cooperative than in the individualistic condition. Nonhandi-

capped students addressed four times as many comments. to, their handi-. -

capped peers in the cooperative than in the individualistic condition. The
second conclusion is that 94 percent of the comments were positive or neutral
in their affective tone. The third conclusion is ‘that the emphasls in the
cooperative groups was on including the handicapped students in the groups’
work and providing them with assistance and encouragement for contrib-
uting to the groups’ efforts. Twenty percent of the nonhandicapped students’
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TAB LE I
Mean Re.'t;omu Sor Inu-rm tion and Attitude Meamres
: . . Indi- '
Dependent Variables ‘ Cooperative vidualistic t-Value
Questions* | - .046 0 22)¢
Leads: Directives. Suggestions* 047 o1} . 226
Help and Assistance® 051 0 219
7. Encourages\Praises, Agrees* 020 0 1.34°
Negative Statyments® 013 ] 173
All Other Statenients® 047 042 .2
. Total Instructional Talks* " 224 .054 35300
- Off-task Behavior® . 094 096 ns.
. Free-time Interaction® . . .088 023 4.93°°¢
Free Time: Alone” . . 0 A7 2.84%
Sociometric Nominations® 169 10t 1.56*
Peer Academic Support Scale 7.000 5.420 2.75%* L
. Cooperation Scale 11.700 8.300 5 76%%” ¢
" Individualistic Scale .. 6.200 10.800 8.3g"*°
* Number of instances of verbal behavior being directed towards a handicapped siudent by .

a nonhandicapped peer divided by the number of observation -‘)mcrvals and the number of
nonhandicappéd students in the condition.

" Number of-off-task behaviors divided by the number of intervals of observation.

* Number of interactions between handicapped and nonhandicapped students divided by
the number Of intetvals of obsetvation and the number of s(udenu from the other group
(handlcapped or nonhandicapped) in the condition.

“ Number of cross-handicap nominations divided by the number of students from the other v

group (handncapped or nonhandncappcd) in the cundmon o B ,-,HGQ,_..--.u_a—.-.»-.....-

*p<.l0
**p<c S ¥
*e*p < .0l

statements ‘to their handicapped peers were questions, 21 percent were
directives and suggestions, 23 percent were comments aimed at helpmg and
assisting the handicapped peers, 9-percent were encouraging and praising
- comments, 6 percent were hostile or rcjcc(mg in tone, and 21 percent were
other'tomments (most-of which were given factual information). Fears that -
handicapped students- ‘will be ignored or rejected within the cooperative
. learning groups seem unfqundcd Nonhandncappcd stullents seem to interact
. with their handlcapped peers in positive and task-oriented ways. And it
- seems to be the experience of working together to achieve mutual goals that
© promotes the positive relationships between handicapped and nonhandi-
capped stiédents.
Deutsch’s (1962) original theory 1mphed that group members who behaved
in ways that.interfered with the- group'’s success would be disliked. The
handlcapped students in this study had severe learning disabilities and severe
emotional-behavioral problems. Yet their learning and behavioral problems
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. did pot result in"their being rejected or ignored by their nonhandicapped

peers. Johnson and Johnson (1972) argued that it is the ‘expectation that
one’s fellow group members will attempt to facilitate the achievement of the
group’s goal that promotes liking, not the actual facilitation of achievement.
The results of this study indicate that students in the coopérative condition
did have stronger perceptions that they were working together and trying to

.help each other learn (cooperation scale), were spending less time working

alone (individualistic scale), and were encouraging each other to master the .
assigned material (peer academic support scale). And there was more cross- .

- handicap liking in’ the cooperative than in the irdividualistic condition.

These results tend to support the Johnson and Johnson modification of ~ -
Deutsch’s theory. S o . _—

There is almost no previous evidence that the liking handicapped and
nonhandicapped students develop in cooperative activities gerieralize to new,” ’
unstructured situations in which students are free to_choose who they wish
to interact with. The results of this study indicate tMat the refationships

" handicapped aud nonhandicapped students developed during theit collab-

orative activities do generalize to postinstnictional, free-time situations. The .

- results also  dicate that the handicapped students in the individualistic

condition - :d to stay isolated during the free:tim¢ periods.
The 1lac ‘gnificant differences between the two conditions on the
amount of « -t .. behavior indicates that placing behavioral-problem stu--
dents in cooperauve groups does not result in increased acting out or'the
disruption of the academic work of the nonhandicapped-students.

The results of this study have important practical implications for educa-

‘tional practice. In most classrooms, mainstreaming is being conducted in a

highly individualistic way so that handicapped students work on their own,

‘on simpler matérials than their ¢l asgmates, and with a minimum of interae-
* tion with their nonhandicapped peers (Johnson & Johnson, 1980). The .

findings of -this study indicate that cooperative learning experidnces will |
promote more interaction between handicapped and nonhandicapped stu-
dents, that the interaction will be characterized by.task involverhent, helping,
and encouragement, that more cross-handici ped friendships will develop,
and that the cross-handicapped relationships will bé more likely to generalize
to postinstructional, free-choice situations. When handicapped students are

_ mainstreamed into the regular classroom;:it sgems advisable to use cooper- -

ative learning procedures.
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Abstract
The effects of cooperative, competitive, and individualistic learning experi-
ences were compared on relationships between handicapped and nomhandicapped
students and their self-esteem and perspective-taking ability. Fifty-nine
s;uden:s were assigned to conditions on a stratified random basis controlling
for bandicap, ability, and sex. Students participated in two ipn:ruc:ional
units for 60 minutes a day for 15 instructicual days. Behavioral measures
were taken for cross-handicap interaction during inmstruction and during daily
free-time periods. The results indicaﬁé that cooperative learning experiences,
compared with competitive and individualis:ic'anes. promote more interperscnal
attraction between handicappedAahd ﬁonﬁnndicapped>§fud¢nti and pfomb:e higher ~
self-esteem on the part of g;L.s:uden:s. Cooperation promotad greater perspective-

taking ability than did competitiom.
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2

Effects of Cooperative, Competitive, and Individualistic Learning Experiences

on Cross-Handicap Relationships and Social Development

Mainstreaming is based on the assumption that when handicapped students
‘are placed in the regular clasaroom constrpctive relationships will form
between handicapped and nonhandicapped Students. Many educators and psycho-
logists, however, have reservatiomns about the efficacy of mainstreaming.
There.are questions concerning whether the handicapped students will be ignored
-and rejected, vhether tcey will he interacted with only when it is required

by the teacher, whether their - self-esteem will suffer, and whether the nonhandi—

capped students will benefit in any way from mciheifeeming.m"ThemeﬁffEdfM’“"”"m’"'"’

evidence is not encouraging. A number of studies have found that when handi-

capped students are placed in the regular classroom :hey tend to be perceived

by their nonhandicapped peers in negative and prejudiced ways (e.g., Gottlieb
& Budoff, 1973; lano, et. al., 1974; Porter, et. al., 1978). Simply placing

handicapped students in the regular classroom does not seem to be enough
to build positive relationships between handicapped and nonhandicapped peers.

Classroom in:erpen:ions are needed that require handicapped and nonhandi- -
capped studeats to interact with each other in constructive and positive

ways._

It may be argued that the way in which instructional goals are structured-— -

controls the nature of student-student interaction. and that different student-
student interaction pa::erns will lead to differen: outcomes for mainstreaming
(Deu:sch, 1949; Johnson & Johnsom, 1975). There are three ways in which
ine:ructiadel‘goals may Ee structured: cooperatively, compe:icively. and -
individualistically In a coopera:ivelz structured learning'si:uétions

studen:s goal attainments are positively correla:ed when one student achieves
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3

his or her goal, all others with whom he or she is cooperatively linked achieve

their goals.' In a competitively structured learning situation students'

goal attainments are negatively correlated; one student can achieve his

or her goal if and only if the other students with whom he or she is competi-

tively liuked fail to achieve their goals. In an individualistically struc-

tured learning situation students' goel attainments are unrelated and inde-
peudent; when omne studentuachieves his or her goal, the goal attainment
of other students is unaffected.

There is some evidence that cooperative lecrning'experiences promote

more positive relationships between handicapped and nonhandicapped students

“than do "traditiopal,” competitive, or individualistic learning experiences
(Ballard, et. al., 1977; Cooper, et. al., 1980; Johnson, et. al., 1979;

Hnr:ino & Johnscn. 1979). Despite this research. however. there are theore~
tical and practical’ issues tha: need to be clarified by further enpirical

work. These issues focus on the frequency ‘of in:erac:ion becween hnndicapped L
and nonhandicapped students during ingtructional activities, the generaliza-

tion of cross-handicap relationships to free-time situations, the impact

of the learning experiences on self-esteem, and the igpect of the learning
experiences on the abiliry of nonhandicapped students to takelthe social

perspective of their handicapped peers.

Despite the theorizing that :Ll: is the student-srudent interaction pralnoted
by the cooperat1Ve goal structure that leads to more positive relationships
between -handicapped and nonhandicapped students, there is almost no evidence
as to the frequency and nature of the inte-yction taking place between ‘the
two groups of students in cooperative, compe:itive. and individualistic
situations. Placing handicapped students in coopzrative learning groups

does not ‘mean that they will be included in the groups work and interacted
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with by their nonhaadicapned peers. The study that has examinad actual
interaction batween handicapped and nonhandicapped students u;ed a bowling
class. There is a need to examine the actual interaction between handi-
c;pped and nonhandicapped students in an academic class.

There is a marked lack of behavioral evidence concerning the degree‘
to which the positive croas-hanﬂicap‘féla:ibnships formed within coopera-
tive groups generalize to post-instructional, free-time situations in which
students Qre frge to choose their associatea. Placing handicapped students
in cooperative learning groups and requiring that nonhandicapped students
interact with r.hén does not mean that nonbandicapped students will include
~-their handicapped peers in frea-time activities. Most of the evidence con-
cerning interpersonal a::raé:ion between handicapped andﬂnonh;ndicppped
students, furthérmpre. is based on paper-and-pencil measuras. To obtain

- h 4 - . ) )
a more behavioral- measure of interpersonal attraction between h;ndicapped

and nonhandicapped studeats, and to determine the extent to which the o

ralationships they form during instructiomal activities generalize to post-
instructional situations, there is a need to observe :he{interac:idns between
bandicapped and nonhandicapped students in a free-time situation.

There is-no existing evidence that nonhandicapped students benefit

copmisively or socially from contace with handicapped peers. One possts
bility, however, is that contact with handicapped peefé i;y increase the
ability of nonhandicapped students to take the per;pec:ive og the handi-l
cappgd students in their classroom. The development of perspective-taking
ability is coqsidéred_by many developmental psychologists as essential for
growth in cognitive and more reasoning (Kbhlberg, 1969; Piaget, 1950) and

genéral social development (Johnsen, 1979). If coniiij/vith handicapped

*



Croas~Handicap Relationshipa

5

students does in fact increase the perspective-taking ability of nonhandi-
capped students, then it may be assumed that the nonhandicapped atudents

benefit from mainstreaming through increases in cognitive and social development.
One of the fears of many educators is that by placing handicapped students

in the regular classroom their self-esteem will plummet. The greater the
contact with nonhandicapped peers, the lower they believe the handicapped
student's self-esteem will be. Thera is some evidence that cooperative
learning experiences, comparad with individualistic learning, promote higher
self-esteem.(Johnson, Johmson, & Scott, 1978). There is a need to measure
‘the impoct of the three goal structuras on the self-esteem of both handicapped
and nonhandicapped students.

7 The purpose of this study is to extend and corroborate the previous
research on the impact of cooperative learning experiences, compared with
competitive and individualistic ones, on the relationships between handicapped
and nonhandicapped students and their social-development: ~This study may-- —
clarify some of the queetions concerning the advisability of ‘mainstreaming
and resolve some of the theoretical questions concerning the use of coopera-
tive learning experiences to promote interpersonal attraction among hetero-
geneous peers by focusing on: (ai the instructional interaction between

handicapped and nonhandicapped students, (b) the generalizability to free~

‘“tiﬁe”éifﬁitiaﬁé_Sf“iﬁ?”réIEEioﬁsﬁipE“develdpEd”becween‘haﬁdicapped"and“
nonhandicapped students, (c) the ability of nonhandicapped students to take
the perspective of their handicapped peers, and (d) cthe self-esteem of handi-

capped and nonhandicapped students.
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Subjects
Subjer ts were 59 studeénts from two fourth-grade clasarooms at an elemen-
tary sehool in a midvestarn matropolitan area school district. The sample

consisted of 31 males and 28 females, of whom 12 were students with severe

<

learning anci behavior problems. All students were aasigned randomly to “
conditions, stracifying for sex, abilirty (as determined by teacher ratings),
and bandica.. There were 10 males and 10 females in the cooeetative condition,

11 males and 9 females in the competitive condition, and 10 males and 9

females in the individualistic condition. Each condition contained 4 handi-

capped studwnts. There were a nearly equal number 6f'high}”ﬁediﬁif“iﬁa”'

low ability students in each conditiom.

Independent Variable | _ _ : : - . e
'Tﬁé‘l&depéidiﬁtmﬁifliﬁli'ébdiiétedwefutﬁfee.ceiditiahséMMEOoperative. |

competitive, and individualistic. ’in the cooperative condition students

were instructed to work together as a group, completing one ‘assignment sheet

while cnsuring that all grouﬁ members mastered the material, with all group

member's giving‘their ideas and suggestions, and with the teacher praising

and rewarding the group as a whole. Students were placed in five groups

“of "four members. Four of “the groﬁps;fid“i;hiidi&iﬁﬁed”mﬁﬁﬁér. The;grouPS““*m“"“***‘
were also balanced for sex and ability. Im the competitive condition
students were instructed to work alome, to attempt to do better work than
their conditionmates, and to seek help and’ clarigitation from the teacher.
Each day the students were informed where their work ranked with their

~

conditiommatess the teacher then praised the five highest performing students.




.specigs._wﬁaqhwday_che,ceachers;would#explginwth;~day’swcask”cOm:heHstudln:s;"”i
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In the individualistic condition gstudents were inatructad to work on their

own, avoiding interaction with other students, and with the taacher praising

and revarding each studant individually.

Procedure
Students in each condition were together for 60 minutes a day for 15 '

instructional days. The study was conducted during the fall. Each condition

was assigned a separate classroom comparable in size. The conéanc of the

two curriculum units was identical for the threa conditions, consisting .

of units on the use of coal as an energy source and on the wolf as a protected-

distribute the appropriate materials, and review their goal structure. At
the end of the session the completed work and all materials were collected.
After the 50 minute instructional session, 10 minutes of free time was given

each day, during which the students wers free to move around the claasroon‘

and engage anyone they wished to in play or work. At the completion of

the study-an attitude questionnaire was given to all students.

Research Persqnnel

Six teachers participated in the study. In each condition two teachers

~ were present, one of the regular claaaroom teachers and a certified. teacher . . .. .

who was hired and trained SpeéificallyAco conduct the research study. The
regular classroom teachers received six hours of training and the three

research teachers received over ninety hours of craiﬁing in the use of coopera-

0

tive, competitive, and individualistic instructional procedu?cs. To control
for possible teacher effects, the teachers exchanged conditions ome-third

and two-thirds through the study. All teachers, therefore, spent an equal

amount of time in each condition. —
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Six raesearch assistants oboerved scudent cross~handicap intaraction
on a daily basis in the three conditions. The observers (two males and
four females) ware given over ten hours of training in ctha uase of the
observation instruments. Oboervers attanded training seasions until their
interratar reliability was over 85 percent, ueing the Harris and Lahay
(1978) method for combining and weighting occurrence and nonoccurrence of

agreements.

Dependent Variables

The dependent v;riablss were: cross-handicap interaction durihg‘insrruc-
tion, proximity during free-time, perepeerive-caking ability, and five attitude
scales. The instructional interaction meaeore was used ro-derermineA:he
frequency of eroes-hnodieap‘inreraerion during instructional sessions. It
consisted of ‘obsarvations made by two indepeﬁdenr”obEerVere on the frequency
_ of verbal interaction between handicapped and nonhandicapped students within
each conolﬁion. A sequential time sampling method of observation eqploying
ten second recording io:ervels was followed. A target child was observed
for ten seconds. A five second inrerval vas then raken to record the behavior.
Behaviors wére originall; elaseified as positive (praise and complements).

neutral (quesrions.\inerrucrions. requesrs, opinions, feelings. and task-.

‘related Statements)’,’ and ‘négative” (name-calling.‘rejeering statements, nega-

tive criticism). During :he study there were no negative statements and
almost ﬁo-posirive sta:enenrs The posirive statements, cherefore. were
combined with the neutral sraremenrs. Afrer reeordtng a studenr's'behavior.
the observers moved to the next carge: student and repeated che proeedure.p

" Each handicapped student was observed for six cycles daily. Students were

N
. N
—_ AN
™,
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observed in a pradatarmined random ordar thac was changed daily, Tha observar
agraement was 90 qucanciduring the study (using the Harris and Lahey (1978]
mathod). To dariva an index of croasa-handicap incaraction, the actual number
of crosas~handicap interactions was dividaed by the number of intervals of
observaticn and the number of students in the other group (handicapped or
nonhandicapped) in the condition.

The Distance-Deansity Index (Zaidman, Note 1) measured the numbar of
students within an’ area of constant size. The measure was designed to provide
a numerical score for the social density of the immediate environment within
a certain radius of the individual. A large DDI value indicates that there
are many people in the proximity of the targat individual. A ten-foot radius
was broken up into a series of concentric zomes of distance around the target
student. Two numerical values were associated with cacﬂ zone, one number
for the area in front of the target student and another lower value for the
area in back of the target student. Raw scores were convertad to z-scores
to correct for the different sizes of the classrooms and the different furniture

arrangement in each classroom. The students were given a daily 10 minute

"
free-time period :n Which they were free to associate with anyone they wished
to in the classroom. The observers recorded the mumber of peers within

a ten-foot radius of the target student. Ten students (6 nonhandicapped

and & ﬁaﬁ&i&aséea’Vwérembbsefééd i{n each condition. A ;hfﬁéfmbﬁlrécdferllw' T

was assigned :6 students in close proximity to and facing the target student.

The perspective-taking measure was designed to measure the ability -

of nophandicapped students to take the cogni:ivé perspective of their handi-
capped peers. Ten nonhandi§apped students were randomly seiéctéd‘fram each

condition and individually interviewed after the conclusion of the study.

v -
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In tha intarview each sctudent was asked to pratand he or sha had problems

learning in achool and tell in his ov her own vordas about a typical achool

day, The story vaa recordad and scorud on a J~point ac;lad based on the

{ncraasing complexity of organization of the story. A score of "1" waa

given to students who ware unabla to taka the parspective of a learning-

disabled acudcnc. a score of "3" was given to students who gave superficial

generalizations, and a score of "3" was given for intarpratative gnncralizn:iona

that included refarances to the 'why" of behavior and affective reactions.
Three self-esteem attitude sacles ware given. Each scale consisted

of aight items. "Scudnn:u respondad to each i:im on a S-point agree~disagree

scale. The General Self-Esteem scale consisted of such items as, "I am

sa:isfied to be just what I am," "I am eacy to lika," apd "I am a good person.”

All itams wera worded positively. Thé School Sclf-Escelm ascale conaisged

of such items as, "I am a good student," "I am proud of my ‘school work, "

and "School work is fairly easy for me." Half of the i:nms vare vorded

positively and half were worded negatively. Ths Peer Sclf-Est.en scale

consisted of such items as.'fI have man§ friends," "Other children think

I am fun to be with," and "I am fr}gndlylxoﬁ;rds other people." Baif of

the items were worked positively nnd half were worded negatively.

Finally a coogeracive and an 1ndividunliscic learning scale developed

by Talmage and Waxman (1980) were givem to "all s:uden:s. Boch ‘scales consisted
of four items egch. and the studepcs respondcd 'ves" or u;" to eqch’question.
The cooperation scale consis:ed’of questions dealing with working with osher
students and ‘helping each other learn,.and the individualistic scale consisted

\

of questions dealing with working alome without interacting with other students.-
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The data ware firat analyzed by a two-way ANOVA thac anludyd tha thres
exparimenctal conditions and handicnppnd versus nonhandicappad studenta.
When no aignificant dif!atoncao wars found betveen handicapped #nd nonhandi=
capped students, the data wera reanalyzed by a one~way ANOVA among the chree

experimentnal conditilona.

Experimental Chacksa
' Rach clnnsroon was observed daily to verify that che conditions were
bcing tanght'cooperativelp. conpctitiveli. and individunlinticnlly. The
results of the observations verified that the conditions wers being imple-
mented appropriately. 5
Results ' o
The first dependent variable was the frequency of verbal comments by
nonhandicapped atudents directcd toward a hnndicnpped peer. . From‘Table lﬁ».q
it may be seaen that the handicapped students in the cooperative condition
received more couments from fheir nonhandicApped peers than did the handi-
capped students in the conpetitive and individunListic conditions. F(2,43)
- 8.65.124.01. There were 49 cross-handicap interactions per honr in the
cooperative condition, 17 cfoss-handicap interactions per hour in the cpmpe-
”titive condition. and 6 cross-handicap interactions per hour in the individ-
ualistic condition. ' ‘ f»
The second dependent variable was the distance-density ‘measure taken
Iduring the free-time periods. From Table 2 it may be seen that the handi- ¢

capped students in the coOperative ‘condition were closer to their nonhandicapped

™~
peers than were the handicapped students in the other ‘two. conditions. F(2,20)

L] [
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- 3,23, p& .10, The handicapped students 1n the cooperacive condition had
higher social densicies cﬁm thelir nenhandicapped conditionmates, while che
handtcapped atudents in the compecitive and individualiscic co'nd;n:mm tanded
to have lawar social denaitcies than did their nonhandicapped pasrs.

The chird iiapmulanf variable wvas che ability of che nonhandicapped
atudenta to take tha docial perspective of their handicapped peers. From
Table 1 it may bs seen that the nonhandicapped students in the cooperacive
condition wara battaer able to taka the social perspective of their handi~
capped peary than were the nonhandicapped students in the competitive wndi-a
tion, £(19) = 1.47, p<.10.

Finally, a numbar of dttitude scales vere administerud to ﬁhc students.
‘Froh'frablc 1 it may be saen that etudents in the coopcutivi condition parceived
their condition to be more coopaerative, F(2,36) = 1'l‘.so.'p_<.01. and les
individualistic, Ek2356) = 8.62, p<.0l, than did the students in the competi-
tive and individualistic conditions. From Tabla 2 it may be seen that students _

in the coopérative cqndition had a higher level of general self-estesa, F(2,56)
= 5,17, p<.0l, and'séhopl self-esteem, F(2,56) = 2.38, p<.l0, than did the -
students in the compédtitive and individualistic condiciqnb. ”Eandiclppcd‘ b
students had lower school self-astaem, _F_(1.56)",- '9.07."24.01. and lower peer

self-esteem, F(1,56) = 5.67, 2‘.05.3chan did the nonhandicapped students.

&nser: Tables 1 And 2 About Here
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Discusgion

The generalizability of the resylts of this study is limiced by the
age of the students studied, the curyicylum materials .used, éhe length of
thé study, and the specific; opera:iouﬂhzatiﬁsm of the inda{:mdent and
dépenden: variables.

‘rhe usul:s of this study indicst® that cooperative learning experi-
ences, cumparod with competitive and i-ndividualistic ones, promote more
in:e-antion between handicapp.d and gothandicapped gtudents during instruction.
The interaction is characterized by gtlonger beliefs that students work

' together and help each other learn (a%pcncim scale) and that students ‘
do not work alone without interacting With peers (individualistic scale).
The relationships buil& -during instyyction in the I,’eocp‘tative condition
:e.nd:‘éo continue during post-ingtrycfionsl free tin., as handicapped and‘
nonhandicapped students were in clog#® proximity during free time in the
cooperar.irve than in ﬁhe‘o;h;f two ¢opditiuns. Cooperation was also found
to pr;mote gfeater general and 'school/i/clf—ﬂanm tian did the other two
conditio'ns‘. Cooperation promoted greater /éatspectivéotakmg ability than

| did competitive instruction. ?:Lntu,f ’ hqf;diéappped students were fouri to
have lower school and peer self-esggel thnn did the nonhandictpped students.

One of the first concerms involving wsingtreaming is whe:her the handi-
capped students will be ignored and ,r&jectsd by their ncnha.ndicapped peers.

' The results of this study indicate ¢hag when handicapped and nonhandicapped
‘students are placed in coopera:iva' jearning groups together, there will be
moré cross-handicap Lntefaciion thgﬂ w1l be found in coyppetitive and
mdividualistic learning si:ua:iong, The interaction tends to be :ask—ﬁ

related with an affective tone of n;ﬂt:al and positive. The lack of
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negative remarks may reasure psychologists and educators who fear that handi-
capped students will be mi;tr¢§ted in thé regular classroom.

A second concern deals with the self-esteem of the handicapped students
being mainstreamed. The resﬁlts of this study indicate that compared with
competiﬁive and individualistic learning experiences, cooperation promotes
a general belief that one is a worthwhile perion on the part of both handi-
capped and nonhgndicappad students. Cooperative learning experiences also
promote s;rongef beliefs that one is{a competent student on the part of both
handicanped and nonh;ndicipped students. Handicapped students vere féund
to have iower self-esteem than their nonhandicappped peers on the school
and peer dimensions. '

There is no previous evidence that the nonhandicapped studeats gain
cognitively or socially from their contact with nonhandicapped peers. The
results of ﬁhis study provide cvide;ce that nonhandicapped students who work
collaboratively with their handicapped peers are more accurate in taking
the perspectiverf their handicapped conditionmates than are nonhandicapped
studenés in the competitive condition. These results provide some indication
that mainstreaming, when it involves heterogeneous cooperative learning
groups, may provide important developmental experiences for nénhandicapped-
students.

Most of the previous research on telationshipa between handicapped and
nonhandicapped students has used paper-and-pencil measures of interpersonal
attraction and provide almast no evidence of relatianships generalizing to
post-instruction, free-time situations. The present study provides behavior
evidence that cooperative learning'experiences. compared with competitive

and individualistic omes, promote more interpersonal attraction between
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handiccpped and nonhandicapped students, and that the relationships built
during working collaboratively together generalize to free-time situations
in which nonhandicapped students are free to choose their associates.

The results of this study are all the stronger due to the random assign-
ment of“students to conditionc, the rotation of teachars across conditioms,
the use’ of highiy.trained teachers to conduct the instruction, and the specific
operationalizations of the cooperative, competitive, and individualistic
conditions within the same study. The fact that students in the cooperative
condition perceived their conditionm to be more cooperative and less individ-
. ualistic than thg other two conditions further strengthens this study's results.

The results of-this study have sateral-important practical implicationa.
The findings inicate that when cooperative learning groups are used to integrate
handicapped students into regular clasrooms: the handicapped students will
not be ignorcd or leftout, bdt rather will be interacted with; the relation-
ships built within the cooperative groups will be strong enough that nonhandi-
capped and handicappcd students will interact during ftce-tine situations,
the self-esteem of both handicapped and nonhandicapped students will be promoted;
and the nouhnndicapped students will benefit from their interaction with
handicapped peers through increased perspective-taking abilities. CurTeat
evidence indicates that'in most mainstreaming situations learning activities
are structured indiridddlistically or competitively (Johnson & Johnson, 1980).
Teachers would be better advised to structure learning activitiés cooperatively
when handicapped studﬁnts are being mainstreamed into ‘the regular classroom.

}.
!

J

~7
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Table 1

Mean Responses for Interaction and Attitude Measures

\

Cooperative Campetiti&e Individualistic F-Value

Instructional Idteraction® .022 .008 .002 © 8.65%
Perspective~Taking ) 2.500 . 1.700 - . 2.000 1.03
Cooperation | 9.850 7.150 7.158 11.50%
Individualistic ' . : 8.200 10.500 10.526 8.62*%
*p{.01

AN

2Number of interactions between handicapped and nonhandicapped students divided
by the number of intervals of observation and the number of students from the

other group (handicapped or nonhandicapped) in the condition.



Cross-Handicap Ralationéhips

21
Table 2 ’
Mean Bjsponses for Interaction and Attitude Measures
" Cooperative Competitive Individuaiistic F-Valﬁe
Noph Hand __ Nonh  BHand Nonh _ Hand
_ Distance-Density -.40 .80 - .36 -.54 .31 -.42 CxH: 3.22%
General Self-Esteem 4.30 4.25  3.79 3.56 3.87  4.08  C: 5.17#%
School Self-Esteem  3.94 3.3l 3.51  2.79 3.64 3.06  C: 2.38%
- H: 9.07%k
Peer Self-Estaem 3.66 2.88 3.19  3.12 3.62 2.78  H: 5.67%*

%p{.10; **p<.05; *wAp<. 01
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The Integration of the Handicapped into the Regular
Classroom: Effects of Cooperative and
Individualistic Instruction

DaviD W. JoHNsON AND ROGER T. JOHNSON
University of Minnesota, Minneapolis

The effects of cooperative and individualistic learning experiences on interper-
sonal attraction between handicapped and nonhandicapped fourth-grade students
were compared. Fifty-one students were assigned to conditions on a stratified
random basis controlling for handicap, ability, and sex. Students participated in
one instructional unit for 45 min a day for 16 instructional days. Behavioral mea-
sures were taken for cross-handicapped interaction within the instructional situa-
tion, during daily free-time periods, and during a postexperimental problem-sdlving
situation with new peers. A number of attitude measures were also given. The
results indicate that cooperative learning experiences, compared with individualis-
tic ones, promote more cross-handicapped interaction during both instructional and
free-time situations and more interpersonal attraction between handicapped and
nonhandicapped students.

As a result of Public Law*94-142 handicapped students are being inte-
grated into regular classrooms throughout the United States. Such
*‘mainstreaming’’ is based on the assumption that through contact be-
tween handicapped and nonhandicapped students constructive relation-
ships will be built, and the students’ competencies to relate effectively
with each other will be increased. Much of the current evidence, -how-
ever, indicates that when handicapped students are placed in the regular
classroom they are perceived by their nonhandicapped peers in negative
and prejudiced ways and that interaction may even increase the
stereotyping and rejection of, and prejudice toward, the handicapped stu-

dents (e.g., Gottlieb & Budoff, 1973; Iano, Ayers, Heller, McGettigan, & -

Walker, 1974; Porter, Ramsey, Tremblay, Iaccobo, & Crawley, 1978).
Simply placing handicapped students into the regular classroom does not
seem to be enough to build positive relationships betwéen them and their
nonhandicappccg peers. Classroom interventions are needed that require
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handicapped and nonhandicapped students to interact with each other in
constructive and positive ways. :

Based on the theorizing of Deutsch (1962), Johnson and Johnson (1975)
and Johnson (1979) argue that the way in which instructional goals
are structured controls the nature of student-student interaction, and
that different student—student interaction pattérns lead to different in-
structional outcomes. Two of the ways in which instructional goals may
be structured are cooperatively or individualistically. In a cooperatively
structured learning situation students’ goal attainments are positively cor-
related; when one student achieves his or her goal, all others with whom
he or she is cooperatively linked achieve their goals. In an individualisti-
cally structured learning situation students’ goal attainments are indepen-
dent; when one student achieves his or her goal, the goal attainment of
other students is unaffected.

There is some evidence that cooperative learning experiences, com-
pared with ‘“‘traditional,”” competitive, and individualistic ones, promote
more."positi've.relationships between handicapped and nonhandicapped
students (Ballard, Corman, Gottlieb, & Kaufman, 1977; Cooper, Johnson,
Johnson, & Wilderson, 1980; Johnson, Rynders, Johnson, Schmidt, &
Haider, 1979; Martino & Johnson, 1979). Despite the theorizing that it is

_the student~-student interaction promoted by the cooperative goal struc-

ture that leads to such outcomes, there is almost no evidence as to the
frequency and nature of the actual interaction taking place between
handicapped and nonhandicapped students within cooperative and indi-
,vidualistic\situations‘. The purpose of this study is to extend and corrobo-
Tate the previous research on the impact of cooperative learning experi-
ences on cross-handicap relations by using several behavior measures of
interpersonal attraction and by examining the extent and quality of in-
teraction between handicapped and nonhandicapped students during in-
struction. In addition, the generalizability of any interpersonal attraction
developed between handicapped and nonhandicapped students during in-
struction will be examined by observing their interaction in a postinstruc-
tional, free-time situation and by placing handicapped and nonhandi-
capped students into a new instructional situation with new peers and ob-
serving their interaction. ’

v

‘ METHOD
Subjects ’ .

Subjects were 51 students from two fourth-grade classes at a large inner-city elementary
school in a midwestern metropolitan area school district. The sample consisted of 26 females
and 25 males. of whom 12 were students with severe learning and behavior problems.
These students were, referred fogs:gcial education services for reading. math, and

e

behavior problems. They were 2y

or more academically behind their classmates and/or’
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were markedly disruptive. Al -;udents were assigned randomly to the two conditions strat-
ifying for sex. ability (as #:iermined from teacher ratings of general achievement), and
handicap. Six handicappr - stusi2nts (3 males and 3 females) were assigned to each condi-
tion. There were 12 femr.;:s and 12 males in the cooperative condition and 14 females and 13
males in the individualistic condition. There was a nearly equal number of high, medium,
and low ability students in each condition.

Independent Van'_able

The independent variable consisted of a cooperative and an individualistic condition. 1n
the coaperative condition students were instructed to work together as a group, completing
one assignment sheet while ensuring that all group members mastered the material. with all
group members giving their ideas and suggestions, and with the teacher praising and re-
warding the group as a whole. Students were placed in six groups of four students each on a
stratified random basis, ensuring that there was one handicapped student in each group, and
that the groups were-balanced for sex and ability. In the individualistic condition students
were instructed to work on their own, avoiding interaction with other students, and with the
teacher praising and rewarding each student individually.

-

Procedure - _ . s

Students in each condition were together for 55 min for 16 instructional days. Each
condition was assigned a separate classroom comparable in size. The curriculum unit used
for instruction was a social studies unit on the life style and culture of the Ojibwe and

“..~a Indians. Each day the teachers would explain the day's task to the students,
fiaitt e the appropriate materials, and review the condition's goal structure. At the end
of the instructional session the completed work and all materials were collected. After the
45-min instructional session, 10 min of free time was given each day, during which the
students were free to move around the classroom and ¢ngage anyone they wished to in play
or work. At-the completion of the study a questionnaire was given and half of the students
in each condition (randomly selected stratifying for handicap, ability, and sex) were
mdwndually interviewed. All students pamcnpa(ed in a postexperimental, problem-solving
session.

Four teachers participated in the study. In each condition two teachers were present, one
of the regular classroom teachers and a certified teacher who was hired and trained specifi-
cally to conduct the research study. The regular classroom teachers received 6 hr of training
and the two research teachers received over 90 hr of training in the use of cooperative and

" individualistic instructional procedures. To control for possible teacher effects, the teachers

exchanged conditions at the midpoim of the study. All teachers, therefore, spent an equal
amount of instructional time in each condition.

Four research assista~ts observed student cross-handlcap interaction on a daily basis in .
both conditions. The ‘observers (two males and two females) were given over 10 hr of.
*. training in the use of the observation instruments. Observers attended training sessions until
“their interrater reliability was over 85% (using the Harris and Lahey [1978] method for .

combmmg and weighting occurrence and nonoccurrence of agreement).

J

Dependem Variables , -

The .dependent variables included in this study are: Observation of cross-handicap in.
teraction during instruction. off-task behavior during instruction, free-ume observation of

A\
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cross-handicap interaction. participation of handicapped students in a new situation. cross-
handicap giving and receiving of help during instruction. social-schema measure of cross-
handicap interaction during free time and a number of attitude scales. The cross-handicap
instructional interaction and off-tash behavior measures were used in the following way. in
each condition. two observers used a sequential time-sampling method of observation. Each
student was observed for 10 sec. A S-sec interval was then taken to.record.the behavior. In
the cooperative ¢ondition the groups were observed in a predetermined. random order that
was changed daily: all members of one learning group were observed and then the observers
would move on to the next group. In the individualistic condition. students were observed in
a predetermined, random order that was changed daily. The observers first recorded
whether the student's behavior was off-task. If the behavior was on-task, the nature (posi-
tive or negative) and target of the verbal behavior was recorded. During the study, there was
only one-instance of negative interaction in both conditions and, therefore, it was dropped

from the analysis. The observer agreement was 88% during the study (using the Harris &

Lahey [ 1978] method). To derive an index of cross-handicap interaction, the actual number
of cross-handicap interactions was divided by the number of intervals of observatiod and the
number of students from the other group (handicapped or nonhandicapped) in the condition.
The free-time observation measure was used to determine the frequency of cross-
handicap interaction during the daily free-time sessions that lasted 10 min. The measure was
designed to provide an index of the proximity of a handicapped to other students in the
condition. To be classified as an interaction. the’ handicapped student’s nonhandicapped
peers had to be in a 2-m radius of the handicapped student, and the handicapped student had
to be in conversation or involved in the same activity with the nonhandicapped students.
Observers were provided with a randomized list (changed daily) of the students to be

observed. Observers rotated through the list as many times as possible during the free-time .
period. The observer agreement was 93% during the study (using the Harris & Lahey [1978)

method). Before the free-time period began the classroom furniture was rearranged to make
both classrooms identical. To derive an index of cross-handicap interaction, the actual
number of students involved in cross-handicap interaction was divided by the number of
observations and the number of students from the other group (handicapped or nonhand-
icapped) in the condition. ) o .

A social-schema. figure-placement measure was given to half of the students in each
condition (selected on a stratified-random basis balancing for handicap, sex, and ability).
The interviewer placed a classroom diagram in front of the student. The student was given
the names of all the other stugents in the condition (ordered randomly). each of which
appeared on a sticker. The student was asked to imagine that it was free time in the class and
instructed to'place the stickers on the classroom diagram at the spots where-the students

____would be playing in the room. They were then instructed to draw a circle around the groups

of students who were engaged in an activity together. The total number of nonhandicapped

students engaged in an activity with handicapped students was recorded for each student. To ..

derive an index of cross-handicap interaction, this number was divided by the number of
handicapped students in the condition. ‘ - . '
“The participation of harzdic'apped students measure consisted of observing handicapped
students in a new instructional taks in new cooperative learning groups. After the experi-~
ment had ended students in each condition weré randomly assigned to new groups (stratify-
ing for handicap, sex, and ability) and givena modified version of the Survival On The Moon
problem to solve. The problem required the students to rank a list df items acccording to their
importance for survival on-the moon. The students were inslmcled ‘to reach decisions
through consideration of cach member’s opinions, to discuss their differences. and to make
all decisions by agreement of all group members without voting. Each group was then'given
20 min to produce its solution. The. handicapped students were observed with the

l
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4

‘ instructional-interaction measure while they worked on the problem. To derive an index of
cross-handicap interaction, the percentage of mtervals within which handicapped students
were verbally participating was computed. .
The nomination helping measure consisted of asking students to write down the names of , '
the students who had helped them learn, and the names of the students they had helped
learn. To derive an index of cross-handicap helping, the total number of cross-handicap
nominations was divided by the number of students from the other group (handicapped or
nonhandicapped) in the condition. -
Several attitude scales were given to all students. A four-item cooperation scale consisting” -
of questions dealing with working with other students and helping cach other learn and a
four-item individualistic scale consisting of questions dealing with working alone without
.interacting with other students were given. Both scales were developed by Talmage and
Waxman (1980). A four-item cohesion scale consisting of questions dealing with knowing
and being friends with the other students in the condition developed by Anderson (1973) was \:
given. A six-item higher-thoughi-processes scale (Stelle, House, Lapen. & Kermis, 1970)
. consisting of questions dealing with giving rationales for answers and the application and use
of what students know in new situations was given. For all of these scales students re-
sponded **yes'* or “*no.” Finally, a two-item scale on peer support and encodragementfg)r ="
learning developed by the authors was given; students responded on a S-point scale asto ' © ¢
whether other students liked to help them learn and cared about how much they learned.

Analvses . ',

The data were first analyzed by a two-way ANOVA that included the two experimental
.conditions and (a) whether the interaction was handicapped to nonhandicapped or vice
‘versa, or (b) whether the questionnaire responses were from handicapped or nonhandi-
capped students. No significant differences were found between handicapped and non- - v
handicapped students and, therefore, thedata were reanalyzed by ¢ tests between the two
experimental conditions. ’ )
N ! - »

Experimental Checks . : ~ -
- Each classroom was observed daily-to verify that the conditions were being taught

coc;peralively and individualistically.~The results ‘of these observations verified that the
conditions were being implemented appropriately. . -

.t ‘ )

e

'

T~ RESULTS o |

The first dependent variable was the frequency »'vi;h which handicapped
and nonhandicapped students interacted during instructional sessions.
From Table ! it may be seen that there were more verbal interactions
between handicapped and nonhandicapped students in the cooperative
than in the individualistic condition, #(49) = 6.18,p < .01. There were an
average of 33 interactions per hour between handicapped and nonhand-
icapped students in the cooperative condition and only 5 such interac-
tions in the individualistic condition. :

The second dependent variable was the frequency of off-task behavior
during instructional séssions. From Table 1 it may be seen that there was
more off-task behavior in the individualistic than in the cooperative con-.
dition, 1(49) = 4.27,p < .0L

~.
~
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TABLE 1

MEeAN RESPONSES FOR INTERACTION AND ATTITUDE MEASURES ¢

Dependent variables Cooperative Individualistic t
Instructional interaction” .010 .002 6.18%**
Off-task behavior .054 17 427"
Free-time interaction® .011 .005 1.65*
Social schema” 1.260 .550 2.03°
Handicapped participation 34.100 11.500 1.34
Helping nominations" 225 .000 10.32%**
Cooperation scale 11.100 5.460 11.47%°°
Individualistic scale 6.100 11.000 11.80***
Cohesion scale A 8.700 7.580 1.83*
Higher thought processes sczle 14.200 12.690 . 1.86*
Peer academic support scale 3.530 2.810 2.30°*

a Number of interactions between handicapped and nonhandicapped students divided by
the number of intervals of observation and the number of students from the other group
(handicapped or nonhandicapped) in the condition. ‘

* Number of students engaging in interaction with students from the other group (handi-

capped or nonhandicapped) divided by the number of intervals of observation and the num-

ber of students from the other group in the condition.

© Number of nonhandicapped students placed with handicapped peers. divided by the
number of handicapped peers in the condition. )

« Number of students nominated as giving help or receiving help from peers from
the other group (handicapped or nonhandicapped) divided by the number of students from
the other group in the condition.

*p < .10 .
**p < .0S. . .
***p.< 0L

N

The third dependent variable was the number of students involved in
interaction between handicapped and nonhandicapped students during
the free-time period following the instructionai sessions. The data in Table
1 indicate that there were more students involved in cross-handicap in-
teraction in the free-time sessions in the cooperative than in the indi-
vidualistic condition, 1(25) = 1.65.p,< . 10, On the average, handicapped
and nonhandicapped students inpé’racted five times per session in the
cooperative condition and two times per-session in the individualistic
conditfon. . .

The fourth dependent variable was the social-schema, figure-placement

- task. From Table 1 it may be seen that the students in the cooperative
_condition placed more handicapped and nonhandicapped students to-

‘gether than did the students in the individualistic condition, r(11) = 2.03,p

< .0S. Students in the cooperative condition pla’ced nine nonhandicapped:

students with handicapped peers, compared with three such placements
in the individualistic condition.
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The fifth dependent variable was the percentage of possible intervals in
which handicapped students participated during the postexperimental
problem-solving session. From Table 1 it may be seen that the handi-
capped students in the cooperative condition participated more frequently
than did the handicapped students in the individualistic condition, 7(6) =
1.34,p < .15. , ’

The sixth dependent variable was the number of nominations concern-
ing the giving and receiving of help. From Table 1 it may be seen that

students in the cooperative condition indicated that more cross-haridicap
helping took place than did the students in the individualistic condition,
1(44) = 10.32. p < .01. In the cooperative condition 39 students were
named as giving help to and receiving help from peers from the other
group (handicapped or nonhandicapped) in the cooperative condition,
while in the individualistic condition no students were named.

Finally, the data in Table 1 indicate that students in the cooperative
condition, compared with students in the individualistic condition. per-
ceived their classroom to be more cooperative, 1(44) = 11.47.p < .0l; less
individualistic, 7(44).= 11.80, p < .01: more cohesive. 1(44) = 1.83,p <
.10; using more higher thought processes, 144) = 1.86, p < .10; and
having more peer encouragement for learning, 1(44) = 2.30, p < .05.

- —-_DISCUSSION. . :

The generalizability of the results of this study is limited by the age of
the students studied, the curriculum materials used, the length of the
study, and the specific operationalizations of the independent and depen-
dent variables.

While the previous research indicates that cooperative learning experi-
ences promote more positive relationships between handicapped and
nonhandicapped students than do individualistic learning experiences,
there is almost no evidence as to the frequency and nature of the actual
interaction between handicapped and nonl)andicapped students during
instruction. The results of this study indicate that cooperative learning
experiences, compared with individualistic ones, promote more frequent
interaction between handicapped and. nonhandicapped students during
instruction. The interaction is characterized by greater perceived helping
between handicapped and nonhandicapped students, and stronger beliefs
tkat students work together and help each other (cooperation scale), that
students do not work alone without interacting with other students (indi-
vidualistic scale), that students know each other and are friends (cohesion
scale), that students encourage and support each other's efforts to learn
(peer academic support scale), and that students think through the
rationale for their ancwers and apply and use what they know in new
situations (higher-thought-processes scale). These results may quiet
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some of the fear that students with learning and emotional problems will
be ignored and ostrasized when they are placed in heterogeneous
cooperative learning groups. Not only were the handicapped students in
this study interacted with by their nonhandicapped peers, but both types
of students-perceived the interaction to be supportive. friendly, and
facilitative of academic achievement.

There is a theoretical rationale for predicting that the interaction be-
tween handicapped and nonhandicapped students in cooperative learning
groups will promote increased rejection of the handicapped students by
their nonhandicapped peers. Deutsch's (1962) theory would predict that
when a group member frustrates the efforts of other members to achieve
the group's goal, the member will be disliked. Johnson and Johnson (1972)
modified Deutsch's theory by demonstrating that the expectation that the
group member will attempt to facilitate the achievement of the group's
goal (even when in fact the member frustrated goal achievement) leads 10
interpersonal attraction. Placing students with severe learning or emo-
tional problems in cooperative groups could cause considerable frustra-
tion on the part of other group members either by not being able to do the
work or by obstructing the goal achievement efforts of nonhandicapped
members. The results of this study indicate that despite the academic and

“behavioral limitations of the handicapped students, they were included in

the groups’ work and, most importantly, sought out more for contact
during free-time, free-choice situations by nonhandicapped peers ir the
cooperative condition than in the individualistic condition. This finding is
important, not only. because it provides evidence that it is not academic
ability that promotes being liked in cooperative learning groups, but also
because it provides evidence that the interpersonal attraction developed
within cooperative groups is strong enough to carry over into postinstruc-
tional sitnations. These results may lessen some of the doubts educators
have expressed concerning the generalizability of interpersonal attraction
between handicapped and nonhandicapped students in mainstreamed
situations (Johnson & Johnson, 1980).

In the previous research there is-a complete lack of evidence as to
whether collaborative experiences between handicapped and nonhand-
icapped students will increase the willingness and ability of handicapped
students to participate actively in future learning situations~with new
nonhandicapped peers. The resuits of this study suggest that théy\will.

There has-been some concern that the placement of handicapped stu-
dents in the regular classroom and in heterogeneous cooperative learning.
groups will inhibit the achievement of the nonhandicapped students. The
results of this study indicate the opposite. There was more on-task be-
havior in the cooperative than in the individualistic condition.

This study s results are all the stronger due to the random assignment of
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students to conditions, the use of highly trained teachers to conduct the
instruction. the rotation of teachers across conditions, the specific
operationalizations of the cooperative and individualistic conditions, and
the behavioral nature of several of the dependent variables.

The results of this study have important implications for educational
practice. In many classrooms mainstreaming is being conducted in a
highly individualistic way, so that the handicapped students work on their
own. on materials more simple than those of their classmates, and with a
minimum of interaction with their classmates (Johnson & Johnson, 1980).
The results of this study suggest that cooperative learning procedures
should be utilized when handicapped students are mainstreamed into the
regular classroom.
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Abstract
The effects of cooperative and individualistic laarning»experiences\were,
compared on interpersonal attraction between handicapped and nonhandicapped
eleventh-grade students and their achievement. Thirty-one students were
assigned to conditions Bn a stratified random basis controlling for handicap,
ability, and sex. Students participated in Ane instructional unit for 55
minutes a day for 16 instructional days. A behavioral measure was taken
for cross-handicapped interaction within the instructional situation. A
oumber of attitude and achievement measures were also given. The results
in&icate that cooperative le#ining experiences, compared with individualistic
ones, promote more cross-handicapped interaction during instruction, more
intérpersonal attraction between handicapped and nonhandicappgd‘s:udgntg,'

and higher achievement ofi-the part of both handicapped-and. nonbandicapped

3

students.
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Effects of Cooperative and Individualistic Instruction on the Relationships

and Performance of Handicapped and Nonhandicapped Students

Mains:reaming, the’integration of handicapped students into the regular
classroom, is based on the assumption that centac: between handicapped and
nonhandicepped students will result in constructive cross-handicapped rela-
:iodships. Many educators end ﬁsyehologis:s, however, have reservations
about the efficacy of mainstreaming. They have questions concerﬁing'ﬁhether
the handicapped etuden:s will be ighored and rejected by rhe nonhandicapped
peers; whether the handicapped students will disrupt the work and decrease
the achievement of nonhandicapped peers, and whether the nonhandicapped
students will benefit in any way from their contact with handicapped peers.

The current evidence, furthermore, is not encouraging. Hhed handicapped
students are placed in the regular classroom they tend to be perceived by
their nonhandicapped peers in negative and prejudiced ways and not rele:ed .
to constructively (e.g:, Gottlieb & Budoff, '1973; lano, et. al., 1974;
Porter, et. al., 1978). Simply placing handicapped studeats in the regular
claesrocm does not seem to be enough to build positive relationships between

handicapped and nonhandicapped peers. Classroom interventions are needed

that require handicapped and nonhandicapped students to interact with each

r

other in construc:ive:%nd positive ways.
It may be argued that the way in which instructional goals“are structured

controls the nature of studen:-s:uden: interaction,’ and that dlfferen: student~-  _.

s:uden: interaction patterns will lead to different outcomes for mAins:reaming

(Deutsch, 1949; Jobnson & Johnson, 1975). Two of the ways in which xns:ruc:ional

goals may be structured are cooperatively and indivxdualis:ically. In a
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cooperatively structured learning situarionm students' goal attainments are

positively correlated; when one student achieves his or her goal, all others

with whom he or she is cooperatively linked achieve their goals. In an

individualistically structured learning situations studente' goal atta}nments
are unrelated and each students' rewards are contingeat om his or her perform-
ance irrespective of the quality of perfqrmance of other students.

For elementary and jupior high school students, there is some evidence
that cooperative learning experiences, compated with "traditional,'" competi-
tive, and indipiduaiistic ones, promote more positive relationships hetween
handicapped and nonhandicapped students (Ballard, et. al., 1977; Cooper,
et. al., 1980; Johnson,vet. al., 1979; Martino & Johnson, 1?79). Despite

»»»»» this research, however, there-are-theoretical-and- practical issues that-

Deutsch's (1949) original theory stated that when group members facili-
tate the achievement of each other's goals, a positive cathexis will result
among grOup members; but when group members frustrate each other's goal
achievement, a negative cathexis-pill result ampdg gfodp members .and they
will dislike each other. Handicapped students, who are educable retarded
or who have’severe learning disabilities or emotidnal—behavioral problems,
may interrupt the nonhandicapped students' academic work and lower their
achievement either by not being able to do the work or by ohstructing the
afforts of the nonhandicapped students to learm. Deutsch's theory would
thus predict that placing academically handicapped apd emotionally-disturbed
_students in cooperative learning groups with nonhandicapped-peete may
result in obstruction of the nonhandicapped students'\goal achievement and,
therefore,*:ejection and dislike of handicapped students.

3
Q o . \ I

- need to be clarified by further empirical work o
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Johnsoﬁ and Johnson (1972) modified Deutsch's theaory somewhat by demon-
strating :ﬁat the expectation of goal facilitation leads to intarpersonal'
attraction e§en when other group members frustrate the achievement of one's
goals. These results imply that pandicapped students who are part of a
. cooperative learning group will be liked by their nonhandicapped peers even
if the h;ndicapped students can not do the work or disrupt the efforts of
the nonhandicapped stu&ents to achieve. .The expectation that the handicapped
students want to help achieve the goal and are part of the cooperative group
is enough for positive cathexis- to result.

This study will provide f;;:her evidence concerning th; two position;.

If Deutsch's origihal-theory is correct, the presence of Qandicapped students

‘in the cooperative“learning‘grohps will frustrate the nonhandicapped efforts = =
hfo“aéﬁléﬁé,"fééulﬁing"1ﬁ"tﬁéi£“di§iikiﬁ§'Ehéii'Eéﬁdiaébﬁéd”pﬁerél”“ffufﬁédv"“"""~"_
Johnson and Johnson modificatiom is correct, handicapped students wili be

liked by nonhandicapped collaborators regardless of whether their achievement

is affected by their handicapped peers.

There is no éxisting evidence that nomhandicapped students benefit
cognitively»or»socially-frcmfcontac:wwich»héhdicapped~peers.MHOneupossibility,mwm~wu
howe#er, is that contact with handicapped peers may increase the abilicy
of nophandicapped students to take the perspective of the hapdicappéd students
in their classroom. The development of perspective-taking ability is con=~
sidered by many developmental psychologists as essential for growth in
cognitive and moral reasoning (Kohlberg, 1969; Piaget, 1950) and general
social development (Johnson, 1979). If contact with handicapped students

does in fact increase the perspective-taking ability of nonhandicapped
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students, then it may be assumed thar the nonhandicapped students benmefit
in terms of cognitive and social development from mainstreaming.

The previous studies on. the impact of cooperative learning experiences
on mainstreaming provide almost no evidence“concérning whether nonhandicapped
students igclude their handicapped peers in the group's work or whether
handicapped students are ignored and not interacted with. There 1is also
no evidence concerning whether the grésence of handicapped students in the
cooperativg groups disrupts the academic work of nonhandicapéed'studgnts.
There is a need, therefore, to measure directly the amount of interaction
between handicapped and nonhandicapped students>and the amount of off-task
behavior,o;curring in the cooperative éroups. !

Thé pufpose of‘this‘study'is‘to”extend and corroborate the previous
" research on the impact of cooperative learning experiences, compared with
individualistic gdes, on the relationships between handicapped and nonhandi-
capped students. By focusing om high school students and including dependent
variables (amount of cross—handigapped interaction, amount of off-task
behavior, achievement, cross-handicapped helping, perspective-taking, and
- cross-handicapped liking) that add to the previous research, this study
may clarify some of the practical questions concerhinghthe advis;bility o
of mainstreaming and resolvehsqme of the th;oretical questions concerning
the use of cooperative Le;rniﬁg exﬁeriences ﬁb promote'interpersonal attrac-

tion among heterogemneous peers.’
4 .



Cooparative

6

Mathod
Subjects

Subjects were 3l students from an eleventh-gfade math class in a mid-
western metropolitan area school district. The sample consisted of 13
females and lé males, of which 6 were handicappead (3 being classified as
having severe learning and behavioral problems and 3 being classified as
aducable mentally retarded). All students were assigned randomly to condi-
tions stratifying for sex, ability'gﬁs determined from teacher ratings
of general achievement), and handicap. Three handicapped students were
assigped to each condition. There were 9 males and 6 females assigned
to the cooperative con@i:ion and 9 males and 7 females ﬁssigped to the
individualistic condition. There‘were an equal number of hiéh;'madium,“-

and low ability students in each condition.

Independent Variable

The independent variible consisted of a cooperative and an individ-
ualistic condition. In the cooperative condition students were instructed
to work t;gether‘bs a group, completing one assignm;n: sheet while enguring
that all.group members mastered the material, with all group membgrs ;iving
their ideas and suggestians,.and with the teacher praising and rewardiﬁg
the group as a whole. Students were placed in thre;‘groups of four members
and one group of three members. The groups of four had ome handicapped

nember. The groups were also balanced for sex and math ability. 1In the

individualistic condition students were instructed to work on their owm,

avoiding interaction with other students, and with the teacher praising

and rewarding‘each student individually.
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Procadure

Students in each condition were togathar for 55 minutes per day for
16 instructional days. The student was conducted the during the last four
weaks of the school year. All the s;udents had been in the math class
for approximately eight weaels prior(to the study. Each condition was assigned
a separate classroom comparable in size. The content of the math curriculum
was identical for the two conditions, consisting of units on percent raduction
and unit cost problems, purchasing and insuring a car, and purchasing com-
biuaeions of consumer items. The first three days of each week the students
completed work sheets either individualistically or cooperatively. The
fourth.day a review worksheet was completed. The fifth day students were
tested individﬁally in both conditions on the.weekls material. In the
cooperative coddition‘the‘individual'scores were averaged to-obtain- a group
score. Each day the teachers would explain the day's task to the students,
distribute the appropriate materials, and review the condition's goel struc-
ture. At the end of the imstructional session the cbmpleted work and all
materials were collected. et the completion of the study the students

completed the experimental questionnaires.

Reseaech Personnel
| Two teachers partlcipated in the study. One teeeher was the students'

regular math teacher and one teacher was a certified teacher hired to helpf

conduct the study. Both teachers had received over 60 hours of training

in how to implement the two expe*imental conditions. At the midpoint of

gﬁe study the two teachers switched conditions, so that both spend an equal

amount of instzuctional time in each condition. The teachers were originally

randemly assigned to conditions. j
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Four resparch agsistants obsarved (on a daily basis in boch condicions)
off-cusk behqyior and che fraquency of uonhandicapped studencts' Tcommancs
diractad toward handicappad paers. Tha obsarvars (two malaes and two femalas)
were glvean ovar ten hours of training in che usa of the obsarvation: inascru=
ment. Observars attended training Seesions until their intarrater raliability

was over 85 percent (using tha Harris and Lahey [1978] method for combining

and weighting occurrence and nonoccurrence of agraement).

Degendénc Variables

The dependent variables wera: off-task behavior, incondition observa-
tion of cross~handicap interaction, a sociometric measure of ¢ross-handicap

helping, a sociometric measure of cross-handicap liking, achievemedt, and

ﬁour attitude,scales. The-off-task and ihcepdicion ohgervation meesuree
“ﬁere‘uSed-in the foiloﬁing Qey. 15 eaeh condicion;>eeo’observe;s usedra '
seQuen:ial time~sampling method of observation employing tem second recording
’in:ervgls. A five second interval was taken to record the behavior. The
observe;s then hoved to the nexclcarge: student and repeated the procedure.
Each student was observedifor six cycles daily. fhe s:udence were Observed
in ‘a predetermined, random order that was changed daily. The observer agreement
was 88 percent during the study (using the Harris and Lehey (1978] method).
~he observers first recorded whether the student's behavior wae off-task.
1f the behavior was on-task, the nature (positive or negative) and carge:-
of the verbal behavior was recorded During the study,tthere was\dhe'inscance
of negative interaction in both conditions and, therefore, it was dropped
from the analysis. To derive an index of cross~handicap idteraction; the

’

actual number of verbal comments by nonhandicappedsstudents directed toward

-

3 /
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thair handicapped pears was divided by the numbar of intervals of obsarva-
tion and tha number of nonhandicapped atudents in the condicion,

The sociometric helping measura conalstad of asking sctudents to write

down tha namas of the studanta who had helped tham learn, and the names
of the students they had halpad learn. To derive an indax of cross~handi-
cap helping, the total number of cross-handicap nominacions were divided
by the number of students from thae other group (handicapped or nonhandicapped)
in che condition.
The sociometric liking,maasore consisted of asking students to rate
““on a five~point scale how much they would like to work with each membaer
of their condition.

The ‘achievement -measure was obtained by giving the students in each

%

condition an identical achievement tast each week on the math material coverad
during that wegk. At the end of the study the total number of questions [
correct for each student who had taken all four tests wns determined. ;
Finally, four ‘attitude scales were given to-all students A coogeratiogl

" scale consisted of questions dealing with working with other students and

helping each other learn. An individualistic scale consisted of quesgions d

dealing with working alone without interacting with other students. ,Both
of these scales were developed by Talmage and Waxman (1980): A difficuley

scale consisted of\questions dealing with how hard the math lessons were

-

- (Anderson, 1973). These ttiree scales had four items each and students ansWered
. s, . ) : .

"ves" or "mno" to each item; A two-item, peer support and encouragement
P4
' N

for learning scale developed by the authors'was given, students responded

on.a five-point scale as to whether other students liked to help them learn:

-

and cared about how much they learmed.

’ ‘ b
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. Analises
The data were first analyzed by a two-way ANOVA that included the tﬁo
experimgntal conditions and handicapped versus nonhandicapped Students.
No significant Qifferences were found between handicapped and nonhandicapped
students and, iﬁerefore, the data were reana’yzed by t-tests between the
two experimental conditioms. A;hievement was analyzed separately by a two-
way ANOVA to highlight the differences between the handicapped and nonhandi-

capped students in each condition. The perspective-taking measure was

analyzed separately with a chi-square procedure.

Experimental Checks

Each classro&m was observed daily to verify that the conditions were
being taught cooperativeij an& individualistically. The results of these
observations verified that the conditions were being implemented appro-

priately.

Results

The first dependé;t variable was the proportion of verbal comments
by nonhandicapped students directed s~ rd a handicapped péer.' From Table
1 ic may\be seen that handicapped stu.-ats in the cooperative condition
received more comments frem their nonhandicapped peers than did the handi-
capped students in the individualistic condition, t(4) = 4.71, p&.0l. For
every statement nonhandicapped students in the individualistic condition
addressed to their nonhandicapped peers, there were over’%bur statements

in the cooperative condition.

\




Cooperative

11

The second dependent variable was the proportion of off-task behaviors
in the two-conditions. The data in Table 1 indicate that students in the
individualistic condition were off-task for a greater proportion of observa-
tions than were the students in the cooperative comditiom, £(29) = 3.30,
Rﬂ.Ol. |

The third dependent variable was the number of nomimations concerning
the giving and receiving of help between handicapped and nonhandicappedb
students. From Table | it may be seen that students in the cooperative
condition indicated more cross-handicap helping than did the students in
the individualistic condition, t(28) = 1, 63,‘2( 10. Handicapped students
in the cooperative condition were named by their nonhandicapped peers as
often for giving help as for receiving help. 1If a student was named by
a reSpondent for both giving and receiving help, the student was counted
only once in the anAlysis. |

The fourth dependent variable was the sociometric rating of peers from
the other group (handicapped or nonhandicapped). The data in Table 1 indicate
that students in the‘cooperative condition rated members of the other group
(handicapped or nonhandicapped) higher{as desired work partners than did

the students in the individualistic comditiom, £(29) = 2.72, p<.Ol.
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The fifch dependent variable was achievement. In the cooperative condi-
tion the handicapped students answered on the average 153.50 questicns correctly
while the nonhandicapped students answered an average of 200.63 questioms
correctly. Im the individualistic conditioe the handicapped students answered
on the average 140.50 questions correctly and the nonhandicapped students
answered an average of 179.30 questions correctly. The results of a two-
way ANOVA indicates that students in the cooperative condition achieved
at a higher level than did the students in the individualistic conditionm,
F(1,18) = 2.68, p<.10, and that nomhandicapped students achieved somewhat higher
thnn did the handicapped students, F(1,18) = 2.35, 2‘.15.

The sixth dependent variable was perspective-taking accuracy. Nomhandi-
capped students in the cooperative condition more accurately took the perspec-~
tive of their handicapped peers than did the nonhandicapped studeants in
the individualistic conditiom, X2(28) - 7.45, p<.0l. Nonhandicapped students
in the cooperative condition were incorrect in their ‘respouses 10 percent
of the time, ccmpared with 34 percent by the nonhandicapped students in
the individualistic condition.

Finally, the data in Table 1l indicate that students in the cooperative
condition, compared with students in ‘the :Lndividu‘a‘listic condition, perceived
their classroom to be more cooperative, £(26) = 7.62, gﬂ.Ol; and less individ-
valistic, £(26) = 4.50, p<.0l. Students in the coopefative condition also
perceived the‘math assiguaents to be less difficule, Eﬁ?é) = 2.61, p<.01,
and perceived more peer support for learning, t£(26) = 1.87, p<.05, than

did the students in the individualigtic condition.)
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Insert Table ! About Here

Discussion

The generalizability of the results of this study is limiced by the
age of the students studied, the curriculum materials used; the length of
the study, and the specific operationalizations of the independent an&“
dependent variﬁbles. |

The results of this study indicate that cobperacive learning experi-
ences, compared with individualistic ones, promote more inﬁeraccion between
handicapped and nonhandicapped students during instruction. The interaction .
is characterized by greater perceived helping between handicapped and nonhandi-
capped students, less off~-task behavior, and stronger beliefs that students
work :ogether and help each other (cooperation scale), that students do
not work alome without in:eraccing with peers (individualistic scale), that
the academic work is less difficulc (difficulty scale), and that one's peers
encourage and support academic learning (peer academic support scale). In
addition, students in the cooperative condicion,igdica:éd more cross-handi-
capped liking and achieved at a higher level than did :he’s:uden:s in the
jndividualistic condition. These results have both theoretical and practical
impllcatlons

Deutsch's (1949) orlginal theory implies :ha: ma*"streaming may result
in in;reased rejection of handicapped students whep their lack of ability
or emotional problems interfer with the achievement of their ﬁonhandicapped
peers. The handicapped students in this study were educable retarded of

had« severe learning disabilities and emotional-behavioral problems. Their
: » e
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achievement was lower than that of thedir nwrcandi~apped peers. TYet their
more limited ability to do the work, and the fact ihat their performance
lowered the group's grade, did not result in their being rejected or ignored
by their noqhandicapped peers. These results support the Johnson and Johnscn
(1972} modification of Deutsch's theory, as the students in :h; cooperative
condition had stronger perceptions that they were working together and :ryiﬁg
to help each other learn (expectation of goal facilitatiom), thevnonhandicapped
students percg;ved their handicaéped peers as more frequently giving as
well as receiving help (effoft expended to facilitate goal achievement),
and in fact :hg handicapped students ware liked ;ore in the cooperative
than in the individualistic condition. Despite their academic limitations
and their hisgo:y of severe behavioral problems, the handiéapped students
were included in the work of the cooperative groups, were given and gave
help and support, and were liked. ~

In the previous research om the effeccs of cooperaﬁive learning experi-
ences (compared with individualistic and compeciti§e ones) on mainstreaming,
there has been almosﬁ_no examination of whether handicapped and nonhandicapped
students do in fact interact with each other and, if so, what the nacure 
of that interaction is. The results of this study indicgke tﬂac nonhandi-
capped stuagncs in the cooperative couéition interacted more with their
handicapped peers ﬂhan did the nonhandicapped students in the individualistic
conditiori, and the interaction seemed to be characterized by mutual helping
as well as a sensq.of working coéether and mutual suppof: and encouragement

for learning math. These findings corroborate and eXtend the previous

research on cooperative learning and mainstreaming.
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There is no previous evidence that the nonhandicapped students gain
cognitively or socially from their contact with’nnahandicabped peers. ‘The
results of this study provide evidence that noanhandicapped students who
work collaboratively with handicapped peers are ﬁore‘accurate in taking
the perspective of their handicapped peers than are nonhandicapped stu&énts
wh§ work individualistically in the same class as handicapped students.
These results indicate that mainstreaming, ﬁhen.it involves heterogeneous
cooperative learning groups, may provide important developmental experi-
ences for nonhandicapped students. |

There has been some concern that the placement of edﬁcable retarded
and severe learning d%?abléd and emotionally ﬁisturbed students i&ithe
regula% classroom and in heterogeneous cooperative learning groups will
inhibit the achievement of the nonhandicapped students. The results of
this study indicate just the opposite. Nonhandicapped students in the coopera-
tive condition achieved at a higher level than did the nonhandicapped students
in the individualistic condition: Thereww;s legss off-task behavior in the
cooﬁera:ive conditidén and studen;s perceived the math le;sons té be easier.
In addi:ioﬁ, the handicapped stﬁdents in the cooperative condition achieved
higher than did the handicapped students in the individualistic condition.
Both nonhandicapped and handicapped students seeﬁ-to benefit academically
fkom working together. |

There is no previous evidence that cooperative learning experiences
will promote coﬁstructive relationships among nonhandicapped and handicapped
high school students. The results of this study thus extend the previous ‘

) .

research on elementary and junior high school students.
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The results of this study have seQeral important practical implica-
tions. When cooperative learning groups are used to integrate handicapped
students into the regular classroom, the findings of this study indicate:
that the handicappe& students will not be igndfed and leftout, but rather
will be in;erécted with; that the presence of handicapped students in the
regular classroom wﬂil not disrupt the work of nonhandicapped students or
pull down their achievemen:§ that the handicapped students will not be
rejected but rather will be liked; that mainstreaming can bé'succéssful
at the high school level; and that nonhandicapped students can benefit from
their interaction with handicapped peers through increased perspective-

taking abilities. L ( 9
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Table 1
Mean Responses for Interaction aﬁa Attitude Measures
Dependent Vgriables Cooperative Individualistic t-Value
Instructional Iateraction® - 253 .050 4. T1kkR
Off-Task Behavior® ‘ .035 | 113 R
HelpingJ:Nominationsc o .263 . .128 1.63%
Socicmetric Rating 3.563 3.236 2,.724*{
Cooperatjon - : 7 11.642 | 6.714' 7.62%n%
Individualistic , 6.000 "10.000 450k
Difficuley 5.714 7.357 2.61 %k
Peer Academic Support Scale N 6.86 i , 5.93. . 1.87%% -

*p&.10; ;*52§ 05; **#%p<.01 | ) |
Number of instances of verbal behavior being directed towards a handicapped
student by a nonhandiiapped p;er divided by the number of observation intervals
and che number of nonhandicapped students in the condition.
qumber of off-task behaviors divided by che number of intervals of observacion
,cNumber of students nominated asvgiving help to or receiving help from a
peer from the other groﬁp (handigapped ot nonhandi;apped) divided by the

numbgg of students in the conditionm.
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EFFECTS OF COOPERATIVE AND INDIVIDUALISTIC
INSTRUCTION ON THE ACHIEVEMENT
OF HANDICAPPED, REGULAR,
AND GIFTED STUDENTS*!

Unizversity of Minnesota

KARL SMITH, DAvID W. JOHNSON, AND ROGER JOHNSON

!

SUMMARY

The effects of cooperative and individualistic learning experiences were
compared on achievement of academically handicapped, normal-progress,
and gifted sixth-grade students. Fifty-five students were assigned-to condi-
tions on a stratified random basis controlling for ability and sex. They
participated in one instructional unit for 65 minutes a day for five instruc-
tional davs. The results indicate that cooperative learning experiences
promoted higher achievement, greater retention, more positive attitudes
among students, and higher self-esteem than did individualistic learning
experiences. ’ .

A. INTRODUCTION

As a result of PL-94-142, handicapped students are being mainstreamed
into regular glassroomé throughout the United States. Many educators and
psvchologists, however, have been concerned about the impact of the’
presence of handicapped students on the achievement of regular and gifted
students. The fear is that their presence in the classroom will disrupt and
lower the achievement of the nonhandicapped students, é;specia]ly the
gifted. Possibly mainstreaming pits the welfare of handicapped students
against the welfare, of gifted and regular students, 5o that helping the
handicapped necessitates lowering the quality of academic education of

regular and gifted 'students. There is a need to obtain evidénce on two

aspects of this issuﬁe: (@) Will the presence of handicapped students in the

regular classroom d{ef!‘the achievement-of the-regular and gifted students? '

| . : '
~_* Received in the Editorial Office, Provincetown, Massachusetts, on April 28, 1981.
Copyright; 1982, by The Journal Press. |

' This research was supported in part by the United States Department of Education.
Qffice of Special Edurlion. Grant No. G-79-2006. .
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and (b Will the way in w thh instruction is organized moderate or mediate /

the impact of the presence of handicapped students on the achievement of/
nonhandicapped students? /

Two of the ways in which classroom instruction may be organized are
cooperatively and individualistically (3, 6). In a cooperatively structured
learning situation students' goai attainments are positively correlated; when
one student achieves his goal, all others with whom he is cooperay\elt
linked achieve their goals. In an individualistically structured learning
situation students’ goal attainments are independent; when one student
achieves his goal, the goal attainment of other students is unaffected.

When handicapped, regular, and gifted students are placed together in
cooperative learning groups, their interaction with each other will be
maximized. Whatever positive or negative impact mainstreaming has on
the achievement of handicapped and nonhandicapped students, it should
be most apparent when students work together in heterogeneous coopera-
tive groups. The interaction between ‘handicapped and nonhandicapped
students may be minimized when Iearnmg is structured individualistically.
This should reduce any impact the presence of handicapped students has
on the regular and gifted students.

Cooperative learning experiences tend 'to promote higher achievement
than do individualistic learning experiences (8). Yet comk'non sense seems to
indicate that when regular and gifted students have to work with hand-
icapped peers, their academic progress would be slowed down. Currently,
there is no evidence comparing the actual impact of the presence of hand-
iczpped students ©n the achievement of regular and‘ gifted students in

cooperative and individualistic learning sltuatxons The purpose of this

study is to provide such ev idence. ‘

It is also of interest to determine whether the increased interaction
between handicapped and nenhandicapped students in the cooperative
learning groups promotes positive or negative relatxonshlps and feelings
about oneself. Previous evidence would indicate that/cooperative learning.
experiences “ould\:esult in higher self-esteem (7) and jwould promote more
positive relatxonshxps\between handicapped and nonhandlcapped students
than would individualistic learning experiences (1, 2 9, 10). These vari-
ables have also been examined in the present study.

B

B. METHOD
1. Subjects

Fifty-five sixth-grade students from a Midwestern, suburban, middle
school participated in the study; seven of them were handicapped, 14 were

/



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

KARL SMITH, DAVID W. JOHNSON, AND ROGER JOHNSON 279

gifted. and 34 were rec - .. stndents: all were from middle-class families.
Ss were assigned randc v + o conditions, and were stratified on the bases
of sex and ability, Th. ;c wert iearly enua. wumbers of males and females
in each condluon in the cooperative conditic”, three handicapped stu-
dents, 17 regular students, and eight gifted students; in the individualistic
condition. four handicapped, 17 regular. and six gifted students.
) 2. Independent Variables

Two independeht_ variables were included: instructional goal structure
and the special education classification of the students. The two goal
structures were included: cooperative and individualistic. In the coopera-
tive condition Ss were assigned to groups of four, given one set of cur-
ricuium materials for each group, and instructed to work tagether as a

_ group, completing one group report and studying for an hchlevemem test
~ while ensuring that all group members mastered the matenal » o all

group members giving “their ideas and’suggestions, and with the teacher
praising and rewarding the group as a whole. Students were randomly
assigned .to seven groups of four members, stratified on the bases of sex and

ability. All groups had at least one giftéd member and three groups had a-

handicapped member. All groups were balanced for sex and reading abil-
ity. In the individualistic condition Ss were each given one set of cur-
riculum materials and instructed to read and study the materials to prepare
an individual report and to study for am achlevement test. They were
instructed to work on their own, avondmg any mteractlon with other Ss,
afid with the teacher praising and rewarding them’ individually.

The special education classifications of the students were as follows:
handicapped, regular, and gifted. They were defined by the speci‘al edutd-
tion personnel of the school as bemg handlcapped normal-progress, cr
gifted on the basis of their. academic potential” and performance.- The
average lowa Reading Comprehension Grade Equivalent Score for th
handicapped Ss was 2.90 and fof the gifted, 8.44. ¢

: 3. Procedure

. Ss in each condition were together for 65 minutes a day for five instruc-
tional days in January. Each condition was assigned a separate classroom
comparable in size. The content of the curriculum unit was identical for the
two conditions, consisting of a conservation and land use unit on the
Boundary Waters Canoe Area in Minnesota. Each day the teachers would
explain the day’s task to the Ss, distribute the appropriate materials, and
review their goal structure. At the end of the session the completed work
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and all materials were collected. The S» were giv vs to read and
study the assigned materials and to write a report indary Waters
Cance Area. One day was spent tesung achiever « 1 assessing at-

titudes. Four weeks after the experimental sessions had ended all Ss were
retested for retention of the information learned. The self-esteem measure
was given one week after the end of the experimental session.

4. Research Personnel

Two teachers participatec in this study They were randomly assigned to
conditions. Each had 30 hours of training :n how to teach the conditions,
the teachsr script and rele were thoroughly discussed with them before
each session, and the teachers participated in a pilot study where the
procedures were practiced for five instructional sessions. Both teachers had
over seven vears of teaching experience.

Four graduate stucents participated as observers (Os). Prior to the study
the Os were '-aised to identify the specific characteristics of each condition.
There was 100 percent reliability between pairs of Os as to whether the
teact.crs were appropriately implementing the conditions.

5. Dependent Variables

The dependent variables were as follows: achievement, retention, liking
for peers, perception that peers encourage and ‘support academic learning,
perception that peers accept and approve of one as a person, and self-
esteem. The achievement test was designed to test the six levels of under-
sranding recommended by Ebel (4). The test was piloted” with 28 sixth-
grade students not participating in the study; unreliable items were elimi-
nated. leaving 20 questions in the test. The questions were based solely on
information contained in the study materials. The retention test was
identical to the achievement test, given four weeks after the study had
ended.

Liking for peers was measured by 2 single Likert five-point scale item, *I
like the other students in this class.” Peer academic encouragement was
measured by a two-item scale measuring the extent (on five-point scales) to
which Ss felt encouraged to learn by their peers. Peer personal acceptance

" was measured by a four-item scale indicating the extent (on five-point

scales) Ss felt personally accepted by the other Ss in their condition. S¢’
self-esteem was measured by a three-item scale indicating the extent {on
five-point scales) to which they believed they were competent and worth-
while students. The three attitude scales were taken from the Minnesota
School Affect Assessment (5).
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6.‘ Analvses

A three-way ANOVA was used to test for main effects and interactions
among three factors: treatmpent, ability, and sex. The ANOVA calculations
were performed with the use of the regression option due te unequal
number of observations. Sex did not have a significant main or interaction
effect for any dependent variable and was, therefore, dropped from the
analvsis. A two-way ANOVA was then conducted to test for main effects
and interactions between goal structures and special education designation,
with the use of the regression option due to unequal number of observa-
tions.

7. Operations Checks

To verify that teachers appropriately implernented each condition and
that Ss behaved appropriately, two graduate students observed each condi-
tion dailv. Ss were also given 2 self-evaluation checklist each day noting
whether they behaved ar.:ropriately to their condition. On the bases of the
observations and checklist results it may be concluded that teachers appro-
priately implemented the conditions and that Ss behaved appropriately.

C. RESULTS
The results (see Table 1) indicate that handicapped, regular, and gifted

" Ss in the cooperative condition achieved highev on the achievement test

F(1. 49) = ).42, p < .01, and on the retentir:  st, FQ, 47) = 22.65,p <
.01, than did their counterparts in the indivic  wistic condition. There was
a significant effect for ability on both the achievement test, F(Z, 49) = 6.98,
p < .01, and the retention test, F(2.47) = 16.38, p < .01. The ability effect
was much stronger in the individualistic than in the cooperative condition,
as the handicapped Ss in the cooperative condition achieved at about the
same level as their normal-j:rogress classmates.

: TABLE 1 .
MEax RESPONSES FOu ACHIEVEMENT AND ATTITUDE MEASURES
Cooperative Individualistic
Handi- Handi-
Measure capped Regular  Gifted capped Regular Gifted
Achievement 12.33 12.82 14.88 4.25 9.41 12.33
Rglenlion 10.67 13.07 15.63 3.75 9.00 13.33
Liking for other students 3.33 3.93 4.33 3.33 2.93 3.33
Peer academic support 6.50 7.71 7.40 4.67 4.73 5.33
Peer personal acceptance 14.67 14.57 16.67 9.00 11 81 15.00
Seif-esteem 12.00 11.31 11.75 9.00 10.87 10.67
OA4
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The attitude results in Table 1 indicate that Ss in the cooperative
condition liked each other more than did the Ss in the individualistic
condition, F(1, 43) = 3.36, p < .10. Those in the cooperative condition also
believed that their peers encouraged academic achievement more, F(1, 39)
= 16.14, p < .01, believed that their peers were more accepting of them as
persons, F(1, 41) = 9.37, p < .01, and had higher self-esteem, F(1, 40) =
5.06. p < .05. There was an ability effect on the peer personal acceptance
scale, F(2, 41) = 4.19, p < .05, with the handicapped Ss in the individ-
ualistic condition feeling the least accepted personally by their peers.

D. DiscussloN

The generalizability of the results is limited by the age of the Ss studied,
the curriculum materials used, the length of the study, and.the specific
operationalizations of the independent and dependent variables. Educators
and psvchologists who fear that the achievement of pormal-progiess and
gifted students will be lower when they work with handicapped students,
however, may experience some relief from these results. Participation in
heterogeneous cooperative learning groups containing handicapped, nor-
mal-progress, and gifted Students increased the academic performance of
all three types of students relative to their working individualistically.
Previous research indicating that cooperative learning experiences promote
higher achievement than do individualistic learning experienc'és is thus
supported. The hanlicapped Ss especially seemed to benefit academicaily
from their participation in heterogeneous cooperative learning groups. The
achievement resuits are all the more important as this-may be the first
study to include academically gifted and handicapped students in the same
conditions. . ’

" “There is also some concern among educators as to whether maiustream-
ing will lead to destructive relationships between handicapped and non-
handicapped students. The results indicate just the opposite. Cooperative
learning experiences, compared with individualistic ones, promoted peer
relationships characterized by encouraging and supporting academic learn-
ing and personally accepting, caring about, and liking each other. Hand-
icapped students in particular felt more accepted and supported when they
were part of heterogeneous cooperative learning groups, although the nor-
mal-progress and the gifted students also felt more support and caring for
and from their peers. Students working in cooperative learning groups
tended to develop higher self-esteem as students than did comparable
counterparts working individualistically. This finding supports the previ-
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ous research on cooperative learning. Handicapped students seemed to
benefit the most in terms of self-esteem from their cooperative learning
experiences.

10
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Abstract
The effects of nonhandicapped and handicapped students working cooperatively
ax, individualisﬁically were compared. A.number of theories would predict
that when nonhandicapped students collaborate with lower-achieving handicap-
ped peers rejection and dislike will result. These theories were tested
against a counter positi?- that working coilaboratively promotes liking re-
gardless of differences in achievement. Forty~eight students (36 nonhandi-
capped and 12 handicapped) weré assigned tc conditions on a stratified ran-
dom basis controlling fo; sex, social clas§, and abillty level. They par-
ticiﬁated in the study for 55 minutes a day for 15 iustructional -days. The
results iﬁdicate that cooperative learning experiences, c ared withuin—
dividualistic ones, promated higg;r achievement and great::E:;terpersohal
attraction betwe-n handicapped and nonhandicapped students as well as more

- cross-handicap irteraction focused on supporting and regulating efforts to

learn and ensure active involvement of all students in the learning tasks.
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Pulling the Group's Score Down: Does It Inevitably Lead' to Rejectdion

Of the Handicapped In a Cooperative Situation

There is evidence that more positive relationships are promoted between
handicapped and nonhandicapped students within cooperative learning experi-
ences than within "traditional,” competitive, and individualistic learning
‘experiences (Johnson, Johnsoun, & Maruyama, Note 1). When handioapped stu-
den;s perform at a lower level than their nonhandicapped peers,'however,

a number of theoretical positions hypothesize that cooperative learning ex-
periences would tend to promote increased rejecrion of handicapped students
by noohandicapped colleborators, including contact theowy, cooperation
theory, frustration-aggression theory, and academic-learning-time theory.
Thelactive-encooragement positioo proposed by Johnson, Johnson, and
Maruyama (1983), however, predicts that cooperatlion will promote accep-
.tance and liking between handicapped end nonhandicapped collaborators
regardless of the achievement level of the handicapped,students; The
purpose of this study is:- to examine the interactions between handicapped
and.nonhandicaoped students in cooperative and individualistic learning
situations and contrast the predictions of the‘different theoretical
positions.

Contact theory states that cooperative learning experiences will lead
to more positive attitudes and relationships among participants only if
the participants are of equal status (Allport, 1954; Cook; 1969; Watson,
1?47). When handicapped students have a lower academic performance level
then the nonhandicapped srodents, onequal status is assumed and,_tﬁerefore,

o -

contact theory would predior that more positive cross~handicap sictitudes

o
.
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and relationships would not result.

Deutsch's (1949, 1962) original‘theory of cooperation predicts that
when a group member‘frustrates the goal achievement efforts of the group,
a negative cathexis results that is generalized to the low achiever and the
low a;hiever‘is then disliked. Despite the large aﬁounﬁ of research on
cooperation, the '"bunglers will be disliked in cooperation" hyﬁcthesis has
generated little research. Frustration-aggression theory piedicts that when ~
nonhandicapped students work with handicapped peers they may become frus-
trated with the handicapﬁed students' low achievement and will, therefore,
become aggressive and negative towards them. From academic-learning-tim>
theory (Denham & Lieberman, 1980) it may bé predicted that having lower-
achieving handicapped students in the same{learning~groups as noﬁhandicapped
students may decrease thé amount of on~task time within the groups, thus de~
creasing nonhandicapped students' achievement and resulting in their gis-
liking their handicapped peers.“

An alternative position is>that wﬁen peers of different achievement
levels work cooperatively“they will become personally committed to each
other's success through supporting, regulating, and providiﬁg feedback for

e

their task efforts and through joint active involvement in achieving the
group's goals, and that the personai commitment will r;sult in iﬁcreasing
liking for each other regardless of achievement”lével. Ther; is svme
‘evidence to,suppo;t this activereqc0uragement position. “Johnéon and Johngon‘-

(1972) found that when suﬁjects éxpected their partners to facilitate their

goal accoﬁp}ishment, they liked their partmers - . -n:'of their part-
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ner's actual performancei Tjosvold, Johnson, and Johnson (1981) found that
when low-ability members of cooperative gro;ﬁﬁdaere percelved as exerting
effort to achieve the group's goal, they were liked by their higher’
achieving peers.

To test the validity of the theoretical positions outlined above, a
study was uﬁdertakenfto observe directly the interaction between handicapped

and nonhandicapped students within cooperative and individualistic learning

i

situations and measure the strength of their acceptance and liking for each

other.

g

Method

Sample .

The subjects were 48 fourth-gradere from two different classrooms in
a large innercity elementary school in a midwestern matropnlitan area school
district. The sample consisted of 12 handicapped students and 36 nonhandi-
capped students, 27 females and 21 males, and 24 middle class and 24 lower
) class students. The handicapped students were‘classified as learning dis-
abled and emotionally disturbed. All students were randomly assigned to
the two conditions stratifying for handicapping conditioné, Jex. 90ciai
class) and ability level. There were 6 handicapped students;AIB females

and 11 males, and 12 middle class and .l2 lower class students, and an equal

number of high, middle, and low achieving students in each condition.

Independent Variable

The independent variable was dooperative versus individualistic learn-

ing situations. In the cooperative condition students were instructed to
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work together as a group, completing one set of papers as a 'group while en-~
suring that all group members masteread the‘material. with all group me@—
bers gilving their ildeas and suggestion:, and with the teache. praising and
rewarding the group as‘h whole. Studuacs were placed in six groups of four
students each on a stratified random basis, ensuring that each group con-
tained a.handicapped student and were relatively balanced for sex, social

class, and ability level. 1In the individualistic condition studeﬁts were

instructed to work on their own, avoiding interaction with other students,

N,

. \ .
and with the teacher praising and rewarding each student individually. Stu-

dents were observed in clusters of four.

Procedure
Instructional sessions lasted 55 minutes a day for 15 days. Two sep-

scate classrooms comparable in size were used in the study. A social studies -
. \ -
unit on the Boundary Waters Canoe Area of Minnesota was used as the curric-

uvlum, Each day the teachers would explain the day's task to the students,
- distribute the appropriat :erials, and review the condition's goal strpé-

ture. At the end of the 1. . _:ctional session the completed work and all

p

materials were collected. Both teachers followed a daily script detailing

what they were to say und do. Teachers exchanged conditions at the mid-

. N
point of the study to control for possible teacher effects. Both teachers,
therefore, spent an approximately equal amount”of instructional time in

each condition (7 days in one condition, 8-days in the otﬁé;).'

v
r

Research Personnel @

«
[

Two teachers participated in the study. ?oth teachers wvere highly ex-

'

/ . .

v 0}
- B -
: c8
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peri:nced {n conducting cooperative and individualistic lésaons‘and had re-
ceived over 90 hours of training in how to stfgﬁture the two conditions.
Both were certified teachers. Four research assistants observed student
oral interaction on a daily bésis in both conditions. Each observer re-
ceived 25 h9urs of training o; the observation insrruments. There were at
least two observers in each condition each day. Observers rotated con-
ditions so that they observed each condition an equal number)of times. /The
research assistants observed the group in ranQom order for two minute? \
each. They conducted interrater reliability checks during tge classrbom
observation sessions. Interrater reliability waé.over 80 percént using

cor

the percentage method of agreement and disagreement for occurrence.

Dependent Variables : - .

'

The dependent variables in this study are: acﬁiévement, oral inter-

action, social-schema measure of interpersonal attraction, distance-density
péasdre of interpersonal attraction, sociometric-nominations measure of

. . 7.
giving and receiving help, and several attitude scales. The achievement

measure consisted of three tests, given after five, ten, and fifteen days

[

of instruction. Theftesﬁs contained 19, 17, and 24 objective questions re-
spectively. The test items basically measured factual recall of the mater-

ial studied. The tests were constructed by the research staff and the

. ‘ ‘ e
teachers involved in the study. Since there were no sdgnificant differences

among the results-of the three tests they were added together for a total

v N . [}
30Cre. .
o" :

y b

) ‘The peer regulation, feedback, support, and encouragement measure con-—
4 B e ~

o

'sistéd of the observation of: (1) leading statements such as directives and
', ‘ i

3
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sugpestions that are almed at infl neiug or conirolling the task behavior
of 4 pPLr (uerbdl lwperatives, verbai Instructions, and response demanding
viere all 1nClUde in this measure); (2) statements aimed at encouraging,
supporting, and accepting the task activities of a peer; and (3) feedback
consisting of agree statements (where a student agreed with or confirmed the
opinion, answer, or conclusion of another student) ind di-ngree statementc
(where a student disagreed with or disconfirmed th- inion, answer, Or Jon-

clusion of another student).

i The active involvement in learning measurc c¢nre sted of the observation

f:.(1) task-related q tions, and (2) providing task-related information
including the answer to question.

The negative and off-task interaction m~asure consisted of the observa-

tion of: (1) negative statements that were hostile, rejecting, or ridiculing;
anﬂ (2) off-task statements.
| Finally, miscellaneous statements that did not fit into any other cate-

gory were observed.

A free-time cross—handicap interaction measure was used to determine

thetfrequency of cross-handicap 1nteraction during the two 30 minute free-- -~
r

tlmF <aagions at the end of the study. The‘measure was designed to provide
an ﬁnd\u of the proximity of a handicepped $§tudent to other students id
i i .

theyoonditicu. ‘70 be classified as an interaction, the haundicapped stu-

1

dent's nonhandicapped peers ha¢ to be in a two-meter radz#s of the handi- 5

capped student and the handicapped student had to be in ¢onversation or in-

volLed in the same activity with the nonhandicapped students. Observers

wore provided wi.h a randomized list (changed daily) of the students to be

p J— 0
observed. Observers were rotated through the list as many tiwmes as pos—

® ' !

7
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sl e during the free time perdiod, The observers agreed on thelr clasgifi- ;
catfon Y3 percent of the observation dntervale durdng the study, To derive
) .
an dndex ot crogg-handicap fnteraction, the actual number of students in-

volved in crogs-handlcap interaction was divided by the number of obuserva-

| .
tions and the number of students from the other group (Wandicapped or nonhandi-

capped) in the candition.

v

A soclal-shema, figurc—pl*:ement measure consiated of placing a clawps--

. room didgram in front of each student and giving them the names of all the

other students in the condition (ordered randomly), each of which appeared

on a sticker. The students were asked to ilmagine that it was,free'time in
the class and instructed to place the stickers on the classroom diagfam at

the spots-where the students would be playing in the room. They were then
L. ‘ " \ : ,
instructed to draw a circle around the gr%ups of students who were engaged

Y

F{ﬁkan activity fogether. Tﬁz total number of handicapped students engaged

*

in an activity with handicappred students was recorded for edch student.

The distance-density index (Zaidman, Note 2) measured the number of

students within an area of constant size. The measure was designed to pro-
: , ‘

vide a numerical score for the social deEEEEX/bf the immediate envi;onment

within a certain radius of the individual. A large DDI value indicates that

~

\k
there are many people in the proximity of the target individual. A ten-foot

. . ~
] radius was broken up into a series of concentric zones of distance around *\\\\\
the target student. Two numerical values were associated with each zone,
one number for the rea in front of the target student ani another lower

value for the area in back of ;he'target studant. The students were given

/
!

two periods of freé—time; each lasting 30 minutes, at the end of the studyf'

l

Students were free to associate with anyone they visbed‘to in the classroom.
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The oBservers recorded the n;mber of peérs within a ten-foot radius of the
target studeﬁt. Thirteen students were observed in each condition. A
.larger DDI score was assigned to students in close proximity to and facing
the iarget student\ |

The nomination helping measure consisted of asking students to write

dow; the names of students who had helped them learn, and the names of the
students they had helped learn. To derive an index of croés—haﬁdicapwheiy-
ing, the total number of crossfhéﬁdicgp nomin;tions was divided by the num
ber of students from the cross-handicap group in the condition.

A number of attitude scales were given to the students participating
in tﬁé studv. Three of the attitude scales were developed by the at .hors

and used in a number of.previoué‘Studies. Students responded to each item

~on a five-point agree-disagree scale. The peer-helping scale consisted of

two items dealing with how mugh the studegt liked being helped by his or

her peers. The peer-academic-support scale consisted of two iteﬁé dealing

giih whetber other students liked to help one learm and cared about how

much one learned. The perceived-personal-success scale consisted of three

items dealing with how successful ‘the student felt as a student and Low
successful peers and teachers perceived the studehgago be as a student.
Finally, two scalesteveloped by Talmage and Waxman (Noté 3) were given.
The cooperation scale consisted of four questions dealing with working with
other students and helping them learn. 'Tbe individualistic scale consisteé
of fquf questions dealipy with working alone without interacting with other
students. Toleach qﬁestion students answered "yes" or "no." These latter
two scales were used to verify that the conditions had bgen successfully

o
implemented.
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Analvses

A 2x2 ANOVA was used to analyze differences between the two conditions
and between the'majority and minority students participating in the study.
T-tests were used to analyze differences between the two conditions or be- .

tween the minority and majority students in the cooperative condition.

Experimental Check

Each classroom was observed daily to verify that the conditions were
being taught cooperatively and individualistically. The results of these
observations verified that the conditions were being implemented appropri-

ately.

Results
From Table 1 it may be seen that the students in the cooperative con-
dition achieved at a higher level than did the.students in the individual-

istic condition, F(1,44) = 3,69, p < .10, and that the nonhandicapped stu-

~

dents achieved at a higher level,thaﬂ did the hgndicapped students, f(1!64) =

28.97, P < .001. The lower .achievement of the bandicapped students con-
. v er .
firms that the study meets the requirements for testing the theories con-

.. cerning the impact of coopecrative experiences with lower achieving students.

i

Insert Table .1 About Here

Interpersonal attraction between handicapped and nonhandicapped stu-
dents was measured by thé interaction between handicapped and nonhandi-
capped students during. free-time and the social-schema, figure-placement
task. There weré:tso measures of cross-handicap free-ting 1nteraction.'v~

Prom Table 1 it may be seen ‘that more cooperative students played with

\) | « . . . l 98'
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crons—handicapped peers during post-instructiona} free~-time than students
in the individualistic condition, F(1l,41) = 11.69,:2 < 0l. The distance-
density inuex indicates that more students were actually clustered together
during classroom free-time in the coonerative than in the individualistic
condition, F(1,18) = 6.40, p < .05. Finally more nophandicapped students
were placed as engaéing in an activity with handicapped students during free
time in the cooperative than in the individualistic conditionm, F(1,41) = 3.85,
2;< .107 In the coonerative condition, the handicapped students placed more
nonhandicnnped classmates with hnndicapped peers than did handicapped\stn_
dcnts in the individualistic condition, while there was no such difference
among the nonhandicapped students, F(1941) = 2.95, p < .10. From

Table 1 it may also be seen that there was more perceived cross—handicap
giving, F(1,44) = 22.65, p < .001, and receiving, F(1,44) = 5.71, P < ..05,

of help in the cooperative thnn‘in the individualistic condition. In tne
cooperative condition there were 44 nominations for giving and, 36 for.re-
ceiving cross-handicap help, while in the individualistic condition only 8
and 9 such nominations were made. Students i; the cooperative condition
perceived more cooperative behavior, F(1,44) = 43.29, p < .001, than did

the students in the individualistic condition. In tne individualistic con-
dition handicapped students perceived their classmates as being“more coop-
erative than did the nonhhndicappeé students, while there was no difference
in the cboperative condition, F(1,43) = 6.23, p < .05, while the handicapped
students in the c00perative condition perceived more individualistic be~-

havior occurring than did the nonhandicapped students, while theére was no

difference in the individualistic condition, F(1, bb) = 2. 93 p < .10. AN

N
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‘-In order to determine how majority and minority stﬁdenfg actually in-
teracted with each other within insfructional situations they were directly
observed. The results appear in Tables Z_And 3. There is considerable more
crds;;handicap inferaption in the cooperative than in the individualistic
condition for every category of ihtefaction. fhis is true for both non-
handicapped-to-handicapped interaction and handicapped-to-nonhandicap§e§
interaction. It may also be seen that when nonhandicapped-to-handicapped
interaction is compared with nonhandicapped-to—nonhandfbapped interaction
in the cooperative condition (sée Table 3), there were more miscellaneous
statements made to nonhandicapped peers 3117) = 3.10, p < .01, slightlfﬂ
more agreements made éginonbandicapped peer;, t(17) = 1.86, p < .10, and
slightly fewer leads made to nonhandigaggeq peers, t(17) = 1.96, p < .10.
When nonhandicapped-to—handicappeduinFeraction is compared with handicapped -
to-nonhandicapped interaction in thelcooperative_Eo?dition, it may be seen
from Teble 3 that the nonhandicapped initiated more‘ieads; t(22) = 2,79,

p < .01, and more informs, £(22) = 2.26, p < .05, toward their handicapped
peers than vice versa. .Handicapped students in the cooﬁér;tiﬁe condition

made more task-oriented miscellaneous remarks to"theiranonhandicapped peers

than vice versa, t(22) = 2.29, p < .05,

Insert Tables 2 and 3 About Here )

Discussion
The results of this study have implications for both the refinement of
theory and for the practice of mainstrehminge Theoretically, contact theory,

\
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cooperatioﬁ‘theory, frustration-aggression theory, and academir-learning-
time theorv all predict that when lower-achieving handicapped students work
cooperativelv with nonhandicapped peers, they will be disliked. The active-
encouragement position hypothesizes that efforts to achieve a group's goal
will promote mutual active involvement in task activities and mutual regu-
lation and support of each other's task effort; which in turn will lead to
liking among collaborators regardless of ability differences To support
the active—encouragement position two findings are needed: (1) that handi-
capped students in .the cooperative condition like their handicapped peers
'.better thaa- do the nonhandicapped studenta in the individualistic condition,
and (2) that the nonhandicapped and'handicapped students in the cooperative
condition do in fact interact with each other while demonstrating mitual
~‘active involvement in completing the assigned tasks and providing mutual
reguiation, éupport. and,feedback on each other's task efforts.
individualistic condition, and (2) that the nonhandicapped and handicapped
students in the cooperative condition do in fact interact with each other
while demonstrating mutual active involvenent in completing the assigned
'tasks and broviding mutual regulation, support, ‘and feedback on each others'
task efforts. . -

There i3 evidence that the handicapped students clearly achievedbat a
lower level than did the nonhandicapped students. A true test of the dif~
fering theoretical poaitiona; therefore, is possible. All three behavioral

~ measures of interpersonal attractionnbetween nonhandicapped and handicapped

5 3 N
students (free-time interaction, distance-density, and social-schema) in- -

dicate that nonhandicapped gtudents in the cooperative condition liked their
d o ] .

3

i01 .



s L ~ Rejection in Cooperation

N .14

'.handicapped peers more than did the nonhandicapped stgdeﬁtg in the individ-
ualistic‘éondition. In the coogerafive condition, 39 percent of thg Cross-
handicap interaction was peer regulation, feedback, and support for task
efforts, 48 percent involved asking task-related questions and providing
fésk—related information, 4 pefcenf were negative statemenfs, 2 perbent were h
off-task statements, and 7 percent were miscellaneous statements. These re-

~sults iﬁdicéte that thé\eégss-handicap in;erag}igns that took placé with;n
the cooperative leaqniné‘é%oups was task-related and suppértive.u

The increased interpersonal attraction between handicapped and nonhéndi-

capped students in the cooperative condition ard the, evidente concerning the

0

: task oriented and éupportive naiure or their interactiua provides support
for the~active—eﬁEouragement position. These resul;s cast“hogbt that eqﬁal
sf;tus in terms of achievement level is.necessary fov positive ﬁross—handicap
relationships to fgfm. Contact ;hedryxm;y . d to~ge';e§ised téitake gthe
findings?into gccount. Expectation-states theory, furthermore? is based on
"evidence thaé tigher achieving students dominate the conversation sithin
cooperative learning groups'#nd talk%%bstly to each‘otherArather than .to
N

lower~achieving members (Cohen, 1975, 1980). There is no such evidence of

unequal status behavior in this study. Nonhandicapped students talke! to

their handicapped peers as frequently as they.did to the#r nnﬁhandicapped
peers.inﬁalmost_all categories. Handi:apped students were mwore active than
nonhandicappea students in several categories of cross—h#ndicap inter—
action. ‘ﬁxpectation-states theory may have to be modified to Fake these
findings intc account. In his tﬁéori;ing on coopg?ation.tgfytsch (1949,

1962) argues that "bunglers"_wifhin copperétive groups will be disliked

S 102
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because they interfere with the accomplishment of ‘'the group's goals. Hib

position is notﬂsupportedhby this study. There is no evidence in this

- . 1

study, furthermore, that working with lower-achieving handicapped studente

was frustrating to the nonhandicapped students in the cooperative condition.
A

o

Finally, there was clearly no more off-task behavior resulting from having
nonhandicapped-andAhandicapped students collaborating'bith each other, |
There has been considerable concern dn the part.of many educators and
psychologists that when nonhandicapped and handicapped students are placed
in the same learning groups, cbnsiderable coercive influence attempts will
be made by the nonhandicapped students to .force the handicapped students to

-

achieve at a higher level. Tjosvold (1978), however, has noted that a
cooperative context tends to promote supportive rather than coercive in-

fluence attempts. The results of this:study indicate that within coopera-

tive learning groups there will be~very little negative interaction between i

i

nonhandicapped and handicapped students (less :than 5.percent of the total .

»3

cross-handicap interaction) and that the influence attéﬁpts that take place
tend to be supportive, encouraging, and positive.

~ The results of this ethdv corrohorate the previous research indicating
that cooperative learning ekperiencéé'resuit in higher achievement than‘

. B v .
does individualistic ones ﬁJohnson, Maruyama, Johnson, Nelson, and Skon,.
1981), and indicate that the achievement of handicapped'students will be
. promoted-in classrooms that emphasize cooperative iearning experiences in-
volving collaboration between nonhandicapped and handicapped ‘students.-
This study's results are all the stronger due to the random assign—

ment of students.to conditions, the use of highly trained teachers to con-

duct_the instruction, the rotation of teachers across conditions, the

By

-
»
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i

specific operetiooaiizatfons of the cooperarive aod individualietic con~
ditions, and the behavioral nature of the dependent variables.

- Mainstreaming is required by law (PL94-142) and is being implemented
throughout, North America. In many classrooms, however, mainstreaming iq e
being conducted in a highly individualistic way. Students work on their

own, on‘individualized matérials, and with a minimum of interaction with
their classmates. The results of this study provide some indication that s

cooperative learning procedures should be utilized in mainstreamed classrooms.

~
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Tahle 1

Maan Reaponses on Measures of Achievement and Cross-Handicap Artraction

unperativa‘ Individuslistie
B " Nenhand.  Hand, Nonhand. Hand. F-Values
Achievement 42,800 27,667 37.824 © 21,400  C-Ti 3.6Bw
\ Nelli 28,978k
Free-Time Interaction . 240 L81) 175 WAl CC=T1 .89
' 11,69%w#
Distance~Density ' :

Index , 29.082 34.628 25,852 22,562 CeT1  6,40Ww

Social-Schema Task 6.333 7.833 . 6.111 4.500 o1 3,85
. , ‘ . Coant 2.95%
Cross-Handicap : ‘

Giving Help .204 . 204 046 .028 C-1: 22,65%khn
Croés-Handicap a .

Receiving Help .157 176 L065 . ..019 C-1: _5.71**
Cooperation Scale = =~ 7.278 7.167 4.529 5.667 C-1: 72,19%hw
. T S ~ | N-H: 4,210k

Int: 6,23
Individualistic o .
Spale ‘ i 4.944 - 5.833 7.500 7.333 C-T: 43,29%%k%n
o Int: 2.93%
N

#p < .10; **p < .05; ***p_< .01 awkp < -001

Note: Nonhand. = Nonhandicapped Hand, = Handicapped the higher the mean,
‘the more positive the. responae.
aNumber of crqoss-handicap nominations. divided by the number of students from
the other handicapped group in the condition.’ ;

A
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Table 2

Mean Interaction Per Minute

Nonhandicapped Talks Handicapped Talks
To Handicapped To Nonhandicapped

Coopera. Individ. t-Value  Coopera. Individ. t-Value

Leads .253 005 6.05kmRR 222 005 2.79%*
Supports 010 .000  1.57 .012 ~_ .000  1.35
Agrees .032 .00l 4. 69Kkkk .106 .003 - . 5.04%kik
Disagrees .029 000 3.24kkx .078 .000  3.07%%
Questions ".195 004 4. 28%%kk . 249 .013 3.67%%x
Informs 249 002 7.5TARR% 352 003 6.12%kkx
Negatives .017 T .000  2.81kk* .090 .003 2. 42%%
0ff-Task .010 .004 .94 .047 005 1.22
Miscellaneous .02l 004 3.91kkkx 126 008 3.4z

v

*p < .10; **p < ,05; ***p < .0l; ***ﬁ2.< .001

Note: Coopera. = Cooperative; Individ. = Individualistic

109 -
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Table 3
Comparison of Handicapped and Nonhandicapped Interaction

Per Minute .in the Cooperative Condition

a

NE-H  NH-NH®  t-Value NE-H _B-NH _ t-Value
Leads .253 . .203  1.96* - .253  .074  2,79%x
Supports .010  .009 .17 .010 .004 .52
Agrees .032 .046 1.86% .032 .035 .30
Disagrees .029 .026 .22 .029 .026 .16
Questions .105 .128  1.32 .105  .083 .52
Informs .249 .215 .92 L2649 L117  2.26%x
Negatives .017 .015 .46 .017 .030 1.04
0ff-Task 010 .009 .09  .010 .06 .64
Miscellaneous . .021 049 " 3.10%kx .021  .042  2,29%%
*p .10; **%p ,05; *%*p .Oi
Note: NH = Nonhandicapped; H - Handicapped.
aAdjusted for number of nonhandicapped G

g
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Abstract
The effects ofucooperative~and individualistic learning experiences on the
social interaction and the verbal tognitive processes that may mediate or .
moderate tﬁe relationshig between instruction and achievement wefé com-
pared. Three levels of verbal réhearsal, peer academic regulation and.feed—
back, and active involvement in learning were measured while students worked
in cooperaiive lea:ﬁihg groups QF studied individualistically. ForFy—eight
fourth-gradé students were assigned to conditions on a stratefied r;ndom .
basis controlling for ability and sex. They participated in the study:for
55 minutes a day for 15 instructional qays. The result; indicate that coop-
erétive le;rning experiences, coppared with individualistic ones, promoted
higher achievemént, greater and higher level verbal rehgarsal, greater peér
regulation and feedback, and more active involvement in learning. Within
the cooperative conditiop, verbal rehearsal, peer regulation, and active
involvement in learning were significantly correlated with aéhiévementz
Low and medium ability students especially benefited from cooperative.

i

learning’ experiences.
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Analysis of Verbal Interaction in Ccoperative and Individualistic

Learning Situations

There is considerable evidence that cooperative learning situations,
compared with compotitiVe and individualisticrones, promote higher achieve-
ment on almost all tasks and for all subject areas and age levels studied
(Johnson, Maruyama, Johnson, Nelson, & Skon, i981); the average student
working within a cooperative situotion achieves at about the 80 percentile
of the étudents working within a competitive or individualistic situation.
Despite the large number of studies comparing the relative impact of |
cooperative, competitive, and individualistic learning sitoatibno on ‘
achiovement however, the proCesses that mediate or moderate the relation-
ship between cooperation and productivity have yet to be clarified and con-
sistently demonstrated.' The purpose of this article is to explore the
sociéi interaction aod cognitive processes that may me@iate or moderate the
reiationship between cooperation and achievement.

A cooperative learning situation is one where a student can achieve

his or her goal if and only if the other students with whom he or she

is cooperatively linked achieve their goals (Deutsch, 1962). Cooperaticn is

often contrasted with individualistic learniné} where students' goal acﬁiéve-

ments are unrélated to each other and when one stuoent:achieVes his or her
goal, the goal attainment of the other students is unaffected. The social in-
teraction and cognitive processes that may pediate or moderate the relation-
ship between cooperation and achieVement are: cognitive rehearsal; peer regula-
tion, feedback, assistance, and encouraéemnt; and active involvement in

-

learning.
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The verbal interaction patterns among cooperators. that may mediate or
moderate the relationship- between cooperative experiences and‘achievement
include (a) the, oral rehearsalhof the information being learned, (b) peer
regulation of each other's task efforts and the task-related feedback and
encouragement they provide one another, and (c) acti:e involvement in learn—
ing. One of the most promising variabies identified by Johnson and his
associates (1981) that may mediate the relationsnip between cooperation and
achievement is the verhal rehearsal of the information being learned. There
is evidence that the rehearsal of information is nedessary for the storage of
that information into memory (Klatzky, 1975), and that elaborative rehearsal
is more likely to promote long-term retention of information than is simole
repetition (Criak & Lockhart, 1972; Elmes & Bjork, 1975; Evans, 1977; Ceisel—
men & Bjork, 1980; Owings & Baumeister, 1979; Ross & Divesta, 1976) Dis~
crimination studies indicate that vocalized stimuli (Carmean & Weir, 1967;
DiVesta & Richards, 1971, Weir & Helgoe, 1968)" and problem-solving studies‘
indicate that vocalizing during practice of a problem~-solving task produces

higher performance than does not vocalizing (Davis, 19683 Gayne & Smith}

1962). Recent Studies on the internal dynamics of learning groups indicate

. X, ’
that elaborative,rehearsal of information is positively related to achieve-

ment (Peterson & Janicki, 1979; Peterson, Janicki, & Swing, 198}; Webb,
1980). On the b831s of this evidence it may be hypothesized that one process
promoting higher achievement in cooperative than in individualistic con-
ditions is the greater verbal rehearsal of information required by group
discussion. There are three levels of verbal rehearsal that may be related
to achievement: Low level rehearsal or repetition of information, intermedi—

ate level rehearsal or the stating of new information, and high level re-

114-
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liarsal or the stating of explanations, elaborations of information, rationales,
and ways the information relates to previously learned information.
A number of studies have found more peer academic regulation, feedback,

support, and encouragement in cooﬁeiative than in individualistic learnng

.

situations (Johnson, 1980). Acaggmic regulation, feedback, support, and \~\\
encogragement by peers has been found to rel;ie to task engagement (Filby,

Noté 1), but has not begn directly associated with achievement, In a related
pair of studies, Wertsch (1978, 1979’»found that less mature learners, com-

pared to more mature learners, need an external agént to provide more guil-

dance and monitoring of their progress through thgvﬁfeps required to coﬁplete

" a task, indicating that low-ability students ma& eépecially benefit from

peer encouragement and regulation. It may be hypgthesized, theréfére, that ~
students (especially low—abilify students) may achieve higher in coopera-
tive than in individualistic learning‘situations due to the greater aéademic
regulation, feedback, support, and encouragement they receive from their
peers. h

Active student involvement in’a task has been demonstrated to be related
to‘achievement (Wittrock,(l981). Wifhin a cooperétive learning situation,>
where students are required to discuss tﬁefmateriai being learned with one

anothér, there may be more active involvement than in individualistic learn-

ing situation§ where students are working on learning tasks quietly and by

' -themselves.. It may be hypothesized, therefore, that students in cooperative

learning situations will achieve higher than will students in individualistic
learhing situations due to their more aactive involvement in.the learning

tasks.
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All but a few of the studies comparing the relative achievement of
cooperétive, competitive, individualistic, and "traditional" learning situa-
tions have ignored the iniernal processes of each learning situation.’fThére(
are available‘alﬁost no observation systems for examining the inte%gct;on
among st;dents in cooperative iearning groups. In this study two observa-
tion instruments were developed and usad. Their validation provides inter-
ested reseafchers with neeCed tools to examine systematicélly and in tﬁéoret— ’
ically relevant ways the verbal interactiom pattefns that may characterize

éffective collaboration.

Method

Sémgle

Subjects were 48 fourth-grade students from two different classrooms .

' . . -
from a large inner-city elementary school in a midwestern metropolitan area -

school district. The sample consisted of 27 femaies and 21 males. There
were 13 femalas and 11 males in the codperative condition'énd 14 females™ and-
10 males in the individuafistic conditicn. There were 6 high ability, 11
medium ability, and 7 low ability students in each"cdhdition. There were 10
minority and 6 handicapped students in each condition. Finally, there were
12 middle claés and 12 lower class studénts‘in each condition. All stu&ents
were assigne& randomly to the two conditions stratifying for sex, ability,
ethnic membership, social class,Aand h#ndicap.

Independent Variables

The two independent variables are: (1) cooperative and individualistic.

learning situations and (2) achievement level of students. 1In the cooperative

Q . | . -  f . ]QI(S
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condition students were instructed to ﬁork together 2s a group, completing
one set of papers as a group'while ensuring that all group mehbers mastered
the material, with all group members giving theit ideas and suggestions, and
with the teacher praising and rewarding the group as a whole.. Students were
placed in six groups of four students each on a stfatified random basis, en-
suting that the groups, were relatively baianced for sex, ability, ethnic mem-
bership, social class membership, and with one handicapped student in each

group. In the individualistic condition students were instructed to work on

their,pwnv\avoiding interaction with other students, and with the teacher
praising and rewarding each student individually. Students wvere observed in
clusters of four which were alsd randomly formed to ensure a relative balance
for sex, ability, ethnic membership, social class, and handicap.

The abilitv level of students was defined on the basis of their reading
scores on their fourth-grade Scholastic Aptitude Test. Students with”scores
of 48.to 78 were considered high ability, students with'scores of 20ito 39
were considered medium ability, and students with scores of 10 to 19 were con-

sidered low scoring students.

Procedure

Students in each condition were together for 55 mintues for 15 instruc=

tional days. Each condition was assigned a separate classroom comparable in

et E}

\"size. The curriculum unit ‘used for instruction was a social’ studies unit on

the Boundary Waters Canoe Area of Minnesota. Each day the teachers would
explaih\the day's task to the students, distribute the appropriate materials,
and review\the condition s goal structure. At the end of the instructional

session the completed work and all materials were collected Both teachers

followed a daily script detailing what they were to say and do each day.

-
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Research Personnel

Two teachers participated in the study. Both teachers were highly ex-
perienced in conducting cooperative and individualistic lessons and had
received over 90 hours of training in how to structure the.two conditions.
Both were certified teachers. To control for possible teacher effects, the-
teachers exchanged conditions at the midpoint of the study. Both teachers,
therefore, spent an approximately equal amount of instruction time in each
condition (7 days-in one condition, 8 days in the other).

Four research assistants observed student verbal interaction on a daily

"'f”
basis in both conditions. Each observer received 25 hours of training on, the

observation instruments. There were at;least two observers .in each coné;;ion

" each"day. Observers rotated conditions so that they ohserved each condition

an equal -number of times. The research assistants observed a group for

S

three minutes and then took five minutes to prepare for the next observation.

o~

~ They conducted interrater reliability checks during the classroom observation

sessions. Interrater reliaoility was over 85 percent for both observation

" )

instruments (using the Harris and Lahey {1978} method for combining and

‘ weighting occurrence and nonoccurrence of agreement)

o 1

Dependent Variables

There are four dependent variables in this study: achievement, verbal

v

rehearsal, .peer regulation and encouragement, and active involvement in learning

The achievement measure consisted‘of three tests, given after five; ten, and

- w
kS (N . . - .

fifteen days of instruction. The tests contained 10, 17, and 24 objective
' b

questions reSpectively The test items basically measured factual recall of

‘the material studied. The tests were consttucted by the research staff and

-
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the teachers involved in the study. Since the results of all three tests

were congruent they were added together to make one achievement score.

3

The verbal rehearsal measure (L§ons, Note 2) consisted of the observa- '

tion of three levels of verbal cognitive rehearsal of information: (1) low
level rehearsal reflected in the repetition of information, (2) intermediate
level rehearsal reflected in giving new information, and (3)’high level re-

hearsal reflected in explanations, elaborations, providing rationale, and

relating information to previously learned information.

The peer regulation, feedback, support, and encouragement measure con-

sisted of the observation of: (1) leading statements such as directives and
\ .

'suggestions that are aimed at influencing or controlling the task behavior

©
[+]

of a peer (verbal imperatives, verbal instructions, and response demanding
. were all included in this measure), (2) peer encouragement and acceptance

aimed at encouraging and supporting the task activity of a peer, and (3) peer

feedback consisting of agree statements (where a student agreed with or con-
firmed the opinion, answer, or conclusion of another student) and-disagree
statements'(where’a”student disagreed with or disconfirmed the opinion,

answer, or conclusion of another student).

The active involvement in learning measure consisted of the observationJV

of: (1) task related questions, (2) providing task related information in-

»

cluding the answerftp a question,‘and (3) management of the group's task re-

I3

lated efforts including directions and orders.

, "
In addition to these observation categories, research assistants a1so

recorded the. frequency of: (1) social statements referring to personal feel-

ings and sentiments, (2) negative statements that were hostile, rejecting, or’

.
- A




‘Students responded to each item on a five-point agree-disagree continuum.
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ridiculing, (3) off-task statements, and (4) misceilaneous statements that did
not fit into any other category.

In additdon to the observation measures, a number of attitude scales de;é
also given to the students partieipating in the study. Three of the attitude
scales were developed by the authors and usad in e number of previous studies.

3

The .peer-academic-support scale consisted of two items dealing with whether

other students liked to help one learn and cared about how much one learned.

The teacher—academic support scale consisted of three items dealing with
. » o |
whether the teacher liked to help one learn, cared about how much one learned,

and liked to see one's work. The peer-helping scale consisted of three items

dealing with how much the student liked being helped by his or her peers.

Finally, "two scalé€s developed by Talmage and Waxman (1980) were given. The

cooperation scale consisted of four questions dealing with working with other

students and helping them learn. The individualietic scale consisted of

* four qéestion dealing with working alone without interacting with other stu-

dents.. To each question students answered "yes'" or "no." These latter two

scales were used to verify that the conditions had béen successfully imple-

mented.

Analyses _ ’ . . .’

[

T-tests were used to analyze differences between the two conditions, a

2x3 ANOVA was used to:analyze differences among .students of different ability

- levels within the two conditionms, and Pearson s correlation procedure was

-

used to determine the relationship betWeen the two dependent variables. In

a

order to partial out ac hievement 1eve1 from the relationship between the two

a PRI

1

v

s
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dependent variables, partial correlations were conducted.

-Experimental Check - : &

Each classroom was observed daily to verify that the conditions were

being taught cooperatively and individualistically. The results of these

<,

o

observations verified that the conditions were being implemented appropriate;

ly.

3 Results
. .
The results are organized around three major questions: (1) Is there

higher achievement in the cooperative than in‘the individualistic condition,
(2Y_Are the interaction patterns in the two conditidis significantly differ-
ent, and (3? What is the relationship.between the interaction pattérns and
achievement in the cooperative condition. While it is the latter question
this study is most interested in, the first two questions have to be dealt

&

with before a meaning ful answer to the third question'can be found.

-

Achievement
- e

From.Table 1 it may be seen that the low and medium ability students in
the cooperative condition achieved higher than did the loy and medium‘ability‘
'students in the individualistic condition, F(1,44) = 3 87, R < As expected,
the high ability students achieved higher than did the medium and 16w ability |
[3

students, and the medium ability students achieved highet than did the low

ability students, F(2,44) = 41.97, p <.0l. &

EN

- ¢

" Insert Table 1 About'Here
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Verbal Rehearsal and Group Maintenance Statements o h' K

The data in Table 2 indicate that far more lowulevel rehearsal F(1, 42) =7
14.70, p < .01, intermediate level rehearsal, F(1,42) = 100.31, p < .0l, and
high level rehearsal, F(1,42) = 20.14, p < .01, took place.in the coo;erative'
than in the individualistic condition The high and'medium ahility students
engaged in more intermediate level rehearsal than did the low ability students,
5(2,42) = 4736, p < .0?. There was a significant interaction between abil}ty

level and conditions for intermediate-level rehearsal,i§(2,42) = 9,60, p < .01,

and high level rehearsal, F(2,42) = 4 16, p < .05. In the cooptrative éon--

dition the high abili*y students engaged in the most intérmediate and high

level of rehearsal. ‘hile in the individgalistic condition they engaged in the

4

least.

-

Also included .n :dle 2 are~the cortelations between the' verbal rehearsal_ba
and group maintenance statements anduachievement in. the cooperative conditio£
The results indicate that when the ability level of the students was con;
trolled for, the intermediate level of coghdtive processing,.£(24)'; '40'

. !

p < .05, was significantly related ‘to acHieyementl }: L

From Table 3.it may be, seen that almost alllrehearsal-and group mainten-

ance statements in the cooperative condition were directed at peers, while the

E

maJority of such statements in the individualistic condition were directed -

towards onself or the teacher.

- P
.

-

Insert TAbles 2 and 3 About Here'

i

.
T

i
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Peer Regulation and Feedback

From Table 4 it may be seen that students in the cooperative, compared

‘with the individualistic, condition, stated more leads, F(1,42) = 98.38,

p < .001, more supports, F(1,42) = 9.02, p < .01, more agrees, F(1,42) =
76.04, p < .001, and more disagrees, F(1,42) = 52.60, p < .001. High ability
students engaged in more leads, F(2,42) = 7.57, p < .61, than did the middle -
or low, and_the middle ability students engaged-in more leads than did the low
ability-students. There was a significant interaction effect for leads,
F(2,42) = 7.39, p < .OL. Engagingfi'n leads, r(24) = .49, p < .05, was sig-

nificantly correlated with achieve&ent in the cooperative condition when stu-

dents' achievement levels were controlled for.

Insert Table 4 About Here

Active Involvement in Learning

The data in Table 4 indicate that students in the cooperative, compared
with the individualistic, condition stated more questions, F(l 42) = 42 89,
p < .001, and more informs, F(1,42) = 220.03, 2_< .001. " High ability students
did more QUestioning, F(2 42) = 3.41, 2_< .05, and more informing, F(2,42)

= 9,13, p < .001, than did the middle or low ability students, and the middle

abi11ty students engaged in more informs that did the low ability students.

[N

There were significant interaction effects for questioning, F(2,42) = 5. 13,

p < .01, and informing, F(2,42) = 14.46, p < .001; in the individualistic con—

ditlon, low ability students engaged in more questioning and informing than

did the high or medium ability students (a fungtion of teacher help), while

_ s
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Informing,‘i(ZA) = .45, p ; .05, was significantly correlated with achieve~
ment in the cooperative condition when students' achievement levels were
controlled for. Finally, from Table 2 it may be seen that there were more
group management, statements in the cooperative than in the individuvalistic

condition, F(1,42) = 33.43, p < .0l.

Other Verbal -Interactions

From Table 2 it ﬁay be seen that there were more social statements in
the cooperative than in the individualistic condition, F(1,42) = 47.69,

p < .001: From Table 4 it may be seen that there were more miscellaneous,
F(1,42) = 20.80, p < .001, and more negative, F(1,42) = 12.47, p < .001,
statements in the cooperative than in the individualistic condition. When

" students’ achiévement levels Qere controlled for, negativezstatements, 5}24)_=-
-.58, 2_<..001, were.negatively correlated with achievement in the cooperative
condition.

From Table 4 it may also be seen that students in the cooperative con-
dition engaged in more talking than did the students in~the individualistic
condition, F(1,42) = 194.81, p < .001, that overall the high ability students

‘made more statements than did the middle or low ability students,_§(2,42) =
5.52. p < .01, bgﬁ'that this was only true in the cooperative condition, EKZ,&Z)
= 9.20, p < .001; in the individualistic condition the low:ability students |
engaged in'more talking than did the high or middle ability studeqts. Taliing
was significantly related to -achievement in the coopérative condition,. r(24) =

-~y

.67, p < .001.

Attitude Scales ‘

From Table 5 it may be seen that students in the cooperative condition

Q24
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compared with students in the individualistic condition, perceived more peer
academic support, F(1,42) = 3.41, p < .10, more teacher academic support,
F(1,42) = 5.01, p < .05, and more help given to them by peers, F(1,42) = 5.69,
p < .05. Low ability students perceived more teacher academic support, F(2,42)
= 5.88, p < .01, and more help received from peers, F(2,42) = 3.46, p < .05,
due primarily to the responses of the high ability students in the individ-
valistic condition. Finally, students in the cooperative condition perceived
their class to be more cooperative, F(1,42) = 61.73, 2!< .001, and less in-
diVidualistic,.§(1,42) = 57.36, p < .001, than did the‘students in the indiv-

idualistic condition.

Insert Table 5 About Here

Discussion

_ Although there is considerable evidence that cooperative.learning ex-. S

periences promote higher achievement than do individualistic orﬂcompetitiye.
_ones (for the low and medium ability students, the results of this study

tend to corréborate éﬁis fin&ing), the social interaction and gognitive proc-
esses that may mediate or moderate the relationship between cooperation and
achievement have not been fully explicated or examined in the pré;ious re-

seafch. fhe purpose of this study was to investigate the differenées in

verbalizations in cooperative and individualistic learning situationms and

examine their relationships to achievement in the cooperative condition.
y— ) . -
The first type of verbalization examined was the oral rehearsal of the

-

information being learned. Three levels of reﬁea:sal were observed: low-

-

level, or repetition of information; intermediate-level, or giving new in-

v 3
°

fRIC - 1es
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formation; and high-level, or explanations; elaborations, providing ratinnale,
or relating new and previously learned information. The results of this
study indicate that in the cooperative condition low, medium, and high ability
students engaged in considerable more low-, intermediate-, and high~level
reheatsal than did their counterparts”in the individualistic condition.
Within the cooperative condition low-level and high-level rehearsal were not
significantly related to achievement, while intermediate-level rehearsal of
the information being learned was.. In other words, simply repeating the con-

_ tent without any indicetion of effpgt to organize, clarify, or interpret the
content does not seem to promote mastery and retention of the meterialﬁbeing
learned. When students strive to obtain more facts and information about the
content (intermediate—level rehearsal) then mastery and retention of the
material is facilitated.

. Since it was the low and medium ability students who seemed to benefit
g

."miore from the cooperative learning procedures in terms of achievement, it is
|
of |interest as the nature of their verbal interaction with other group members.

Thé intermediate and higher levels of verbal\tehearsal were dominated by the high

| - . ‘v
| .

ability students, and engaged in least by the low ability students. But what

intermediate'and high levels of oral rehearsal the low and medium ability

students did do seems to have had considgrable benefit for them. These find-
1

ingé contrast with the findings of Peterson, Janicki: and Swing (1981) and

Webb (1980) who found a curvilinear relationship between participation and

©

ability showing depressed partigcipation among medium ability students in

neterogeneous learning groups, with the achievement of medium ability students
\ -

'suffering as a consequence. In this study medium ability students participated
i ; _ _

acti#ely and their achievement benefited as a result.

>

\ 126
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h

} While the results concerning rehearsal indicate that it is of conéid—
erable importance, it is certainly not the whole story, as other factors
seemed to influence the achievement of high, medium, and low ability students
in the cooperative condition. One such factor mayxbe the enhanced peer reg-
ulatién, feedback, support, and eﬁcouragement often found in cooperative
learning situations (Johnson, 1980; Johnson & Johnson, 1975, 1978). The re-
sults of this studyA}ndicate that mofe peer encouragement, feedback.and reg-
ulation were found in the cooperative than in the individualistic conditiom.
Within the cooperative condition, peer academic regulation was'Significantly
related to achievement, while peer feedback did not seem to be a powerful in- .

fluence.

Deutsch's (1962) original theory of cooperation posited that an inherent
component of cooperation.is inducibility, where one is open to influente from
fellow cooperators. There has been speculation that when high and médium
ability students are placed in cooperative learning groups with low ability
students, coercive methods of influence will be used to create more on-task
behavior by the low achieving students. Tjosvold (1978), however. has noted
that a cooperative context tendé to promote supportive rather tﬁan coercive
influence attempts. The results of this study found (a) little evidence of
coercive influence attempts, as the percentage of negative statements in the
cooperative copdition Vgshvery low, and (b) considerable evidence for suppor-
tive influence attempts, as the percentage of support, encouragement, gnd
praise for achievement and'directions and suggestions given with positive

affect were relatively high.

127
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‘Anothgr factor that may promote the higher achievement commonly found
in cooperative learning situations is the active involvement in learning
promoted by cooperative learning. The two major indices of active involve-
ment in‘fhe learning task used in this study were the observation of fre-
quency of asking task-related questions, providing task-related information
including the answer to a question, and manégement of the group's task-related
efforts. The results of this study indicate that more of all these activi-
ties occur in céoperative than in individualistic learning situations. The
active engagement of pr9§iding task-related information was found to be highly
correlated with achievement in the cooperative condition. These results cor-
roborate the previous findings by Wittrock (1981) and indicate tha£ verbal
involvement may have considerable importance for achievement. Educators who
wish to promote high ;tudent achievement may wish~to encourage students to
provide task-related iqfér@gpign_fqgﬂeachﬁgphe;.‘. |

It is of importance that the present study'fodnd no difference between
the cooperative and individualistic éonditions on student time-on-task. While
time-on-task has been promoted as an important influence on achievemeﬁt, the
results of this study indicate that different levels of achievement may be
obtained by different types of task activity. 1In the individualistic learn-

ing condition students read material and filled out worksheetS. They were

instructed to do thisasilently.v In the cooperative condition students read

e e e S RS L

and discuSéed méteriéi and spent less time filling out worksheets. The‘typé

of cognitive processing'iﬁvolved in these two different types of task activi-

ties may not be.fully observed (as students in the individualistic condition

may be engaging in nonoral rehearsal), but the results of this study indicate
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that oral rehearsal of information, the active regulation and encouragement
of peer's achievement, and the active verbal involvement in learning are all
important aspects of increasing the achievement of low and medium ability

lstudents. Thus, it may not be the actual time-on—task that may be important
for achievement, but rather the type of cognitive processing and task en-
gagement that students are involved in while they work on the task.

There is currently considerable concern among educators and psycholo- .
gists concerning the achievement of high-ability students. One altermative
often suggested fo ensure high achievement by high-ability students is to
separate them from medium— and low-ability students to allow the high-ability
students to work as fast as they can by themselves. The results of this
study indicate that in highly individuélistic learning situations the high-
ability students engage in less intermediate and high level oral rehearsal
than do mediﬁm— and low-ability students and make fewer task-reiated vérbal
statements than do the low-ability students, while the opposite is true in
the cooperative condition. The high—ability students in the individual-
istic conditién, furthermore, perceiVed less academic support and assis-
tance from peers and the teacher than did the medium- and low-éBility stu-
dents, while therg was no difference among students from differen; ability
levels in the cooperative conditiop. The achievement results of this study,v
furthermore, indicate that the high-ability Students'QaChievement did not
suffgr by working with medium-'and low-ability peé;s, andiother studies
ﬁave foﬁnd achievement gains (compared with individua}istic and competitive

instruction) for high-ability students resulting from learning within

heterogenéous cooperative groups (Johnson, Skon, & Johnson, 1980; Smith,

.

o
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Johnson, & Johnson, 1982). It mav be more beneficial, therefore, to place
high-ability students in heterogeneous cooperative learning groups than in
individua’istic learning situatiuvns where they may feel 1solated and non-
supported academically.

The results of this study indicate that there was considerable more
verﬁal interaction in the cooperative than in-the individualistic condition
and that while student-student interaction dominated in the cooperative con-
dition, e bal stateménts aimed at oneself or the teacher dominated in the
individualisticncondition. These results are not surprising siﬁce students
were encouraged to interact with each other im the cooperative condition,
and were e.:cotraged not to interact with their peers, but rather seek ﬁélp
and assistance from the teacher in the individualistic condition. Unex-
pected findings were the amount of talking to oneself observed in the in- "
dividualirtic condition and the absencé of interaction with the teacher in
the cooperative condition.

Finally, the]results of this study indicate that social statements were
not related to achievement and tﬁat negative aqd ﬁiscellaneous statements
were moderately negatively (but not significantly for this ;émple_size)
related to achievement. These results should be puféuadwfurther in future

studies with larger samples.

' , \ 130
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Table 1
Mean Level of Achievement
Cooperative Individualistic Contrast
High Ability 49 . A0 51.60 : 0.30
Medium Ability 39.44 : 33.27 2.86%*
Low Ability 29.40 21.00 4. 98%%

% p < .10; ** p < .05

v
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' Table 2

; .
Mean Responses Per Observation Interval.for Verbal Rehearsal and Group Maintenance Observation Measures

COOPERATIVE : INDIVIDUALISTIC
N . N N Correlation of
|
High Medium Low High Medium Low Correlation of Coop. & Ach.,
(3'5) (n=11) (2-7) (n=6) (E-Ii) (n=7) , F Coop. € Ach. Control. for Ability
Lo Level - ' A)  14.70 e
, oW Teve 1.167 .90  1.000 0 0 0 .19 / 15
Rehearsal .
Intermediate A} 100,31 #x# .
Level ‘ 43.667 35.091 l7.57l 1.333 3.909 6.714 B) 4,36 * ‘ .69 Hnx 40 *
Rehearsal , ) 9,60 #wx
Wich Level ' A) 20,14 *e»
R‘:,. "’; 12.500  6.818  4.571  .333 3.727  1.143 . .55 ** .09
ehearsa ) ¢) 4.16 *
T0TAL R) 95,92 ¥#x
REHEARSAL 57.333 42.818 23.143 1.667 7.636 7.857 8) 4,75 * < 70 wRR .25
c) 9,00
Social . ) 47,49 *en
8.167 7.545 4,143 .333 455 .286 - .02 : - .36
Stateaments o
Group LAY 33.43 wew
. . . . . . .2
MANAGEMENT 2@ 833 23.636 12.571 3.333 4.909 30 2
TOTAL ) A)  47.08 wx#
. . . . 5. . .25 ) - .04,
HAINTE@ANCE 33.000 31.182 . 16.714 3.667 3544 6.714 ‘) .

o5 % p <.05; **p <.01; **p <00 : :
]:lz\!: A = Cooperative vs Individualistic; B = Achievewent Level; C = Cooperative~4a41vtdualxstxn_x_ﬁnhLgxggggs_,w*,__________4‘;__,1;2151;
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Table 3
Percentage of Verbal Rehearsal and Group Maintenance Statements
Cooperative Individualistic
Others in Group 97.0% 15.0%
Teacher 1.6% 32.0%
Self - 1.0% 49.0%
Other : 4 4.0%

140




Mean Responses Per Minute for Peer Regulation and Active Involvement Observation Measures

Table &4

Verbal Interaction

. 29

[:lz\v(: - Cooperatnve vs Indlvnduallstnc, 8 = Achievement Level; C = Cooperatnve Indnv:dualnstxc x Achnevenent

COOPERATIVE INDIVIDUALISTIC .
Correlation of
High Medium Low High Medium Low Correlation of Coop. & Ach.,
(2.6) (E-ll) (2-7) (2-6) (E-ll) (2-7) F Coop. & Ach. . for Ability
A) 98.38 ##»
Leads 1.041 .139 . 345 .031 019 .025 8) 7.57 #» o 73 W 49
€} 7.39 #»
A) 9,02 *»
Supports .056 .020 019 0 0 .004 41 % 24
A)  76.04 wx»
Agrees .098 .131 .138 .005 010 .004 .09 .30
A) 52.60 #w#
Disagrees .100 .097 .060 .005 .001 .005 .28 .08
. 4 A) 42.89 *w+
0ue§ti0ns .1731 .385 . 353 .094 - .097 171 ) KIS B .91 we .23
c) 5.13 *
. A) 220.03 ##» ) —
Informs 1.343 1.018 .582 .059 .046 137 8) 9.13 ww» .80 W 45 *
C) 14.48
R) 20:80 ww» .
Miscellaneous .160 211 .187 .048 .069 .072 : Y =31
A) 12,47 wwx
"Negatives .080 .060 .078 .008 .005 .013 -3 -.58 #
Off Task .087 .050 .041 .023 .033 .059 -.28 -.22»
: : A) 194,81 w#»s
TOTAL TALKS 3.160 2.364 1.678 .267 .278 .456 B) 5.52 #» J57 wu# .16
' C) 9.20 www
ur" @ p <.05 **p <.01; % p < ,001
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Table 5
Mean'Resbonses on Attitude Measures
" COOPERATIVE INDIVIDUALISTIC
High Medium Low High Medium T‘Low . Correlation of
(n=6) (n=11) (n=7) (n=6) (n=11)  (n=7) F Coop. & Ach.
: _ A) 3.41 &
ceer Academlc 7 000  6.182 7.000 "4.333  5.364  6.857 14
upport )
Teachet o A) 5.01 **
Academic 8.833 8.909 9.857 6.833 9.091 9.143 B) 5.88 #*k* .31
Support -
’ - Ay 5.69 **
Help 7.833 .-8.000 8.714 5.667 7.273°  8.143 B) ' 3.46 **% .20 - ’
S ‘ | A) 91.028 kkk#

Cooperatiun 7.400 7.300 6.714  4.667  4.818  4.714 ... =03

. . . A) 57.359 kkikk -.25
Individual. 4.400 4.636 4.571 - 7.167 6.818 6.571 :
NOTE: * p < .10; ## g < .05; A%k p < 015 #k p < 001 .

A = Cooperative vs Individualistic; B = Achievement Level;
‘C = Cooperative Individualistie x Achieveme.f;t - ' ' 144
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Abstract

The effect of a partner's effort and ability on one's liking for the partmer \
after failu}'e on a cooperative task was examined. Fifty-two mdcrgradhate N
students‘were randomly assignad to conditions. Subjects participaéed

in a cooperati\,rg_ task in which a confederate (posing as a subject) deﬁonstrated
high or low a.bij'.it:y and high or lo§ efforﬁ. All .subjec:s failed on the

task due to the Elow-performan‘ce of the confederate. The results indicate

that when fuéﬁrc ’!"Vcont:act in work or social settings was assumed, high~

effort partners w?'ei'c.bet:er liked than were low-effort partners. Om a

simple rating of liking, within @c low-ability conditions the low-effort
partner was likad better thnn was the high-cff;:rt partner, while the reverse
was true in the high-ability conciitiona. This intéraction effect was

also found on a bnhavior' measure of Villingnesa to give up one's own rewvards

to increase the rfewarclls of the partner.
¢
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"Effect of Partner's Effort and Ability on Liking for Partner after

Feilux% o= a Cooperative Task

There is considerable evidence that cooperutive eiperiences promote
greater interpersonal attraction among participants':hin do competitive or
individualistic experiences (Johnson & Johnson, 1975). Deutsch's (1962)
theory explains such findings as resulting from goal facilitation and
fiustration. Deutsch postula:es cﬁn: when participants facilitate the achieve-
ment of each other’ s goals, interpersonal attraction will result, but when
participants frustrate the achitvement of eaeh other s goals, negative atti-
tudes toward each other will develop. Om the basis of Deutsch's theory it
would .. .i.iicted that wvhen a group fails because of the low performa;ce
of one of it's members, the law-performing ‘member will be disliked. |

&\ Johnson and Johnson (1972) modified Deu:seh's theory somewhat by demon-
e:rating that it is the expectation that other group members vill facilitate
one’ s goals. not the aetu:l facilitation, tha: leads to interpersonal attrac-
tion. On the basis of these results, it would be predicted that a low performing
member ofxa cooperative group would not be disliked as long as the other

+ group memsers expected the low performing member to facilitate the group's"
goels. In :he Johnson and Johnson (1972) study, hcwever, it may be assumed
that the low pe:forming members were perceived as exerting some effort to
contribute to the;group s goal accomplishment. When a low performing member
is perceived as noe\:rying to help the group, the relationship 5ecween e#pected

\ -

goalfacilitationand interpe:sonal attractian may no: hold.
I

The purpose of :his study is to determine the impact of perceived effort .

and abili:y of a low perfd;ming group member on the other member's liking

N\
\

Q ’ \\. ]:4'7 ~




‘ : . Effort and Ability
. ,

for the low=-performing member. It is hypothesized that regardless of ability, -
high—effort low performing members will be better liﬁed than will low-effort
low performing group members. 1In measuring interpersonal attraction, however,
it is necessary to use more than oue type of measure. A simple measure of
liking may be misleading when lov-ebility conditions are included in the

study, as there is a tendency to sympathize with low ability people (Ratz

& Glass. 1979) A more accurate measure of interpersonal attraction may

be questions dealing with the desirability of future interaction in task

and social situacious. 'Finally, a behavioral measure of liking may also

be illuminating. In almost all of the previous research on cooperation and
interpersonal attractiom, onlf gimple mcsaures of liking,have been used. |
A1l three‘types of measures of interperscnal.sttraction will be used in this

study. | - . E

-

Mbthod

Fi.fty-two undergraduates, recruited from courses at Simon _Frazer Upiver-
sity, volunteered to perticipete in the experiment. Subjects/vere randomly
assignedmt‘oﬂthe four conditions. 13 in each condition They were given one
chance in: a $35 lottery for their participation. ‘

The Eroced e was as follows. A subject and a confederate (posing as
a subject) were scheduled at each sassion. They vere told that the experiment
focused on group development, that there would be two tasks to complete.
and that they could earn chances in a $35 lottery on‘ the basis of their perform-
‘ance on the two tasks.. Task 1 1 involved solving five meth problems On this
| task - eech prob\lem worked correctly contributed ‘one point to the joint scora

of the- subject and the confederate and they could earn partial credit for

a problem even if they did not arrive at the ‘correct answer.: ‘A table indicated
!
/
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that they- (the confederates) did not feel like working the problems.
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.
that with four or less points they would receive O chances in the lotterp.
with five'points they‘ﬁould receive 1 chance, with six points they would
receive 2 chances, and so forth. Each person was to work by him~ or heraelf
on the Eive math problems. ‘but it was emphasized that each person's number
of chances in the lottery was dependent on the joint,produetlvity of the‘pair.
Before they began, the subject and the confederate were asked to practice
on a problem similar to those they would work during the cooperative task.

-

After they had finighed the practice problem the experimeg;er'colleeted

their responses. In_the_gégh-nbilitj conditions, the experimenter indicated
that the confederate had gotten the right answer, asked the'confederete

to explain his or her reasoning, and congratulated'the'confederate’on |

his or her ability. The confederate volunteered that he or. she was from

a family in which everyone had alvays been good at these types of problens

In the lowbabilitz_conditionso.the experimenter indieated thet the confederate

would not receive even partial credit for his or her answer. Ihe confederate
volunteered that he or she had never been good at these types of problems

, T § v o
and had greet'diffienlty in lower level math courses.

The effort induction was carried out while the subject and the confederate

\

~ were working on their problens Confederates in the h igh-effort conditione

worked consistently on the problems, making charts and tables nn spare

paper, pnlling at their hair, and indicating persistence and concentration

"in nonverbal ways. They told the subjects that they (the oonfederates)

were working: hard on the problems. In the low-effort conditions, confederates

. soon appeared to weary of the task, doodled on spare paper, looked around

the room, and rested their heed on their hands. They told the subjects

R | 149
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After- 15 minuten the experimenter collected ihe”ansuore of the subject
and the confederate and separated them into two different rnoms. A few
minutes later ’{tf:'su.bject was informed that he or she had gotten 3 poiﬁta. :
but the confederate had received only 1 point, so,each receive 0 chances
in the lottary. They subject then conpleted a qu.otionnaire on which
tth indicated their perceptions of and liking for the confederate.
The second task was then' introduced: e Prisoner's Dilemma Game
was explained. The subjects were informed that they could earn chances
in the $35 lottery on the basis of how many points they earmed as an individual
on the PDG. They were informed that the task ;Duld have two rounds and
that the confederate had been randomly selected to make his or her choico
firse. Theylyere then told that the confederate had selected the "X" —
(cooperative) choice on the’ firnt round. If the subject chooae the "coopera- L
tive" response, the confederate would earn 20 points and tho‘subject would
" earn 20 points. If the subject choone‘the“"conpetitive" rosponse. the
confederate would earn 5 points and the subject would earn 35 points. './'
| The subject pmade his or her choice, The subject was themn informed thet
on the second royﬂa the confederete’mnde'the "X" (cooperative),choice.
The subject then made his or her choice. o V
This ended the experiment. The suhjects were debriefed, given 1
chance in the lottery, and thanked for their participation. .
There vere four dependent variables in this study Choice of a future
partner, desire to meet partmer socially, liking for partner, and assistance
in helping partner win chances in the lottery. Subjects were asked'to’
indicate on a questionnaire whether they would like to work with the same

or a different partner on a similar task in the future. They were eoked
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to rate on 7-point scales the extent to which they wanfed to meet their

parctners socially and the extent to which they liked their partner. As

an operatioﬁs-check subjects also rated on 7-point scaleﬁ the abilicy

and efféft of their partmers. The subjects then played a ﬁwo-trial Priscner's
Dilemma Game in which they could assist their partner in gﬁining chances
in the $35 lottery while losing chances for themselves or gain chances
for themselves while eliminating their partner's chances.

The confederates were 3 male and 2 female undergraduates. They were

trained to carry out the effort and ability 1nductions and to help the
subjects understand the instructions and become involved in the experimental
situation. The confederates participated in a pilot study to ensure that
they were effective in carrying out their role. Confederates were assigned

randomly to conditions.

Results
From Table 1 it may be seen that subjects in the high-ability conditions
peréeived their partners to have higher ability than did the—subjects in the

low-sbility conditions, F(1,48) = 14.19, p<.0l. Subjects. in the high-effort

_conditions perceived their partners as exerting more effore than did the

subjects in the low-effort conditions, F(1,48) = 27.17, p<&0l. From these
results it may be concluded that the operations worked.

There were two measures of interpersonal attraction the low-

"performing partner that implied future contact. Frdm Table 1 it may be

seen that the confederates in the h;gh—effort conditions were choosen

as future partners more frequently than vere the confederates in the low-

‘geffort conditions, F(1,48) = 10.00, p<.01. High-effort partners were

o ¢
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also rated as more desirable social partners than were low-effort partners,
F(1,48) = 1.97, p<.17, although not at an acceptable level of significance.
There is also some evidence that high-ability confederates are rated as
more desirable social partners than were low-ability confederates, F(1,48)
= 1.80, p<.19.

From Table 1 it may also be seen that in the low-abiliry conditions,
low-effort confederates were liked better than were high-effort confederates,
while the opposite was true in the high-ability conditioms, F(1,48) = 2.67, p( 11

Finally, low-effort confederates received more cooperative choices
from the subjects than did the high-effort cpnfederates, F(1,48) = 5.40,
EKPOS, an effect that was much stronger in.the low-ability conditions

than in the high-ability conditions, F(1,48) = 3.03, p<.10.

Discussion -

'» The results of this study indicate thatafter failure on a cooperative
task, high-effort partners are liked better than are lov-effort partners,
regardless of their ability. These results hold for measures of inter-
persoﬁal attraetion"that imply-future: contact. in work and social settings.

In’ addition, this study's results indicate an ambivalence toward
one's partner in low—ability/low—effort condition. After ‘failure on a
cooperative task, wAlien one's partner is perceived as having low ability
and as having exerted low effort, the partner is better liked (om a simple
rating of"liking) than is a low-ability, high-effort partmer, is provided
assistance in winning chances for a lottery even at the expense of giving\'.\"

up some of one's own chances, but 1s not Seen as desirable for future

cavntact in work and social settings. No such arbivalence exists in the//
’ /

s

high-ability conditioms. -/
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h;gh-abilicy conditions. These results indicate that it may be important to
diﬁferentiaca between interpersonal a:t:raé.cion based on wanting to interact
wi;h the other person in the future (in work and/or social settings) and
interpersonal attraction that either does nmot imply future interaction
or is-based on feelings of sympathy and charity.

On the basis of the results of this study and the previous research
by Deutsch (1962) and Johnson and Jolmson (1972), it may be hypothesized
that cooperative experiences will result in interpersonal attraction amoﬁg
participants when: (a) participants facilitate the achievement of their
joint goal, (b) participants expect each other to facilitate the achievement

of their joint goal, and (c) low-performing participants are perceived

- as exerting effort to achieve the joint goal.
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Table 1 !

Mean Responses for Dependent Variables and Operations Checks

5 v

Low Ability Low Ability High Ability High Ability

Low Effort High Effort Low Effort High Bffort F

Ability of Other 2.54 3.08 4.93 4.23  A: 16.19%
Effort of Other 2.92 5.92 3.64 5.85 E: 27.17%*
Choice of Future Partner®  1.92 1.46 1.71 1.38° E: 10.00%4
Desire to Meet Socially 3.85 4.31 4.29 5.08 E: 1.97
A: 1.80
Liking for Partner 4.77 4.31 4.43 4.92 ExA:. 2.67
PD Choices” ‘ 2.00 1.23- 146 . 1.38  E: 5.40%

ExA: 3.03%

#pd.10; **p<.05; ***p(.01
3game Partner = 1; Different Partner = 2
bThe higher the mean, the more frequent cooperative choices.

Note: The higher the score, the more favorable the attitudes.
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Abatract
The effects of cooperative and individualistic learning experiences were
compare& on interaction and relationships between severgly adaptively handi-
capped and nonhandicapped seventh-grade students in science classes. Twq
views were contrasted, one predicting that requiring cboperation between
the two groups of students would result in lncreased r;jection of the
severely adaptively handicapped studénts and one predicting that coopera-
tion would promote increased interpersonal attraction'regardless of the
heterogeneity of ;he students. Forty-eight suburban junior-high—school;
middle class students (41 nonhandicapped and nine severely adaptively handi-
capped) were assigqed to condi;ions on a stratified random basié controlling
for handicap, sex, and ability i:vel. They participated in the study for
40 minutes a ﬁay for 10 instructional dais. The ﬁesuits indicate'that coop-
erative learning procedures, compared with individﬁalistic ones, promoted'
* more interaéiion and interpersonaliattraction betwégn severely adaptively

4

handicapped and nonhandicapped students.
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Integrating Severely Adaptively Handicapped Seventh-Grade Students
into Constructive Relationships with Nonhandicapped Peers

in Science Class

\ s %,
Evidence is accumulating that mildly and moﬁeratgly handicapped students

"are more successfully mainstreamed into regular classrooms when cooperative

iearning procedures are used than when "traditional," competitive, of indiv-
idualistic learning procedyres are implemented (Johnson, Johnson, & Maruyama,
1983). 1t is unclear, however, -whether these f;ndings ma& be generalized to
the mainstreaming of more severel& handicapped students. Propénents of
cooperati#é learning often give the impression that amy handiiapped student
may be éuccesqfully integratgd into constructive relationships with ponhandi-
capped students in any academic area. Skeptics often note that there may be
limits to what cooperative iﬁteracticn may achieve, and hypothesize ;hat
requiring hogha?dicapped students to collaborate with séverely handicapped
peers may be counterproductive. Neither advocates nor-skepfics of. coopera-
tive learning have investigated the impact of mainstreaming severely handi-
capped students into éOOperatiVe‘learning groups within an academic class.
By focusing on fhe mainstreaming of teenagers with severe adaptation prob-
lems, this study will do so. | |

A cooperative learning situation is one ig which students can achieve
their goals if, and only if, the other students with whom they are coop-
erativély linked achieve their goals (Deutsch,'1962); Cooperation ;s often
contrasted with individualistic learning, in which students‘ goal aﬁtain—

ments are unrelated to and independent from each other. When éeverely han-

. dicapped students are mainstreamed into cooperative and individualiétic

"br——
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learning several overlapping questions~may‘be raised.

The first question is whether being teduired to work collaboratively
with severely handicapped peers will lower the achievement of nonhandicapped
students. There is considerab}e evidence that'c00perative learnigg, cempared
with "traditional,'" competitive, or individualistic instructidn, will promote
higher achievement on the part of high, medium, and low ability students
(Johnson, Maruyama, Johnson, Nelson, &_Skon,.1981). But when severely han-
dicapped students are placed in cooperative leatning groups with nonhandi-
capped peers, the achievement of the nqnhandicapped students may beudis—
rupted. . . * .

The second question is‘\whether being required to work col}aboretive1§
with nonhandicapped peers will result in withdtawal by the severely handi-
capped students. Severely hendicépped students habe fewer opportunities for
social 1nte:action.aﬁd, therefore, their social skills may be less than op-
timal. Attempts to interact with nonhandicapped peers may be frustrating.
There is some evidence that the more advanced readers dominate conversation

in instructional groups (Cohen, 1975), which may be.intimidating to severely

handicapped students. For a variety of reasons, placing severely handi- ,

capped students in cooperative learnming groups with nonhandicapped peers

méy reeult in the handicapped students withdrawing and not participating.
.The third question is whether the nonhandicapped students in the coop-

erative learning'groups‘will ostracize and ignore the severely handicapped

' members. A number of theoretieai perspectives (Allport, 1954; Cohen,

1975; Deutsach, 1962) would preddict that the eﬁfort involved in'includingl
severely handicapped students in a cooperative effort would result in’ the

nonhandicapped students being frustrated and, therefore, isolating them-.
*

-

o
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salves from such interaction.

The final question is whether the nonhandicapped atudents will develop.
any liking for their severely handicapped groupmates. There is some evidence
that including severely adaptively handicapped students in physical education
activities such as bowling results in more interpersonal attraction between
handicapped and nonhand&capped students when‘they are collaborating than .
when they are competing or participating individualistically (Johnson,
Rynders, Johnson, Schmidt; & Haider, 1979; Rynders,tJohnsos, Johnson, &
Schﬁidt, 1980). But there is also evidence that retarded students partici-
pating in junior high academic and nonacademic classes were not socially
accepted’by the nonretarded (Goodman, Gottlieb, & Harrison, 1972 Gottlieb
& Budoff, 1973; Gottlieb, Cohen, & Goldstein, 1974; Gottlieb & Davis, 1973;
Rucker, Howe, & Snyder, 1969). None of these classes, however, were struc-
tured cooperatively. There are no studies focusing on the effectiveness of
cooperative learning activities in promoting intetpersonal.attraction be-
twees severely adaptively handicapped students and nonhandicapped peers
within academic classes such as science. /

The considerable amount of research that has been conducted on coop;\
erative learning (Johnson & qohnson, 1975, 1978; Sharon, 1980) indicates \
that when severely adaptively handicapped students are mainstreamed into \\
topperative and individualistic learning situations they will Be more
accepted, interacted with, and liked in the cooperative situation. An
equslly strong'case'can be built, on the other hand, to indicate that re-
quiring severely handicapped and nonhandicapped students to .collaborate

~ with each other will result in the students withdrawing from and avoiding

each other, disliking each other, and disrupting the achievement qf the

Kl
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nonhandicapped students. The purpose of this study is to contrnat‘these
contradictory predictions. It may also be noted that almost all of the
mainstreaming studies that have been conducted have focused on elementary
classrooms. There is very little evidence that mainstreaming, especially
of severely handicapped students, can be successfully imﬁlemented at ;the
secondary level. This study, therefore, focuses on seventh-~grade science
classes.

Finally, the mainstreaming of severely adaptively handicapped students
is of interest for a number of developmental and educational reasons.
Severely handicapped students typically have few opportunities for prolonged
and task—oriented interaction with nonhandicapped peers, and their social and
cognitive development may suffer as a result. Since socialization and
development take blace primarily through interperéonal interaction, the
isolation of seve;ely handicapped students has serious consequences. It
is of éonsiderable importance, therefore, to find ways of mainstreaming,
severely adaptively handicapped students so that considerable interagfion
with nonhandicapped peers rakes place and constructive cross-handicap rela-.

tionships result.

Method

Sample

" Subjects were 48 suburban junior-high-school, middle-class students
from a midwestern school distriét. The sample consisted of 28 male and
20 %emale sevepth-grade students. Nine of these studenﬁs were Severely

functionally handicapped. The most severely handicapped students in the

1
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achool were chosen for this study. These students had not been mainatreamed
foé any academ#g subject but spent their'achool day in a ;alf—conkainad.
special education élaaeroom for the severely functilonally haﬁdicapped.

Seven of the handicapped students had IQ's ranging from 55 to 71, one had

an IQ of 80, and one was an autistic student whose IQ was untestahle and who
functioned at the level of a 3-year old. Students were randomly assigned

to conditions, stratifying for handicap, ability level, and sei. Five of
the sevgrely functionally handicapped students (including the autistic stu-

dent) were randomly assigned to the cooperative condition and four to the'

individualistic condition.

Independent Variables

The independent variable- was cooperative versus individualistic’1éarningw
situations. 1In the cooperative condition students were instructed to/wo;k
together as a group, completing one set of papers as a-group while ensuring
that all group members mastered the material, with all group members giving
their ideas and suggestions, and wikh the teacher praising and rewarding
the group as a whole. StQAénts were placed in six groups of f;ur.students
eaCh.on a stratified random;basis, Ensuring that the groups were balanced
for sex and ability and with’one handicapped student in each group. In the

individualistic condition students were instructed to work on their ownm,

avoiding interaction with other students, and with the teacher praising and

N

rewarding each student individually.

Procedure /

Students 4in each condition were together for'ten instructional days

. ‘' M L
for 55 minutes per day. ;Each condition was assigned a separate classroom
v

. - “ _: ; ;A  1‘3:§ .,- | .-
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comparable in size, The curriculum unit used wag a scilence unit on diges-
tion and conaisted of material the studenta had not covered previously in
their regular science classea., Each day conalated of a lesson pertaining

to the unit; lesaona were dasigned to he completed each day. Each day thae
teachers would give a short lecture, explain the day's task to the atudents,
distribute the appropriate materials, and review the condition's goal struc-
ture. At the end of the instructional session the completed work and all
materials were collected. Teachers followed a daily script detailing what .
they were to say and do each day. Before the beginning of the inatruc- |
tional unit, three class sessions Qere spent in explai;fﬁg’the procedures

to the students and ensuring that they understood how to behave in their

condition. Strategies for interacting with the handicapped students were

given to the nonhandicapped students in both conditions during these three

preinstruction sessions.

Research Personnel

1 . : ' ,
Four teachers participated in the study. Two of the teachers worked' ‘

full-time in the junior high where the study was conducted. lOne was a science

“

teacher and one was a special~education teacher. Two otherfteachets.highly

trained and experienced in the use of cooperative and individualistic Jearn-

.

ing procedures hired especially for the study were paired with the junior
high school teachers.‘ At the midpoint of the study the two teacher teams
exchanged conditions to contrpi for possible teacher effects. Both téacher

teams, therefqre, spent an equal amount of time in each condition.;srwo

N
special education teachers and two special education aides.from the junior
high scapol gerved as conSultants on how to integrate the handicepped stu-
. , v W \ )
\ ' .
\ - '
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dents into the regular classroom during the study. They consulted an equal

_time for each condition.

v

Six research assistants observed student oral interaction and the
- By
teacher implementation of conditions on a daily basis. There were at least

two observers in each condition each day.

-Dependent Variables

.Thﬁkﬁependeﬁt variabIE;iin this study were achievement, distance-density
measure of interpersonal attraction, orgl interaction, social-schema measures .
of interpersonal‘attraction, sociometric-nominations of interpersonal at-
traction, and several attitude scales. Theyachievement measure cbnsisted of
two tests, given after four and nine instructional days. These fesfseach
contained 47 objective questions. The test items basically measured fac-
tual recall of the material studied. The tests were constructed by the

research staff and the teachers involved in the study.

There were four measures of interpersonal attraction. The distance-~

density index (Zaidman, Note 1) measured the number of students within an
area of constant size arou;d e:w.* .etarded student. The measure.was de-
signed to provide a nuﬁerical score for the’social demsity of the immediate
environment within a certain radius of the retarded individuals. A ten-foot
radius was broken up into a series of concentric zones of distance around
the target student. Two numerical values were associated g}th each zone,
one number for the area in front of the'target student and another lower
value for the area in back of the target student. The students were given
two periods of free-time, each lasting 30 minutes, at the end of the siigy.

Students were free to associate with anyocme they wished to in the classroom.
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The observers recorded the placement of peers within a ten-foot radius of
the retarded students. A larger distance-density index (DDI) score was as-
signed to retarded students in close proximity to and facing other students.
The sociometric measure consisted of giving students the names of all
the other students in their condition (ordered raﬁdomly), each of which N
appeared on a sticker. The students were instructed to sort the name stick-
ers into seven categories indicating how much they would like to sit with
each classmate. The categories were‘scored on a seven—poiht scale, from

most-liked to least-liked. The two conditions were then compared on the

‘ratings the nonhandicdpped students gave to their retarded peers. .

The figpre—placement social-schema measure consisted of placing a

{
clagsroom diagram inffront-of each student and giving them the names of

all the other students in their condition (ordered randomly), each of which
: ) ”

appeared on a sticker. The students were asked to imagine that it was free

time in class and were instructed to place the stickers on the classroom

diagram at the spots wﬁere the students would be playing in the room. They
were then instructed to\draw a circle around the groups of students who were
engaged in an activity tOgether. The total number of nonhandicapped and’
retarded students engaged\;n an activity together ;as recorded for each stu-
dent; A second measure was taken by neting the percentage of retarded stu-
dents whe were placed as being tot}lly isolated from all peers.‘ This
measuie was given at the endxpf tée study.

The instructional interaQtioA\measure (Lyons, 1982; Roy, Note 2) con-

sisted of observing the direction and centent of all student comments made

during‘thefinstructional sessions. The direction included statements made
/
] i .
to a retarded or nonhandicapped peer, and to the group or cluster as a whole.

i
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The content of each stétement was classified as task (communicaéions Te-
flecting cognitive processing of the math content), management (communica-
tions reflecting rules, directions, and procedures for completing the assign-
ments), and social (expressions of feelings, personal comments, and off-task
comments). Each of the six observers received 25 hburs of trainiﬁg on the
obser&ation instruments. Observers rotated conditions so that they ob-
served each condition an equal number of times. The interrater reliability
was over 85 percent using a ratio df aggreements to coded ;ccurrences.

Five attitude scales were administered at the end of the study. Two of
the scales were developed by the authors and used in a number of previoué

studies. The peer—academic-support scale consisted of two items dealing with

whether other students liked to help one learn and cared about how much one

learned. The success as a student scale consisted of three items dealing

with doing a good job of learning in the class. Two scales developed by
Talmage and Waxman (1980, Note 3) were given. The cooperation scale consisted
of four questions dealing with working with other students and helping them

learn. The individualistit scale consisted of four questions dealing with

working alone without interacting with,other_students.'lTo each question
studgnts answered on a five-point scale. These latter two scales were used
to verify that the conditibns had been successfully implemented. Students'
total scores on each scale were divided by the number of questions in the
scale. All scales had Cronbach Alphas above .80. Finally, retarded stu-
dents were asked individually whether ﬁr not they belonged in the class,

which was scored as "yes" or "no."
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Analyses
T-tests were used to analyze the differences betweer conditions. Excep-
tions were a Mann-Whitney test to analyze the DDI measure and a Fisher exact

probability test to analyze the "belonging" question.

Experimental Check

Each classroom was observed daily‘to verify that the conditions were
being taught cooperatively and individualistically. The results of these

observations verified that the conditions were being implemented appropri-

ately.

_'Results
On both the first achievement test (Cooperative = 25.é8, Individualistic =
27.74, £(35) = -1.36, p < .20) and the second achievement test (C?operative =
38.00, Individualistic = 34:74, £(35) = 1.48, p < .20) there were no signifi-

cant differences between conditions.

Insert Table 1 About Here

Ipterpersonal éttraction between handicapped and nonhandicapped students
was measured by their DDI during frée-time, the social-schema figure- h
placeﬁent t;sk, the sociometric measure, and the handicePped's sense of
lonéing (see Table 1). There was more clustering together of students
_.near the-handicapped students during’post instructional free time‘in the
cooperative‘than in the individualistic condition as measyred by the DDI,
P < .lk4, Mann-Whitney test. In the cooperative, compared with the in-

di§idualistic, condition more monhandicapped and handicapped students were

~

Q . | ) ' : | , ;1(353
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placed as engaging in a jpint activicy together <uring post-iustructional
free-time, t(33) = 2.75, p < .005, and fewer handicapped students were
placed as being isoiated from.all other students, t(33) = 3.83, p < .005.
More nonhandicapped students E;xthe cooperative, compared with the individ-
ualistic, condition indicated a desire to sit with their handicapped con-
ditionmates, t(34) = 3.32, p <.005. Finally, the handicapped students in
the cooperative condition indicated pore feelings of belonging than did the
handicapped students in the individualistic condition, 2_-..01, using

3

Fisher's exact probability test.

Insert Table 2 About Here

From Table 1 it may be seen that nonhandicapped students in the coop—
erative condition, furthermore, tended to feel more successful as students,
t(36) ; 1.33, p < .10, and perceived more academic support for achievement.
from peers, t(36) = 2.68, p < .01, than did nonhandicapped students in the
individualistic condition;"Nonhandicapped students in the cooperative, com-
pared with the individualistic, condition perceived their CO;dition as being
more cooperatiVez't(36) = 6.88, p < .00l, and less individualistic, t(36) =
11.93, p <.00l. | ,

from Table 2 it may be seen that far more task, management, and social -
interactions took place between the handicapped and the nonhandicapped stu-
dénts in the cooperative than in the individualistic conéition. This~wes

true for both interactions initiated by the ncnhandicapped toward the han-

dicapped students, and for interactions initiated by the handicapped toward-
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the ﬁonhandicapped students. When the interactions between the nonhandi-
capped students were compared, more task and management interactions took
place in the cooperati#e condition. Within the cooperétive condition,
furthermpre, nonhandicapped students initiated more task (NH-H = .321,
NH-NH = .156, t(14) = 2.81, p <.05) and more social (NH-H = .043, NH-NH =
.026, t(14) =2.07, p < .10) interactions toward their handicapped group-
mates than toward their nonhandicapﬁed groupmates. (The means repor ted
were adjusted for the number of handicapped and nonhandicaéped groupmates
available to interact with.) “There were no significant differeaces in the
number of interactions fnitiated by the nonhandicabpgd students towafﬁ

their handicapped groupmates and vice versa.

Discussion

When severel& adaptively handicapped students are mainstreamed there
are questions as to whether the achievemént of the nonhandicapped students
will be affected, whether the handicapped students will withdraw f{om in-
teraction with their nonhandicapped peers, whether nonhandicapped students
vill‘ignoré and ostracize their handicapped peers, and whether the nonhan-
dicapped students will reject and dislike their handicapped peers. Achieve-
ment, of the nonhandicapped students in the cooperative condition was basi~-
cally unaffected by wprking collaboratively with severely handicapped peers-
in this study. The severel& adaptively handicapped students, furthermore,
did not withdraw from the cross-handicap interactibn required in the coop-
erative condition. They participated in far more task, management, and
Jsocial iﬁtéractions with the nonhandicapped students in the cooperative

than in the individualistic condition. They also felt that they belonged

i
~ L
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more compared to their counterparts in the individualistic condition. And
there is no evidence that the nonhandicapped students will ignore, avoid,
or osﬁrasize their educable mentally retarded peers in the cooperative
condition, as the nonhandicapped students participated in as many or more
task, management, and social interactions with thei: handicapped peers as
they did with their nonhandicapped peer;.

There were a number of measures of interpersonal attraction betyeen
educable mentally retarded and nonhandicapped students in ;his study. They
uniformally indicate that placing severely adaptivély handicapéed and non~
handicapped students in heterogeneous cooperative learning groups promotes’
greater cross—handicap interpersonal attraction than does having ;;em work ,
individualistically within the same’c1§§sroom. These ;esults provide some
evidence that even severely handicappgd students may be successfully inée—
grated into constructiVe relationships with nophandicapped peers when the
classroom activities.are structured cooperatively.

The results of this study indicate ;hat the classroom climate was much
more supportive in the cooperative than in the individualistic condition.

The severely handicapped students felt more like ‘they belonged - and the

nonhandicapped students felt more academic support from peers and perceived

the class to‘be more codperative and léSS individualistic. This study:
furthermore, provides some evidence nonhandicapped students'lacademic self-
esteem is promoted by pafticipating in heterogeneous cooperative learning
groups, as they felt more successful as student§ than did their counter-
parts in the individualistic condition.

The results of this study are 1imited by the nature of the sample,
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the curriculum, the time-span of the intervention, and the operationaliza-
tions of the dependent and independent variables. This study's results,
however, are all the stronger due to the random assignment of students to .
con¢ .ions, the use of highly trained teachers to conduct the instruction,
the rotacion of teachers across conditiomns, the specific operationaliza- n
tions of the coopefative and individualistic conditions, and the behavioral
nature of several of the dependent variables.

The results of this study have important-implications.for educational,
practice. In many schools.severely adaptively handicapped students afe
segregated or’arevmainstreamed in highly individualistic ways (i.e., re-
quired to work on their own, on individualized materials, and with a mini-
mum of interaction with their classmates). The results of this study pro—q
vide some indication that cooperative learning‘procedures should be utilized
in maingtreaming'sevefely adaptively handicapped students. There are a
number of ways in which the special education teacher can facilitate the in-

_ :
tegration of severely handicapped students in cocperative learning groups.
of considerabie importance'is for thevspecial ¢d- .dtion teacher to instruct
nonhandlcapped group megbers on the strategies that are most effective in
workinngith their severely handicapped peers. . The severely adaptively
handicapped students, furthermore, may be coached .in the social skills they -
need to work effectively in cooperative learning groups. The nonhandi-
capped students may need to be instructed to carry on with their cwn
learning while simultaneously assisting their severely handicapped group
member. Finally, the special education teacher should give the nonhandi-&

capped students feedback as to how successful they are working with their

-
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handicapped group member. ESpecialif with severely adaptively handicapped
students successes are often measured in small degrees. For example, in
this study when one of the handicapped students in the cooperative condi-
tion picked up and passed out papers to the group members, rememberingteach
member's name, this was a first for him. Such progress could be overlookgd

by the nonhandicapped students.

Q ' | | ' »' | . A 1ﬁ7ii
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Table 1

Mean Responses by Nonhandicapped on Attitude -~ Interpersonal Attraction

- Cooperative Inaividualistic Significance

. ° , d -
Distance Density Index 22.46 16.81 p < .1

Social Schema:
Retarded Integration 1.97 1.08 = 2,75 %*x

Social Schemz:
Parcentage of Handicapped

Alone ~ 14.10 55.30 €= 3.83 k%
Sociometrica 3.10 2.22 t= 3.32 ***.
Ve (Handicapped} Belong® e

in Class 75.00 -0 p. < 01
Perceive Success as

Student 3.34 3.17 t= 1.33*
Peer Academic Supporf | 3.28 1.70 t= 2.68 *x
Cooperationb 4.03 1.54 t = 6.88 kkkx

Individualistic’ | 2.00  4.b4 11.93 *kk

Ul

xp < .10; **p < .01; ***p < ,005; ****p < .00l

a1-7 scale; higher numbers indicate greater desire to sit with student
b145 scale; 1 = disagree, 5 = agree

CPercentage of "yes" answers

dMann-Whitney test;

erisher's exact probability test

Q ’  ' | : ]f?{) | -
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Table 2

Mean Verbal Interaction Per Minute During Instrucfional Sesslons

, . t-Value
Cooperative Individualistic  (2-tailed test)

NH-H: Task : .321 .012 5.95%%*%
NH-H: Management 132 0 4, 99%*x
NH-H: Social . 043 0 : 4, 29%*%
H-NH:  Task 1.331 .026 4, 36%x
H-NH: 3Management .363 .008 3. 34%*
H-NH: \Soc\ial 171 .008 3.16%
NH-NH:  Task .312 . 049 4T3k
NH-NH: Managemerit .203 .052 3. 94kkk
NH-NH: Social . .052 .032 ns

NOTE: #*p < .05, **p < .01, #***p < .00l

NH = Nonhandicapped;. H = Handicapped

i
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Abstract
The effects of cooperative and individualistic learning experiences were
compared on interac£ion and relationships between’pearing and hearing-
impaired students. Two contradictory theories were tested, one stating
that the effort required for hearing and ﬁearing—impaired students to com-
nunicate would lead to‘frustration, withdrawal and exclusion, and rejec-
tion; the other stating that coopefative learning experiences would lead
to crcss-~handicap intérpersonal attraction regardless of communicaion
difficulties. Thirty third-grade étudents (20 hearing and 10 hearing- '
impz*red) were assigned to conditions on a stratified random basis con-
rv2ling for handicap, sex,>and ability level. They participated in the
study for 55 mirutes a day for 15 instructional days. The results in-
dicate that cooperative learning experiences, compared with individual-
istic ones, _-omoter more interaction and interpersonal attraction between

hearing and hear’ng- Lmpaired <tudents.
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The Effect of Effort in Communicating on Cooperation and Interpersonal
Attraction: Mainstreaming Hearing~Impaired Students

i

RN

One of the requirements for pfoductive cooperation is effective commun-
ication (Deutsch, 1962; Johnson, 1974; Johmnson & Johnson, 1975). ©Difficul-
ties in communication have been found to make cooperation harder to achiéve
and maintain (Deutsch; 1962; Deutsch & Krauss, 1962). On the'basis of this
research it is often posited that the greater the effort required to com-
municate with collaborators, the more frustrating the éxperience-will be,
the less frequently collaborators will éttempt to éommunicaté with each .
other, the 1esslpruductive cooperative efforts will be, and the less the col-
laborators will like each other. There is considerable research, however,
indicating that cobperétion promotes greater interpersonalfatt;action‘among
‘collaborators than dd:compe;;tive or individualistic experiences (John;on,
Johnson, & Maruyama, Note 1), suppor”ing the proposition that regardless of
the effort required for communicating, coopefation wiil promote increased
interpersonal attractior among colléborators.

Studying the mainstreaming 0. hearing-impaired s:udents in cooperative
and individualistic learning situations provides a setting in which to ex-
amine the effects of effort in communicating'on cooperation and interperson-
al attraction amogg heterogeneous peers. The currcut e§idence on interaction

between hearing-impaired: and hearing students supports the frustration-

withdrawal—rejettion hypothesis. The researchiindicatgs that hearing-impaired

students become frustrated with their attempts to communicdte with hearing
peers and withdraw from ‘the interaction and correspondingly, hearing studeats

become frus;réted with their attempts to communicate with hearing-impaired

. - 183
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peers and withdra& (Meadow, 1975). The frustration and withdrawal may very
well le.d to mutual rejection and dislike. Since there are few studies ex-
amining the impact of communication difficulties on the processes affecting .
interpersonal attraction in cooperative situations, a direct test of the
fru;traLion—withdrawalzrejection hypothesis agaiﬁst the cooperation-liking
hypothesis is needed. The mainstreaming of hearing-impaired students pre-
sents a unique opportunity to do so.

A cooperative learning situation is one where students can achieve their
goals if and only if the other sfudents with Qhom they are cooperatively
linked achieve theii goals (Deutsch, 1962)f "Cooperation is often contrasted

>

s - . ) 'Y . .
with individualistic learn.ng, where students';goal attainments are unrelated

to and independert §rom &s.h other. In addition to the issue of wbethér com~
nicution difficuit.es will disrupt the processes within cooperation leaéing
t- .nter «"sonal attraction, there is a question as to_whether lower achieve-
ae 12ve15,by ce?tain members of cooperative groups wiil disrupt th&ée séme
prbcesses. A number of theoretical persbectives would predict that wﬁen -
hearing-impaired students perform at a lower acadgmic level éhanjtheir
hearins peers cooperative experiénces would gend to promote increased rv~ijec-
tion of {2 nearing-impaired studénts.i‘Deutsph's (1949, 1962) ofigiuai
theory of cooperation predict;~that when a group member rustrates thé goal
acnievement of thekgroup, a negative cathexis fesults that is generali;ed
to the low achiiever and the low achiever is then diéliked. ,Despite the
large amount of.research on cooperation, the '"bunglers will be diéliked in

cooperation" hypothesis has generated little research.. Similar predictions

are made by contact theory (Allgprf, 1954) and expectation-states-theory

AN
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(Cohen, 1973). The active-encouragement position, however, makes the op-
posite prediction that when peers of different achievement levels work
cooperatively and\gll are perceived as exerting effort to contribute to

" the group's work, then interpersonal attraction will result regardless of
members' actual performance (Johnson & Johnson, 1972; Tjosvold, Johnmson, &
Johnson, 1981). The ialidity of the theoretiéal positions can be tested
by observing. the interaction between hearing-impaired and hearing stu-
dents within cooperative and individualistic learning situations and

measuring the strength of their acceptance and liking for each other.

The mainstreaming of hearing-impaired studentg is of interest for a .
number of developmental and educational reasons (Meadow, 1975). Hearing-
impaired studeats have fewer opportunities for gocial interaction ard their
language ac, -{tition and social development usually suffer as a result.
Hearing- impe ‘ed students often experience considerable fgusération trying
to communicate with hearing peers and vice vefsa; thus creating withdrawal
and avoidance of interaction with one another. The topics of conversation
when-hearing-impaired and herring studznts interact are often limited to
topics with a visual reference and there is usually a marked 1a§k of discus-
sion of the quglities of objects, abstract relationships, and future plans.
Since socialization and social development take place primarily through ver-
‘bal cogmuﬁication, the‘isolation.of hearing—impaired‘students ias .. wous
consequenées. It is of considerable importance, therefore, to find ways of
mainstreaming hearipg—impaired students so that considerable ikteractidh with

hearing students tékes place and constructive cross?handicap relationships
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résult,
The vast majority of the research comparing the relative impact of
cooperative and individualistic gu': utructures on interpersonal attrac-

tion between‘handicapped and.nonhandicapped peers has focused on mildly and

moderately handicapped students (Johnson, Johnson, & Maruyama, Note 1). ‘Ad-

« vocates of cooperative learning often give the impression that any handi-

capped student may be successfully integrated into constructive relation-
ships with nonhandicapped students in any academic area: Skeptics often

note that there may be limits to what cooperative interaction may achieve

and that it will not be successful when severely handicapped students are

included in cooperative learning groups. Neither advocate; of cooperative
learniﬁg nor skeptics hévé conducted s}stematic research‘examining the im-
pact of severely handicapped students, whose handicaps increase the effort
required to cooperate effectiveiy, on the processes and outcomes of coopera—"
tion. By focusing on severely hearing-impaired students, this study will do
so. | o

One of the ﬁrocesses that may mediate or moderate any relatiQnship be-
tween mainstreaming and interpersonal attraction between handicapped and non-

handicapped students is perspgctive-taking. Cognitive'perspective-takiﬁg may

be defined aé the abilify to understand how a situation appears to another
person. The opposite of pe?spective—taking is‘egécentﬁism, where individ-
uals are so embeddéd in their own frame of reference that they are unaware
;f other points of view and of the limitations of their own ;erspective. The
more accurately a hearing student understands how being hearing-impaired af—

fects one's life at school, the more open the student may be to constructive ’

bl
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inté;action with hearing~impaired peers.

There are, therefore, unanswered guestions concerning the impact of com-
munication difficulties on productivity and relationships among members of
cooperative groups, the severity of handicap of members of cooperative groups
aﬁd fheir relationships with nonhandicapped collaborators, and the impact of
includiﬁg lower achieving group members on relationships among collaborators.
There are also questions concerning whether hearing-impaired studénts can be
successfully mainstréamed.ﬁ These questions can be directly addressed thrpugh
contrasting the infegration ofmhearing;impaired students into cooperative
and individualistic learning situations with hearing peers. The impact of
the communication difficulties and achievement‘discrepancies between hearing-

impaired and hearing students will be examined on their interaction, their

achievement, and their relationships with one another.

Method

Sample

Subjects were 30 Mhird-grade students from three separate classrooms
(two regular and one special—éducation) in a midwestern metropolitan school
district. The sample consisted of 20 hearing énd 10 hearingiimpaired stu~
dgnts: Eight of the hearing-impaired students were totally without hearing
and two had some hearing with a hearing aid. “Only one‘hearing—impairea
student could function without an interpreter and this student randomly
ended up in the individualistic coniition. Becaus; of the hearing—impaired
étudents atténdipg the same school, many of the hearing students knew some
sighing. The hearing-impaired’gtudents priev i study atténded almost

totally a segregated classroom within which, < .. : was based on signing.

-
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The sample consisted of 1B males and 12 females.. All students were randomly
assigned to the two conditions stratifying for handicapping condition, sex, .
and ability level. There were an equal number of high, middle, andvlow

achieving students, males and females, and hearingvand hearing-impaired stu-

dents in each condition.

Independent Variables

The inaepepdent variable was cooperative_versus individualistic learning
situations. In the cooperative condition stuéents were instructed to work
together as a group, completing one set of papers as a group while ensuring
that all group members mastered the material, with all group members giving
their ideas and suggestions, and with the teacher praising and rewarding the
group as a whole. Students wére placed in five groups of three students

each on a stratified random Hasis, ensufing that the gr--ps were balanced

for handicap, sex, and ability level. There were one hearing-impaired and

two hearing students in each group. In the individualistic condition, stu-

dents were instructed to work on their own, avoiding interaction with other
students, and with the teacher praising and rewarding each student indiv-

&idually. Students were seated in clusters of three (on: hearing-impaired

> and two Hearing students).

Procedure

Séudeﬁts in each condition were together for 55 minutes a day for1{5
iqstructional déys. Each condition was assignedva separate classroom com—
pafable in size. The curriculum uﬁit used for instructiom was a math unit

deaiing with addition and subtraction with money. Each day the teachers
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would explain the day's task to the students, distribute thw appropriate
materials, and review the condition's gnal structure. At the end of the

instructional session the comple ¢ work and all uiaterials were collected.

v

Both teachers followed a daily script detailing what they were to say and

I

do each day.

Research Personnel

, L
Two teachers participated in the study. Both teachers were highly

experienced in conducting cooperative and individualiégic lessons and had

- received oyef 90 hours of training in how to structure the two conditions.

" Both were cert;fied teachers. Four reseérch assistants observed student
verbal interaction on a daily basis in bot?lspnditions. Each gbserver
received 25 héurs of trailning on the ObSEf;;tion instruments. There®were
at least two observers in each condition each day. Observefs rotated .
conaitions so that they observed“each'condition an equal number of times.
The research assistants observed the groﬁp in random order for five two-
minute iﬂtervals.' Th Jrﬁvcfed interrater reliability checks duriné the
classropm observation sessions. Interrater reliability was over 85 percent-
for the observation instrumentg (using the Harris and Laﬁey {1978} method
for combining the weighting occurrence and nonoccurrence of agreement. " There
were 6 interpreters participating in the study. Ei&e partic%pated in the
cooperative condition and 1 participated in the i;dividualistic condition.
~The iﬁterpreters-;h the Eooperatiﬁé conditiOnrwere trained to sit with their

group ana iﬁterpréE for the hearing-impaired member- anything he or’ she did

not understand, and tc interpret for the hearing members%anything they could.
/

. //
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not understand that the hearing-impalred student was trying to communicate.

In the individuanlistic condition, one interpreter sat at the front of the

class and signed everything the teacher said to the class.

Dependent Variables

The dependent veriables were achlevement, interpersonal attraction
between hearing-impaired and hearing students, interaction between hearing-
impaired and heating students during instruction, and attitudes related to
learning. The achievement measure consisted of three teacher constructed \
tests on the math macterial being studied given after 5, 10, and 15 days

of instruction. The tests contained 20, 20, and 28 objective questions

respectively.

There were five interpetsonal attraction measures. The sociometric
measure consisted of giving students a picture of alllthe other students
in their condition: Students were instructed to sort the pictures into
five categories indicafing whom they would most 1ike to sit with to whom they
' /

would least like to sit with. The categories were scored on a five-point

scale. The two conditions were then compared on the ratings the hearing

/ o
/

students gave to their hearing peers and their hearing-impaired peers.

The rigure-placement soc1a1~schema measure consisted of placing a

classroom diagram in front of each studentvand‘giVing them the names of

all the other students in the condition (ordered randomly), each of which

appeared on a sticker. The students were asked tofimagine that it was-

R}

ivoe time in the class and instructed to place the stickers on the class-

room diagram at the spots where the students would be playing in the room.

PR
o

They were then instructed to draw a circle aroung the groups of students who
, .
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wore engaged In an actlvity tog  aer. The total number of hearlng students

4

Cengaged (n an actlvity with hearing-impaired students was recorded for each
0 . A

L

student. A second measure was taken by noting the percentage of all atu-

dents totally isolated who were hearing impailred.

The activities list méasure (Siperstein, Note 2) gives an indlcation of

: , . . \
- the hearing students' behavioral intentions taward .hetr hearing-impaired

peers. Thirty-three activities that students wo 4‘1ike.te do Gith thelr

friends were presented and the hearing studen' asked to designate
whether;or not they.would like to do thisg activer with the hearing-impaired
student in their gf0up or cluster.’ Their responses were scored on a 1 to 3
point scale deeending_on whether they respondc ! "uo;"~"don‘t know," or
‘ves,". -and a total score for aﬂl the activ;ties was derived by summing their

B A '

tesponses. ThéfChronbach Alpha for this scale was .9& Finally, an accep-
\

tance of the hearigg-lmpaired attitude scale was administered. The scaie

i

consis%éd of two queetions indieating how happy the hearing students were

“in Qerkihg with their hearing—impaired peers and whether working with hearing-
impair%d studente sloved the hearingxstudents downxw\Fach question was scored
on a three-point scale and the responses summed. |

the instructional interaction measure’(Lyops, 1682; Roy, Note 3) con-

-sisted{of—observing the direction, mode, and content of all student comments.

‘made dirring the instructional sessions. The direction included statements
. 1

made tP a hearing or hearinc,-impaired peer, to the group or _idster as a_

whole,; to an ‘interpreter, and to the teacher. The'modes-included oral,

‘signing, and other (gestureé,.demonstrating an action, pointing to a problem
] : ' !

or a Qhrson,,and acting something out). The content of €ach statement was



!
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elasstUiod an tank (communicatlons reflecting cognltive proeessing of the
math content), management (communications reflecting rules, dirvectiowr, and
. procedares for completing the asaignments), and soclal (expressions of

feclings, personal comments, and off-task comments).
a
Finally, four attitude scales were administered. 'Two ‘of the scales
!

\ were develope) by the aurhors and ugsed in a number of previous studies. The

peer-academic-support scale consisted of two items dealiné with whetheuv other
1o

] ‘
! "students like to help one learn and care about how much one learned. The

!

success as a student scale consisted of three items dealing with doing a good

job of learning in the class. Two scales developed by Talmage and Waxman (1$30;
Note 4) were given. The cooperative scale consisted of four questions dealing

with working with other students and helping tﬁem learn. The individualistic

scale consisted of three questions dealing wifh working alone without inter-
acting with other students. 'To‘each question students answer "no," "don't
know," or "yes.'" These latter two scalés were used to verify that the con-
ditions had been successfully implemented. Stiudent's' total scores on each
scale were divided by the number of questions in the scale.' All scales had

Cronbach Alphas above .80. .

The perspective-taking measure was designed to measure the ability of

the hearing students to take the cognitive perspective of their hearing-

j .
/impaired peers. Each hearing-impaired student was interviewed and asked a

series of questions concerning what math class was like for them, what they

— / / - . .
1thed and disliked sbout it, and what w:. 2asy and ha.d for them to do.
Eigh; hearing students were ;randomly picked from each condition and

interviewed as to how the hearing-impaired stugent in their zroup or cluster

192
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responded to the questions. The percentage of accurate responses w4s taken
7 ' ]
as an indication of accuracy of perspective-taking.

. N
Analyses -

A two-way.ANOVA was used to analyze the achievement data. T-tests
were used to analyze differences between the heariﬁg students in the two

K

conditions for the other measures. &

Experimental Check

Each classroom was observed daily to verify that the conditions were
being taught cooperatively and individualistically. The results of these

observations verified that the conditions were being implemented appropri-

ately.

Results

The first dependent variable was achievement. From Table 1 it may be
seen th;t there ‘were no significant differences between conditions on achieve-
ment, but that the hearing—impaired students performed significaﬁtl& lower
than did their hearing peers, F(1,25) = 13.23, p < .00L.

Interpersonal éttra;tion between hearing ané heafingrimgaired students
wasM;easuréd By sevéral dependent variables. From Table 2 it may be seen,
that the hearing students in'the cooperative condition indicated more liking
for thgirﬂﬁearing-impaired peers on the sociometric measure, t(18) - 1.78,

p <.05; placed themselves as asSociating more with hearing~impaired peers

during fre8-time, t(16) = 1.49, p < .10, and placed fewer hearing—impaifed

F

1_93'
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students on the social-schema measuré; as being isolated from all other stu~-
dents, t(1l4) = 1.78, p < .05; indicated more willingness to associate with
hearing-impaired peers in a wide variety of situatioﬁs, t(18) = 1.59, p <
.10; and indicated more acceptaﬁce of the hearing-impaired on the attitude

measure, t(17) = 2.30, p <.0l.

their condition as being more cooperative, t(17) = 6.04, p < .00l, and less
in%?vidualistic, t(17) = 9.05, p < .001, than di& the hearing students in
the individualistic condition.’ Hearing students in the cooperative condition
felt more successful as students, t(17) = 2.40, p < .0l, and perceivéd more
adacemic support for achievement from peers, t(17) = 2.19, 2_2 .01, than
did the hearing students in the individualistic condition.

From Table 2 it may also be seen that the hearing students in the coop-
erative condition were more accurate in taking the pérspéctive.bf-their
hearing—impai:ed peers than were the hearing st&&ents in tﬁé individualistic

A3

condition, t(l4) = 2.07, p < .05.

1

Insert Tables 1 and 2 Here

fhe observation results are in Table 3. Far more task, managembnt, and
social interaction b?treen.ponhandicapped and hearing-impaired students took
place in the cooperative, as compared with the individualisfic, condition.
That interaction included oral statemengs; signing, and other forms of com-
munication such as pointing and demonstrating. ?he hearing-impaired stu-

dents in the cooperative condition communicated primarily through signing

and pointing and demonsfrating, while the nonhandicapped students communi-

o - 194
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cated primarily through oral statements and signing. There was also consid-
erable communications in the cooperative condition aimed at all one's group-
mates rather than to any Specific person.. Asiwould'be’expected by the make-
up of the groups, there was considerable more communication between hearing
students but not much betyeen the hearing-impaired students. Hearing stu-
dents in the cooperative condition engaged in more task and-management in-
teraction with the teacher than did the hearing students in the irndividual-

istic condition, but the hearing-impaired students in the individualistic )

hY

condition had more task interaction with the teacher than did the hearing-

impaired students in the cooperative conditibn. Finally, the hearing stu-
' o

“

dents in the cooperative condition interacted more with the interpreters on

task and management issues than did the hearing students in the individual-

A

istic condition, while the hearing-impaired students in the cooperative cons
“dition engaged in more task interaction with the interpreter than did the

hearing-impaired students in the individualistic condition.”

3

Insert Table 3 About Here

From Table 4 it may be seen that within the cooperative condition, when
hearing-to-hearing-impaired interaction is compared with hearing-impaired-,
to~hearing interaction,.there are ne significant differences for task, man=-
agement, and social statements. When hearing—to-hearing—impaired inter;
action 1s compared with hearing-to-hearing interaction, it may be seen that
there tended to be more hearing-to—hearing interaction in the management,

t(9) = 3.22, p <.05, and social, t(9) = 3.35, p <..05, categories, but

“not in the task category. .

o
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Insert Table 4 About Here

There are a number of results from the interviews that support the
data presented in Tables 1, 2, 3, and 4. When asked whether they liked
thelir hearing condition-mates, 80‘percent of the hearing-impéired students
in the cooperative condition responded "yes," while only 20 percent of the
hearing-impaired students in the individualistic condition did so. One-
hundred percent‘of'the hearing-impaired students in the cooperative cor—~
dition indicated that théy had learned something about their hearing peers
while only 40 percent of the hearing-imraired students in the individualis-u
tic condiﬁion did so. When the hearing students were intervi;wed, 63 per-
cent in the cooperative condition responded that it was fun to work with the
hearing-impaired studenfs; while none of the hearing students in the iﬁdiv-

idualistic condition did so.v In describing their hearing~impaired peefs,

75 percent of the cooperative hearing students accurately identified their

< \

handicap while only 13 percent of the hearing students in the individual-
istic condition did so. Thingen percent of the cooperative hearing stu-
dents believed that the hearing-impaired students félt left out while 50

percent of the individualistic hearing students believed so.

Discussion

' This study compared the interaction and relationships between hearing-
. LA F v N

impaired and hearing students in cooperative and individualistic,learning

situations to determine the answers to a number of overlapping questions; .

£y

!
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1. Will the greater effort required for communicating undermine the
rrocesses of cooperation and result in the hearing—impaired stu-
dents withdrawing from the cooperative efforts, the hearing stu-
dents e:cluding .the hearing-impaired from the group‘s efforts,

the hearing students' perceptions of cooperation being lower, the
1

heariﬁgﬁgégaggis' achievement being lowered, and tlie hearing-im-
paired and h;aring.studeq;s' re}ationships being damaged?
2. Will being required to work cooperatively with hearing-impaired
stugents reduce hearing students’ liking for theﬁ due to resent-
ment for'having to work with han?icapped peers, frustration in ¥

trying to communicate, and having one's achievement lowered by

the slower progress and lower achievement level of the hearing-
-——41mpaired-students?-- - . ..
‘3. Will lower achieving, handicapped students be disliked in coop-

erative learning situations due to their frustratihg the efforts -

of nonhandicapped_peefs td work speedily?‘;_?‘

4. Will the findings that cooperation proimotes positive interaction
"and felatignships betweeﬁ mildly and.moderately handicapped stu-
dents be corroborated when severely handicébped students are in- °

cluded in cooperative situations?

5. Can hearing-impaired students be successfully mzinstreamed?

>

The hypothesis that the greater the effort required for communi cation

among collaborators the less frequent the communication and the lower the

productivity of and liking among collaborators will be was directly tested

\

through the observatioﬁ, achievement, and interpersonal aﬁtraction measures.

-
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There wefe three areas of communication in which hearing-impaired students
could withdraw or be excluded. Communication could break down on task ef-
férts, on managing aad cobrdinating task efforts, or on social intéraction.
The resglts of this study indicate that ther: is considerable interactioﬁ
between hearing—iﬁpaired an . hearing students in the cooperative condition.
in'the task area Yithin the 55 minute instruction;I session the ﬁeqringnstu:
dents initiated an average of ovef'36vc:oss-handicap fﬁteréctioﬁs and. the
hearing-impaired students initiated ovev '35 SUch‘interactions. In the in-
dividualistic condition the hear:ing-impaired students Iritiated two cross-
hand;cap interactions in ever; four insfructlonal sessions and the hearing -
studerits only initiated one such interagtion in every four instructional
sessions. The hearing students ictitiated aont 25 task interactionswith
each other during an instructional pericd. These results clearly indicate
that the effort invoiQeﬂ in communicating did not tQSu}f in withdrawal or
exclusion of the heagiﬁg-impaired students in the cooperative condition.

In coordinating and managing‘the group's task efforts the heariné studuats
on the avef%ge initiated over 14 cg@ss-haudicap interactions and the hearing-
‘imbaired students averaéed‘%vér_lZ such in?eractions., There was only one
cross-handicapped management interaction in the individuﬁlistig condition.

¢ ~

In the cooperative condition the hearing students averggéd 6vef 31 manage-
ment iﬁteréctions per:instructional ﬁefiod: éoth the heariqg and the hear-
ing-impaired students in the cooperative condition averaged about 4 social
interactions during each igstfuctional period while in the-individualistic

condition there were practically no cross-ha?picapped social interactions.

The hearing students in the =sooperative condition engsfwd in an average of

L 4
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13 social interactions p&r imstructional period. These results indicate o
that the hearing-impalred students did net withdraw from apd were not ex-
cluded from the task, management, or social interactions within the coop~

erative group, but that there were more management and social interactions

[
L

bqﬁween the'hearing-stuaénts than betwéen the hearing and the hearing-im-
paired students. “

There can be little doust that the communication betwé;n the hearing-
impaired ané hearing students did-take some effort. Since the hearing stu=
dents could sign only winimally and fhe hearing-impaired students. could talk
‘and lip-read only minimally,:could not hear, and needed an interpreter fg
function in the cl#ssroom. there was considerable doﬁbt as to how c?mmuni—
cation would be managed in the cdbperative condition and how frustrating it
would be to bothaihe hearing~impaired and the hearing students. The results
'of this study‘indicate that the hearing and ﬁearing—impaired students used a
combination of oral, sign, and other (demonstrations and gestures such as
pointing that are not paft of sign_language)';ommqnication. The hedring stu~
© dents used Eonsideréble,oral commppi;ation while the héaripg-impaired stu-

1

dents concentrated on si8ning and other gestures for their communication.

it is.of interest that*tﬁey communicated digéctly more frequently than they
communicated through intEfpr;téfs. These results indicate that while com-
municéting did take_efgort; the students were far more resourceful in com~
municating with each other than many educators cotmonly believe and the role
of the interpreter may be less essential when students ;érk coope%afively

than when a class is taught Competitively, individualistically, or in a lec-

ture format.

199
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The achievementwresults‘gf this study indicate that hearing-impaired

students did achieve at a considerable lower level than did their hearing'

peers. Having to work collaboratively with mugh lower achieving, hearing- '

impaired peers. did not, however, interfere with the achievement of the hear-
[ .
ipg students in the cooperative condition. These.findings should provide

some reassurance to educators who fear that mainstreaming severely handi-

.capped students in cooperative 1earning activities will pull down the

achievement of the nonhandicapped students.
Working with hearing-impaired 1ower-achieving peers could be a highly

v

frustrating experience. Frustration was measured by obtaining an indication
of how successful hearing students felt during math class. The results
indicate that hearing students in the cooperative condition felt;more suc-
cessful as studentspthan did the hearing students in the indipidualistic con-
dition. Hearing students in the cooperative condition also felt more academ-n
icalgy supported by their peers than did individualistic hearing students.
Having severely handicapped collaborators with whom it took considerable
effort to communicate did not seem to be a frustrating experience in this
study. : : : *
There were a number of measures of interpersonal attraction between .-
hearing-impaired and hearing students in this study. " They uniformally in-

1
dicate that placing hearing—impaired and hearing students in heterogeneous

P

cooperative learning groups promotes greater interpersonal attraction than
does having them work individualistically within the same classroop. These
results indicate that even severely handicapped students may be successfully

"integrated into constructive relatlonships with nonhandicapped peers when

[

v -

fo
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the claﬂeroom activities %re structured cooperatively. These results may
also provide some hope for educators. and paycholoéiata concerned with the
social isolation of‘hearing-impaired children and adolaescents and the im-
pact of that isolation on their socialization ;nd development.

There is alhos% no previoos evidence that the nonhandicapped students
gain cognitively or aocialiy from their contact with nonhandicapped peers
in mainatreaming‘situations. ‘The results of this stuiy provide evidence
that hearing etooents who gork collaboratively‘With.hearing-impaired peers
are somewhat more accurate in taking the perspective of their hearing-
Impaired congition-mates than are hearing students ifl the individualistic
condition. Since perspective-taking ability ig' related to a wide variety

of factors involved in cognitive and social development, these results pro-

vide some .indication that mainstreaming,'when it involves heterogeneous

N [

cooperative learming groups, may provide important developmental,exper-
iences for nonhandicapped studente:

To summarice, the results of this study indicate that'communicatioﬁ
between hearing-impaired and hearing students in the cooperativeﬂcondition
did take increased effort and creativity, but it was not experiencedcas
frustrating, the hearing-impaired etudents did not tend to withdraw from
the groop;s work,’and‘the hearing students did not exclude the hearing-, N
impaired students from the group's work. in the cooperative situation the
hearing students felt more successful, academically supported by their

peers, and cooperative, and did not achieve at a lower level, than if they

had been working individualist< - 1ly. The hearing-impaired and hearing

- students in the cooperative condition formed more constructive and positive

201
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-relationahips than did' thelr. peers in the Individualistic candition. Theaa
resulta disconfirm the "fruatration-withdrawal-rejection" hypeothesis, the
"bunglers will be disliked in coopatation" hypothasia{ and the "aqual statys
1s required for iInterpersonal attraction” hypothesis. The results do sun- |
port the "cooperation results in likfng regardless of heterogeneity" hy-

% B

nothesis: ,

This '‘study's results are all the stronger due to the random assignment
of students to conditions, the use of highly trained teachers to conduct the
instruction, the specific, operationalizations of the cooperagive and indiv-

idualistic conditions, and the behavior nature of several of the dependent

variables

LA

The results of this study have important isplications for educational
practice.' In many classrooms mainstreaming is.being conducted in highly
individualistic~ways.. Students work on their own, on individualized mater-
ials, and with a minimum of task interaction with their classmates. The re-

sults of this study provide some indication that cooperative learning pro-

cedures should be utilized in mainstreamed classrooms.

-

i
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Table 1

Mean Achievement

Cooperative Individualistic
H HI H HI  F-Value
Achievement 56.00 34,40 57.00 42.40 cI: .68

H-HI: 13.23

NOTE: CI = cooperative-individualistic

H-HI = hearing-hearing-impaired

207




Mainstreaming Hearing-impaired

D R

Table 2

[

Mean Response on Measure of Cross-Handicap Attraction and .ttitude

Cooperative Individualistic

Hearing Hearing t-Values D.F.
Sociometric Liking 2.92 2.36 1.78%% 18
Hearing of Hearing- -
Impaired
Social Schema: " 1.90 .88 1.49%  * 16
Hearing with Hearing- .
Impaired
Social Schema: 4.00 27.50 1.78%  14°
Hearing-Impaired : i -
Isolates -
Activities List® 2.36 2.07 1.59% 18
Acceptance of Hearing- 2.39 , 1.85 ©2.30%%* 17
Impaired ’ . .
Cooperation ' 2.83 1.43 6. 04 *%k** 17
Individualistic ,, 1.26 2.90 19,08%kkk - 17
Success as a Student 2,63 2.20 2. 40%** 17
Academic Support from 2,39 1.70 2. 19%%* 17
Peers
Percentage Accuracy 35.5 17.4 2,07 %% 14
of Perspective- ) ‘
Taking

NOTE: H = Hearing; *p < .10; **p < .05; **#p < ,01; #***p < ,001

8The data was standardized separately for students responding about
same and cross sex hearing-impaired groupmates. The conditions were
compared by summing the standardized values.

bOnly respondents with. at least 1 person alone were included in analysis
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Table 3 i

Mean Verbal Interaction Per Minute During Instructional Sessions

Cooperative Individualistic t-values

H-HI: Task | .657 .005 b4.03kK%
H-HI: Management - 2260 0 4, 00% %%
H-HI: Social -  ° | . .076 0 AL
HI-H:  Task SR INA g 4.9k
HI-H: Management : .207 . 004 3.33%%%
" HI=H: ' Social .080 . 004 ‘ \‘3.59***;
H-HI: Oral ' o ‘ .765 . 005  3.65%%*
H-HI:  Sign , .288 0 1.50
H-HI:  Other. g .130 0 3.00%*
" HI-H: Oral - .582 ‘ 0 d 2.08%
B-HI: Sign Cse1 0 3.31%%
H-HI: Other .342 .008 1.95%
H-Group: Task .884 0 4. 63kkk
H-Group: Management .260 ' 0 3. 94%%%
HB-Group: Social 110 ‘0 _ 3.10%*%
’ e
HI-Group: Task .320 - 0 4.92****
HI-Gro;p: Management 067 . .004 ‘ 3.20%*
HI-Group: Social ' "~ .008 0o ‘1.00
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~ Table 3 (continued)

Mean Verbal Interaction Per Minute During Instructional Sessions

Cooperative Individualistic t-values

. ! - . -
-H-H: Task 464 .060° 3.91%%%
H-H: Management , .573 .020 4.07*%*
H-H: Social - . 240 .078 2.42%%
HI-HI:  Task | .007 008 4 .12
HI-HI: Management . .0l4 .036 -1.30.
. i ' ‘ ’
HI-HI:  Social ‘ ~.004 .004 - .11
. H-T: Task. | . .178 ¢ L054Y | 4y 13kk%
v \ .
H-T: Management . 174 .085 2.43%%
H-T: - Social - S -+, 005 .021 - .99
HI-T: Task ) . .020 .146 ~3. Jhkkx
HI-T: Management : . .015 .072 =1.54
HI-T: - Social , , 0 .004 ~1.00
H-Interpreter: Task .080 0 3.03%%
H-Interpreter: Management .063 ° 0 C2.96%*
’7HrInEerreter: Sotial - .010 0 1.52
HI-Interpreter: Task ’ , .107 .035 2.06%
HI-Interpreter: Management .045 : .027 .61

HI-Interpreter: Social ’ .013 0 1.45

#p < .10; *kp < .05; *k*p < .O1; *kkxp < .001
NOTE: H = Hearing; HI = Hearing Impaired; T = Teacher
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Table 4
Comparison of Hearing and Hearing-Impaired Interaction Per Minute

in the Cooperative Condition

-

Hearing Hearing-Impaired

H-HIV H-H  t-value H-HI_ HI-H t-value
Task .657 WA -1.00 .657 . 644 .08
Management -~ .260  .573 3.22% .260 .207 .52
Social .076 .240 3.35% .076 .080 - .20

NOTE: H = hearing; HI = hearing-impaired

*p < .05
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Unequal Power Relationships

1

Abstract

Sixty-four undergraduates negotiated an exchange of resources in dyads.

x4
[

proposed that both véews of unequal power relationships may be valid un-

They had either high or low power relative to the other and negotiated

A

. .\,
within a cooperative or a competitive context. While many theorists have \
—_ "\

indicated that unequal power relationships are destructive, other theorists \

have indicated that unequal power relationships are constructive. It was

der different situational contexts. The results confirm the hypothes;s; /
within a competitive context unequal power relationships resulted in the
high power person's use of coercion and the loy power person's pttempté
to negotiéte. Both high and low power subjects perceived the}r relation-
ship to he dominated by egocentric focus on one's own goals and attempts’
to control the other to meet one's needs. Withip a cooperative context,
however, bothhﬁigh and low power subjects were highly inducibié to each
other's infiuenceézbneeded resources were provided to each other, high
truét and likingtoccurred between subjects, and subjeéts were more ac-
curate in understanding each othéffs perspectiveé. Uneéual power seems

to undermine négotiations within a competitive context while not detract-

ing from effective working relationships within-afﬁodperative context.
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Influence Strategy, Perspective-Taking, and Relationships Between high

and Low Power Individuals in Cooperative and Competitive Contexts

"Within the theoretical literature there exist two markedly different

views of unequal power relationships. Social power may be defined as one

person's control over resources valued by another (Johnson & Johnson, 1982).

A high power perscn has control over more resources valued by the other
than does a low power person. One vien of unequal power relationships
'assumes that unequal power necessarily has a destructive impact and needs
to be equalized for constructive interaction toltake place. The other
view .assumes that unequal power pervades all relationships to some degree
and has a positipe impact on relationshipsr Both piews.of unequal‘power
focus on such dependent variables as the influence strategies,used, the

accuracy of understanding'of others' needs (i.e., perspective-taking),

the fulfillment of others' needs, aspects of the relationship such as trust

and mutual help, views of the power relatiomship, and interpersonal attrac-

tion. The purpose of this ‘article is to resolve the controversy over
whether unequal power relationships arezpositive or.negative by demon= - -
strating the situational conditions under which each viewy is valid.

More specifically, dit_is proposed that both views of unequal power
relationships ‘may be correct, depending on whether the context is coop-
erative or competitive: Deutsch (1962) defines a cooperative situation as
one in which participants perceive their goal atta’nments as being posi—
tively correlated, participants can achieve their goale if and only if the

IR

other participants”with whom they are cooperativelykiinked achieve their

[

P ‘ | | ‘ Cags
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goals. A competitive situation is one in which participants perceive their
goal atfainments as being negatively correlated; carticipants can achieve
their goals if and only if the other participants with whom they areicom-
petitively linked fail to acﬁieve their goals. Deutsch posiced that with-
in a cooperative situation there will be high inducibility; that is, par—
ticipants will be highly receptive to collaborators' influence, wh11e with—-
in a competitive situation there will be low inducibility wi;h participants
iresisting being influenced by competitors

The negative view of unequal power relationships is based on evidence
that when high and low power individuals negotiate with each other, their
vdominant influesce strategies seem to be coercion by the high power person_
and submission by the low power person (Johes,A1964; Rubin & Brown, 1975).
There is evidence that high and low power.individﬁals will mispercieve
each other'sbneeds and act in ways to enhance one‘s own interests over. the
other's EAppelbaum, 1974; Kipnis, 1972, 1975'.P£effer & Salancik, 1974;
Solomon, 1960; Thibaut & Reicken, 19553 Tjosvold & Fabrey, 1980) Tﬁe
relationship. between high and,low power individuals has been found to be
characterized ?y mistrust and a refusal to help each other (Solomon, 1960);
Thibaut & Reicken,c1955). High and low ‘power individcals have been found
tc dislike and undervalue each other (Cohen, 1975, 1980; Kipnis, 1972,

[

1975). Within the academic setting, for example, Cohen (1975, 1980) hy-'

'pOthesizes that in_order:¥cc students to:fo;m constructive relationships

Vitﬁ one another they must ce able to contribute edﬁal resources to COm-A
«pieting assiéned academic work. When stcdenﬁs with higﬂ and ibw reeding

ability are assigned a joinc task-Cohen;assumes.that’the differences in

-
o
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reading ability will be a devisive influence on their relationship, pro-
moting dislike and negative interact®ion patterns. Rosenholtz (1980) found
some support for Cohen's position by observing that students with high

reading ability tend to dominate interaction with lower achieving class-

.

3

mates.

Therefis some reason to believe that most theorizing and research on
unequal power relationships’ have focused on competitive situations: )
Emerson (1962) and Weber (1947) hoth‘explicitly"limited their discussions
of power to competitive situations. Other important definitions implicitly‘
place power with a competitive context. Dahl (1957) proposed that power is

. -
the capacity to get others to do what they would nbdt otherwise do, and

other definitions have emphasized that power involves the control of others

‘ and the avoidance of being controlled (e.g., Mayhew, Gray, and Richardson,
1968° Russell 1938). Many popular books stress the competitive use of ’
power to "yin" the "power game"' (e g5 Korda, 1975)

The positive view of unequal power relationships is presented by
Johnson and’Johnson (1982). They‘state that power differences'pervade allh
human relationships and that the exertion of power is constantly changing -*
as individuals modify and adjust their behavior to stay.cqordinated with
one another. The basis for influence among individuals is their mutual de—
pendence as they strive to achiewe joint or compatible goals. . Individuals
determine their needs and goals, assess their resources, determine what
coalitions are needed to achieve their goals,'and contract an exchange of
resources that is mutually beneficial to all parties. Relative power is

> V

seen as constantly changing, being multidimensional, and as enhancing col—

N . } R $
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~
’

/// lahoration. ihere is .considerable research onvcoopéretion.th;t indicates 'h,-‘
that colihborators ere opeq'to beiﬁg influenoed~by pnedanother, uee their
power to facilitate each. other's goallaccomolishment;>aoeorately-perceive r
each other'e needs, riew the relationship es being characterized«by trdd@

| ahd mutual'helpfulnees, and iike each other (Johneon, lééqi Johoson &
Johnson, 1975, 1978).H ’ | ¢ : | .} " T

While‘these two views of unequal power relationships are often c6n-*~d

trasted against each other, it is QBite possible thatibothaare valid under .
different situational oonditions.' it is hypothesized, therefore, tﬁat the

negative view of/hnequa, power relationships wi11 be confirmed under. com-

.

petitive conditions a: the positive view of unequal powar relationships

*

will be confirmed un ~operative conditions. '
Method X .
Sample . - . * ' ' i ,

Sixty-four undergraduate students qftepding'Simon Fraser University
. : '9 . ) ., . -
participated. in the study. They were randomly assigned to four conditionms,
16 in each condition, stratifying for sex so that there were an equai’numh

ber of males and females in each condition. Subjects received course credit

for their participation and one chance to win $15 in’a lottery. -

-

Independent Variable

The independent variables were: high or low power and cooperative or

. " competitive context. All subjécts were instructed to take the rQle of a--
. L 7 U B \ . ; D i

managér in one of two companies. - High power wag operationalized with the-

'-partioipants in the role of the manager of the qpre powerful'company,'Bolt
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Metals; subjects in the low power condition assumed the role of the manager
of the less powerful company, Ferrous Metals. Bolt was more powerful be-
cause it could affect the goal of Ferrous to a greater extent than Ferrous
could affect the goals of Bolt, earn substantially more profits than Fer-
rous, ano give its manager more chances to win $15 in the lotterf.- (Chances -
in the lottery were included as tangible, personal incentives for the sub-
jects.) In addition, Bolt would increase profits and chances only margin-
ally if it'received all necessary resources from Ferrous, whereas Ferrous
would increase its profits and chances to a considerable degree if it re-'"
ceived all the resources‘it could use from Bolt. Specifically, Bolt con-
trolled a mineral and an energy in excess of what it needed for its own
production and if the mineral and energy were given to Ferrous it would
increase Ferrous' profits and its manager's chances for $15 considerably.
Ferrous had power over Bolt in that it had an extra nineral and energy that
if given would increase Bolt's profits and its'manager's chances for ?15.
Ferrous' power ooer Bolt, however, ;as less than Bolt's power over Ferrous'

= “

because the resources Ferrous controlled would increase Bolt's profits and

«

manager's chances only very moderately. On this basis, it was expected.

that subjects would believe that the Bolt manager was more powerful than
<

*was the Ferrous manager.

The cooperative or competitive‘context was operationalized by the re-

lationship between the profits of the two companies and chances to win the

-

" lottery. In the cooperative context, Bolt and Ferrous produced different

metals and, because they were part. of a larger corporation, the profits

from each company were positively linked. The more profits ome company
: . ok
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made then the more profits and chances the other company received. In

the competitive context, Bolt and Ferrous produced the same kind of spe-

cialized metals and the more pr:iits one company made the less the profit

and the fewer the-chances in the lottery the other comﬁany received.

Dependent Variables

The‘firsf dependent variable was the type of influence strategy the

subjects chose to use during the experimental session. Three types of mes—

sages were, available: inducibility, in which the éubject agreed to do what-

&

ever the other manager wanted; coercive, in which the subject threatened

to withhold resources from the other if the other did not comply with what

the subject wanted, and negotiation, in which the subject asked the other

to consider the subject's suggestion but expressed a willingness to be in-

fluenced»by the other.

The second dependent variable was the resources given to the other
manager. At the end of the negotiations, the subjects completed a form
that stipulzted the amount and type of fesources (if any) they would give
to the other. The percentage of the resources.the other needed that each
sdbjéctlgave was computed;. For example, subjects who gave 80 percent of
the resources the other needed were given a score of .80.. This procedure . . -
avoided the complications involving the cogparison of differént typés and
amounts of resources. |

'

The third depéndent variable was perspective-taking. Subjectéﬂvere

asked to specify the excess resourceérthe other company originally had in

- o’

the post-experimental questionnaire. Their responses were scored from ex-

actly accurate (10) to extremely inaccurate (0). The more accurate thedr

220&
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understanding of the other company's resource situation, the greater their
ability to take the other company's perspective.

Attitudes and orientations were measured by single item questionnaire
responses. One set of dependent measures involved the attitudes of par-
ticipants toward the other and the relationship. 1In the post-experimental
questionnaire subjects rated on 7-point sca...s the extent to which they per-
ceived the relationship to be cooperative, their helpfulness to the other,
the other's helpfulness to them, how generous tﬁey felt poward the other,
hdﬁ much they trusted the other, how informed they félt by the other, and
how interested they were to meet the other socially. '

Another set of dependent variables involved the orientation of the sub-
jects. toward influence.and power. On the pﬁenegotiation questionnaire sub-
jects rated on 7-point scales tﬁe extént they felt-able to influence the
other, they éxpecged to be responsive to the other's requests, they expec-
ted the other to help them, and they expected to attempt to contro} the”
other manager. On the post-experimental quesEionnaire subjects rated the
extent they were open to influence from the other, they tried to éontrol

the other, the other tried to control them, they encouraged mutual in-

fluence, and the power they had in relation to the other manager.

Procedure

Subjects were told that the_experiment gtudied communication between
perSOnslwho can exchange resources with each‘other. The experiment was
conducted in ‘three phasas:. tﬁe subjects prepared for the negotiations‘with
a managertgxom the other company, the subjects negotiated with the other

manager, and the subjects were debriefed.

v “
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Four participants with two confederates (posing as participants) were
scheduled for each session. To begin phase 1, two groups, each with two
participants and one confederate, were led into separate rooms and read
instructions that informed them of experimental session and situation.
The participants in the cooperative condition read the following instruc-
tions:

The situation: You and another person will take the roles of managers

of two companies, Bolt Metals and Ferrous Metals, which are both part of
[}

the larger corporation, Metalworks. Bolt and Ferrous produce different

tvpes of specialized metals. Bolt produces a metal used in making huild-

ing equipment; Ferrous produces a metal used in construction, especially

z /

of skyscrapers. Since these two companies are part of a larger corporation,

A

the profits each company-received depends on how well it "does and how well
the company does. The more profits'one company makes, the more profits the
other company receivest Since the number of chances you earn to win $15

depequ on how nany profits your.company makes,vthe more profits your com-

pany earns and the more profits the other company earms, the more chances

*+

to win $15 you will receive. The Profit Sheet contains the details of
your company s profits and your chances for participating in this study.

Your goal as manager is to increase your company s earnings and the
!

number of chances for $15 you earn for yourself. Since'Ferrous and Bolt
A

are part of a 1arger corporation, youxr company s profits and your chances
depend upon both companies operating efficiently and profitably. As in—

N
dicated in the profit sheet, the more profits each company earms, the more

profits and’chances the other company receives.' There will be two lotteries
1 . . '

|

? |

\ | |
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conducied after the experiment is completed. Participants who are the
managar of Ferrous will be in oné lottery and those who are the manager
of Bolt will be in the other. The more chances that the other person re-
ceived does then not make it. less likely that you will win the $15. The
more chances you earn, the more likely you will be to receive the $15.

To produce the metals, each company needs minerals A and B and energy
sources C and D. (The energy supplied cannot be used interchangeably be-
cause each form of energy is needed in the production of the metals;j A
mgeting has been called to discuss the possibility of exchanging résqurces}

The participants in the competitive condition read the following in-

structions:

The si%uation: You and another person will take the roles of managers
of two competing companies, Bolt Metals and Ferrous Metals. Both companies
produce specialized metals that are used in making buildiﬁg.equipment and
construction, especially the construction of skyscrapers: Since the com—
panies produce the same type of product, they compete with each other'fér
customers and sales. The profits for each company reflect these opposing
interests: The more profits-one company earns, the fewer.profits for the
other company. In addition, the number of chances youvearn to win $15 de-
pends upon the amoungaoﬁwprgfits your company makes; the more profits for
the company, the more chances to win $15. The éhances will be diyided be-
tween you and fhe otherlperson éccording to the relative profits of each

.

company. The more profits and chances you receive,. the fewer profits and

chances the other person will receive. The Profit Sheet contains the de-

tails for your company's profits and your chances.
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copntains the details for your company's profits and your chances.

Your goal as manager is to increase your company's earnings and the
number of chances for $15 you earn for yourself. Since Ferrous and Bolt
compete in the same market, your company‘s profits depend upon how profit-
gble the other company is. As indicated in the profit sheet, the more
profits one company earns, the fewer profits and chances the other com-
pany receives. In additiom, since one lottery will be conducted after the
experiment, the more chances the other person earns, the less likely it
will be that you will win the $15 in the lottery.

To produce the metal, each company needs minerals A and B and energy
sources C and D. (The energy supplies cannot be used interchangeable be-
cause each form of energy is needed in the production of the metal.) A

-

peeting has heen called to discuss the possibility of exchanging resources.
Participants in the high power condition took the role of the managen
of Bolt and those in the low power took the role of the manager of Ferrous.
farticipants in both conditions read.ﬁégjfollowing instructions:.
4 Bolt is a stronger, more rescurceful company than Ferrous. ‘Tt has

more minerals and energies and is able to produce more valuable metal.

Without any exchange of’energy or minerals, Bolt will.earn substantially

more profits in the next year than Ferrous.and its manager more. chances to_ .

win $15 than the manager of Ferrous. In addition, Bolt will increase its
profits ‘and chances only somewhat 4f it receives all the resources it can
use from Ferrous, whereas Ferrous will increase its profits and chances

considerably if it receives all the resources it can use from Bolt.

4Participants received one of four profit sheets depending upon their
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condition. For participants in the high power condition, they read that

Bolt had an excess supply of Mineral B andwEnergy D, but could use more

Mineral A and Energy C to increase the company's profits and its manager's
chances to win the lottery. Participants in the low power condition read
that Ferrous had an excess supply of Mineral A and Energy C, but could use
more Mineral B and Energy D to increase its profits and chances. They also
read that these resources qould be transferred to the other without affec-
ting their own profits. ,Tﬁe sit;ation was structured, though the partici-
pants were originall& unaware of this, so that Ferrous and Bolt could give
all the resources the other needed and still have enough resoufces for their
~own operation. Consistent with the instructions, the profit shgéts in-
dicated that Bolt's profits and chances would increase only slightly with
more Mineral A and Energy C, whereas Ferrous' profits and éhances would in-
crease considerablf‘with more Mineral B-and Energy D. Also consistent with
the instructions, participants in the competitive condition were shown that
as the other's profits and chances increased, their oén decreased. Parti-
cipants in the cooperative condition fead that as]their profits and chances
increased the;other's.profits ana chances would also increase. Thé parti-
cipants were informed that they could nét show this sheet to the ‘manager

with the other manager.

After the participants seemed, to understand the experiﬁental situation -

L

and believed they were in cooperation or competition with high or low power,
theyﬂcompleted tﬁé prenegotiation questionnaire. To begiﬁ the second phasé,

® v _
one participant from each group was paired with a participant from the

S u
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other group. .They were then told tn make an opening statement and then to
negotiate for fifteen minutes. After that time, they completed a report
form indica’ Ing the types and amounts of resources they would give to the
other. They were then separated and asked to complete the post-negotiation
questionnaire. They were then probed for suspicion, debriefed, thanked,

given course credit, and one chance to win $15 in the lottery.

Confederates

hight vadergraduates were trained to be confederates. 1In order to
help standardize the procedures, all eight were femaies. They were given
12 hours of training and participated in an extensive pilot study to learn,
to br. 2f the participants about the situation and to become personally in-
volved in 1it. They were trained to present themselves-as participants and
to help the participants understand the phases and activities of the ex-
periment by discussing the‘instructions with them. They also read with {)(/{
the participants the\sections of the instructions that pertain to the con- ’
d'tions. They helped the participants in the high power condition ‘under-
stand that they could affect the goals of the person from the other group
to a greater extent than the other could affect theirs and the participants
in the low power condition understand that they could not affect the other's
goals to as great.an extent as the other could affect theirs. Moreerr;
they insured that participants in the cooperative condition understood
that their goals were positively linked with the goals of the person from
the other group and that participants in the competitive condition under-" -
stood that their goals were negatively linked. Each confederate was used

&

in all four conditions. To reduce the possibility of demand effects, the
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confederates and experimenter were unaware of the experimental hypothesis.
Confederates did not see the dependent measures nor interacted with the

participants in phase 2 when they completed most of the dependent measures.
3

Analyses

-

A 2x2 ANOVA was used to éﬁaljze the data. An init%al analysis was
conducted between male and female subjects and, since no significant dif-
ferences were found, the finél analysis did not include sex as an ipdepéh-
dent variable.

Results .

Subjects were placed iﬁ a cooperativ; or a comﬁétitive context and
assigned to a high or low power position. From Table é'it'may be seen that
subjects in the cooperative conditions perceived the context to be moreb
cooperative than did the subjects in;the compétitive conditions, Eﬁ1’60)".
8.00, p <01, apd subjeéts in the low power positions percgived the other'-
as having more relative po&er than did the subjects in the high power po;
sitions,_§(1,6d) = 36.55, p <.00l. These results indicate the conditions
were successfully impiemented. ' .

The major dependent variablé was the influence strategy used byqsub:
jects. From Table 1 it may be seen that low power subjects in-the,compet-
itive situation proposed negotiations most freqdﬁntly, followed by'indica-.
ting théir willingness.to be influenced by the bther{ The high power sub-
jects in the competitive sitdation used coercion the most.frequently3 fol-
lowéd by inducibility. The low and high power subjects in the cooperativé

relationship used very similar influence strategies, with inducibiligy dom-

-

T
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inating and negotiations second. Only 2 of the 32 subjects in the coopera-

tive conditions used coercion as their influence strategy.

. (O O " S Y St S St D S W D (i M SO Yy S U U e Wt G e ot O i e

Insert Tables 1 and 2 About Here

From Table 2 it may be seen that previous to the negotiations subjects
in the cooperative conditions, compared with subjects in the competitive con-
ditior ., expected more help fro@vthe other, F(1,60) .= 2.67, p < .10, expected
to be-more responsive to the other's needs, F(1,60) = 9.90, p < .001, ex~
pected to engage in fewer attempts.to influence the other, F(1,60) = 7.59,

 p <.0l, and felt less influential, F(1,60) = 3.75, p < .10. Subjects in the
high pOWer position expected less help from the other, F(1,60) = 4.57,
p < .05, and expected to be less responsive to the other's needs;_g(l;GO) =

" 3.62, p;< .10, than did the subjects in the low power position.

S <

. The data in Table 2 indicate that during negotiations the éu%jects in
the cooperative conditions gave She other manager more resources, F(1,60) =

6.93, p < .01, and were more accurate in taking the other's perspective,

~

F(1,60) = 3.44, p < .10, than were the subjects in the competitive conditions.
/
aubjects in the cooperative conditions liked, F(l 60) = 8.53, p < .01, and

trusted, F(l 60) = 4 27 g:\\ 05) the other manager more than did the sub—
"_JECtS in the- competitive conditions.r" e e e v+ o o e e e, o+ e e e v
The subjects in the cooperative conditions perceived the reiationship

\

betVeen the high and low power managers as -being ‘characterized by more owmn
\
helpfulness, F(l 60) = 20. 35 2_‘5 001, other 8 helpfulness, F(l 60) = 7 87,
. p <.01, own generosity, F(1,60) = B.35; 2 < .01 gnd other's openness,

- F(1,60) =11.90, p < .001, than did the subject;\in the competitive conditionsJ
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Finally, the subjects in the cooperative, compared with the competitive,
conditions perceived themselves to be more open to the other's influence,
F(1,60) = 2.81, p < .10, less controlling, F(1,60) = 14.25, p < .00l, per-
ceived the other as being less controlling, F(1,60) = 7.57, p < .01, and

perceived oneself as encouraging more mutual influence, F(1,60) = 4.99,

\
Y
\

p < .05,

Discussion -

A great deal has beenﬁﬁriiten about the coerPting aspects of high
‘pOWe; and the need to control others to "win" the "power game" (Hinings,
Hickson, Pennings,L& Schneck, 1974; Korda, 1975). ‘But is power always
nééative? McCelland (1970) found Fhat some individuals express their needs
for high power.by joining prganizationsfand groupg(to proﬁote altruistic
goalé that benefit soclety.. Theorists focusing on cooperation have proposed
that the exercise of power pervades all relatibnships and-offen facilitates
the achievement of mutual benefits (Johnson & Johnson;‘1982). The";esglts v
of this study indicate that unequal power relationships cah be desfructive L
or constfuctive for iﬁdividd#ls depending on whether they afe interacting
in a competitive or a céoperative context.

There has been disagreement as to how unequal power will affect the in-

“fluence strategies used by high and low power individuals. Within competi-
tivé situations there is evidence that‘high powver individuéls use coercion
while low p;wer individualé ﬁse submissiveness as’gheir major.}nfluence
strategiez (Rubin & Bfown, 1?75). The fe;ults of this study indicate th;t

| within the competiﬁive conéitions the high poﬁer subjects used coercion

most frequently while the -low power individuals most fretqyentl; suggested

P
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negotiation. Deutach (1949, 1962) has posited that within cooperative situ-
ations there will be a high level of inducibility where participantsa are
willing to be influenced by their collaborators. Despite the considerable
amount of research on cooperation and competition (Johnson, 1980; Johnson

& Johmson, 1975,‘1978). there have been few if any direct tests of Deutsch's
inducibility proposition until this study. The results of this stndy sup-
port Deutsch's theorizing.‘as both high and low power subjects in the coop-
erative conditions indicated that they would accept the other's suggestions
for an exchange of resources. In addition, there was almost a total absence
of the use of coercion within the cooperative conditions. In @ddition to
the theoretical importance of these findings, there are important practical
implications. Within organizations, where unequal power relationships are
the rule, high and low power individuals who clearly recognize their coop-

erative interdependence may be far more likely to be highly receptive to

each other's influence than to attempt to coerce each other to do what they

\z]

want.
Competition has not only been found to promote infhuence strategies

such as coercion and threat, but also a refusal to facilitate the achieve-

To

ment of each other's goals and often an outright attempt to obstruct. each

=

~~other's goal achievement.(Deutsch,.1962 1973)~,‘Withintthis study not_only......

" did competition promote the use of coercion by the high power subjecta, but

[y

both the high and low power subjects then withheld _the resources. needed by
the other, giving only between 40 and 50 percent of the resources the other
needed. The high and low power subjects in the cooperative condition, by

compariSOn, provided each ‘other with over 75 percent of needed resources. -

o
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These results confilrm Deutsch's theorlzing that cooperation promotes the
facilitaclion of each other's goal achlevement while competition promotes
the obetruction of the goal achievement of the other. The coercion at-
tempted by the high power subjects in the compétitiva conditiona‘aaem‘co
result in resistance by the low power, person and a lack of genarosity by
the high power p2rson. 1In this study, competition and coercion did not
pay. _ '
Subjects' perceptions of the exercise of power were congruent with
' their actual behavior in this study. Subjects in the compeéitive, compared\
with thbsé in the coopgrative, conditions pérceived themselves as résisting
the other's influence, tr&ing to control the othér, and discouraging mutual
_influence. Prior to negotiations subjects in the competitive conditions
expected little helﬁ;from the other, exngcted to not be responsive to the

other's needs, expected to try to control thé other, and at the same time

-

felt more powerful than did the subjects in' the cooperative conditions.

The relatigpship between the high‘and low power %Pdividuals in the com~

petitive conditions was perceived as being characterized byvless mutual

wilIingnéss to help the other obtain needed resources, greater selfishness,
and more closed comﬁunicationf Competition seemed to prométe a belief that

L

.MbQﬁﬁ 9P3§9lfwéngm§henQFhethill,acﬁﬁinwggocentt;gwwayswwithqﬁfuconcernwfor“LAwﬁ
eacﬁ ofher and the false confidence that one has the power to control the |
other. Suéh expeptatigﬁg and beliefs have little place in most organiza-
tions, as organizational effectiVeness largelyvdepends on the willingness,

- -

of members to éupport, assist, and facilitate each other's goal achieve-
: :

~

- ment. A ' -

w
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In the previous rescaveh 1t has commonly heen found that cooperation

promates greater trust than does dhmpécicion (heutach, 1962, 1973), Theve
has heen almost no regaarch.qhowevev. an whéthar the trust would surviye
the atraln of unaquul;puwer among collaborators, The reaults of this gtudfy
cu;ruhnrate the previous findinga that cooparation promotes higher trust
" than doau competition, and e;tenda tha previous research' to include the un-~
equal power aituation. Truast and 1hdué1bility are intértwined. as Indueci-
bhility rests on the belief that the other can be truated to act in mutually
beneficiaQ‘waya and not expioit one's Qlllingneaa to ba influenced,

One of the most important competencies for interacting effectively with
others is perspective-taking, i.e., the accurate understanding of how o&hera
perceiVe‘théir’needs and goals. The opposite of perspectivé%;akiné is ego-
centrism, where individuaiﬁ are so embedded in their own frhme of reference
that they are unaware of other points of view and of the limitationé of.
their own perspeétive. Perspective-taking ability is hlghlynrelated to com-
munication effectivé;ess and the constructive management of conflicts

(Johnson, 1971, 1980). The’results of this study indicate that when high

. t
= .

and low power individuals interact, perspective-taking will be more ac-
curate within a c00p¢r;ti§e than a competit;ve context. Thesélfinéingg
_corroborate previous research demonstrating a relationship betwen per- *
”specéive-taking accuracy éﬁd cooéerationa(Johnson, 1975a, 1975b; Johnson,
Johnson, Johnson, & Andérson, 1976). |

Finally, there is considerable evidence that cooperation‘proﬁotes

7

greater interpersonal atﬁrgc:ion than does competition :(Johnson & Johnsop;

1975,—1978). The results of this study provide an important extention-of

bl
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that work by demonstrating that the previod; findings foy equal powér re-

lationships are also valid for unequal power relationships. These findiqgs,.

furthermore, have important practical implications. . There h;s ﬁeen consid-

erable controversy over whether positive or negative relationships will de-

velop between majority and minority members when organizations such as bus-

inesses and schools are integrated. Minority members are ofﬁen perceived
”?g have less power in such organizational settings (e.g., Cohen, 1975, 1980).

The results of this study indicate that individuéls of unequal poWer may’

form positive relat}onships.with each other if they are interacting wifhin

a cooperative context.

It is of interest that power by itself seemed to haye little impact

on subject's behavior and attitudes. Subjects in the hiéh power position

prior.to negotiations expected to receive less helptfrom the other gnd,ex-‘

pected to.be less responsive to the other's needs than did the low powe¥

individuals. ”De;piﬁf creating somewhat diffﬁtént expectations for inter-

aéti&h and promotiﬁg the use of different influen?é strategiés in the com-

pétigivé conditions, differences in power had vef& little 1mpact on the de-

: /

pendént Qariables in ;his study. The results qf the condition chetk, fur-

thermore, indicate that awareness of the powe;fdifferencés was quite h;gh, %
’ﬂxndicating it was not failure to vary power gufficiently that caused the

lack .of results. ) | SR |

In éummary, the ;esults of this_study‘indicate that when uneqﬁal power
relationships take place within a compet?tive (compared with a cooperative)
contextt they w;ll be characterized by ghe hig@ power person's use of coer=

]

cion, the withholding of resources needéd by the other, the belief that
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parties will act 15 egocentric w%yé withou;vcoﬁcern for the other, . belief
that one can control the other, distrust of the other, inaccurate under-
Ftanding of the ether's perception‘of needs and goals, and dislike for the
other. Unequai power relatidnships within a'cooperative context, on the
other hand, are characterized by'high inducibility;.exchange of needéd"re-
sources; views of influence as being mutual and based on responsiveness to
gach other's needs; a positive view of the(relationship as being charactér-
ized by.mutualghelpfulness; geﬁerosity, and openness; high trust in one-an;
other; accurate perspective-taking§ and high interpersonal attrgctioh. These
results indicate that both the negative and positive views qf ngqual power
relationships are valid, depending on the situational contekt in which they
occur. Org;nizat;ons that ensure a cooperative context ig clearly per-

ceived by members with unequal power, can do much to help them work together

effectively.

234
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" Table 1

Distribution of Influence Strategies

Low Power High Pqwer

¥

Competition Cooperation Competition kCooperation

Inducibility 6 12 5 10
Coercion 1 1 ' 10 . 1
| Negotiation 9 3 1 5




” Unequal Peer Relationships

27 /-
Table 2 ’
Comparis’on bf Means Among Dependent Variables
Low Power ‘ ‘High Power . n -
Dependent Variables Competition Cooperation Competition Cooperation 3 i
T

Cooperativeness 4.13 5.73 - 4.56 5.65 CC: 8.00%%*
Other's Relative Power 5.38 4.47 T 2.69 "3.35 P: 36.55%k%
Expect Other's Help N T 5.27 T 3,94 - 4.88 CC: 2.67*%

- . ) B 4,57%k
Expect to Be Responsive 4.44 5.27 ' 3.63 4782 CC: 9.90%*%

B . - P: 3.62*%
Expect to Try to Cont;ol 5.38 4,33 : 5.44 4.53,7 CC: 7.49%k%
_Other, !
Feeling Helpless - 5.13 4,73 5.06 4.50 CC: 3.75%
Influential ‘
Resources Given 438 7.13 5.13 7.59  CC: 6.93%k#
Perspective—Takiné 6.63 7.33 4.69 7.00 "'CC: 3.44%
Liking: Meet‘Socialiy 4,13 5.53 4.63 4,71 . CC: 6.53***'
Trust of Other . 406 547 4.25 471 CC: 4,27
oOown Helpfulness 3.75 5.98 ‘3.31 _ 5.00 CC: 20, 35k#Ak
Other's Helpfulness 4,25 5.33 3.69 5.18 CC: 7.87%%%
Own Generosity 3.75 4,87 3.69 . 476 CC: B8.35kk% .
Informed by Other 3.81 5.47 3.88 5.12 ti: 11, 90Kk
Opénhess to Other's 3.81 5.00 4.44 : 4.82 iicé: '2.81*‘
Influence ’

" Try to Control Other 5.19 3.73 5.31 3.59  CC: 14.25%%kk
Other Tries to Control You 5.25 3.07 3.75 3.41 CC: 7.57%%%
Encouraged Mutual 5.0 5.40 3.94 5.29  CC: 4.99%%
VInfluence : :

%p < .10; **p < .05; **%p < ,01; ***4p < .00l

' WOTE: The higher the mean the more positive the attitude. /
CC = Cooperative/Competitive; P = Power . /
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