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ABSTRACT

This thesis investigated the effectiveness of cooperative learning,
individualistic learning, competitive learning and traditional learning (control
group) in promoting more positive intergroup relations in the classroom. The

literature and p g itsthegretical framework, namely the
Contact HypOthesis™an r..‘.x.ml‘m- AllB0ntea i
e e e, . e

Of Tajfel were

. | in thefWeste pe Six grade
ationa ;: heterogeneous

(based on seareher-taugh{-eaeh-e-}ass———‘

UNIVERSITY of the

Three questionnaires were used in the research. = The Sociometric
- - - v - ) ‘1
questionnaik\wal‘ ‘u& I e!‘atnks i11§rgrou$' ‘réjl}iols. lT he Attitude

questionnaires (Acceptance of Others and Acceptability to Others) were used

This investiga:

nine classes

to measure the acceptance of others by the learner and acceptability to others
in the classroom. The Goal Structure questionnaire was used to ensure

appropriate use of the various teaching methods by the researcher.

http://etd.uwc.ac.za/



Descriptive statistics and chi-square analyses were used to test examine
whether there were any differences between cross-gender versus same-gender
choices and same-ethnic versus cross-ethnic choices in the various groups.
These statistics indicated that differences between pre-test and post-test were a

result of the influence and exposure to treatment.

validity a modified-Solomon-four-group-design-wa hisydesign had six

groups and :

- -i of pretést on the post-test
= yo of the design
_n no intéraction between

L 3
pre-test and treatent.

UNIVERSITY of the

A one-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) using gain_scores indicated
WESTERN CAPE
ifferences between the various groups in terms of the least-liked

significant
question, acceptance of other-s and acceptability to others. A post-hoc analysis
indicated that cooperative learning had a lower mean score than competitive

and individualistic learning on the least-liked question.

XVi
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In terms of the attitude questionnaires, (Acceptance of Others and
Acceptability to Others) cooperative learning promoted more acceptance of
others and more acceptability to others than individualistic learning. None of

the other learning groups differed significantly.

The researcher also considered the weaknesses and implications of this thesis

Halionsor

—_
UNIVERSITY of the
WESTERN CAPE

Xvii
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Chapter One

Introduction

As learner and educator, I have seen the lives of friends, learners and
colleagues destroyed by police brutality, racism and apartheid education.

Leamer uprisings in the 1970s and 1980s led to the total disruption of

education in blaclack learners

during the pafthetd=~7earsy=By=1990-(vboyz 1993 Modet CSehools (former
I8 _RIN BIR BIE RIER BRI

white only sclools who changed their learner admission policy by decision of
— — —

the parent -i!
,I,.

black, colou!".!d
and Indian lea ets, even those in

the classes I ta 3, p. 61) [Black

- " —

L 3
learners had no sense of belonging m the classroom].  These learners felt

alienated, r{g}teNy Il&-%eE Re& llffie‘n&;ve@k ﬁnct hcg'wing special
attention b)‘tqu ighjcgpr;,i)mﬁe &thwduca 'Q:ne‘lilibafkwi\;(‘lness".

This thesis is a reflection of my struggle to improve intergroup relations
between black, coloured and Indian learners in the classroom. This research is
new and was not conceptualised by books or through academic exercise but by

my experiences of ethnic tensions within the classroom.

http://etd.uwc.ac.za/



In South Africa schooling has played a unique role in the political and cultural
Jdife of its people. The ethnic diversity of South Africa demands that the
existence of ethnic groups be taken seriously. In any school in South Africa
learners are obsessed with competition, but there are learners who cooperate

with one another. In school learners are constantly pitted against one another

in a contest for attention, approval and achievement. This arrangement does

ethnic tenmmmmmmmm&‘ durable in
uciond}d NFY ERSTTY of the

>
With the mtrod !ﬁon of umculum 2¥ and((jutcomels B!sed Education
(OBE) in 1998, the classroom set-up or arrangement was supposed to change.

Although a cooperative learning setting is being advocated elements of

competition would still exist.

http://etd.uwc.ac.za/



Another aspect is that family life in South Africa is influencing the social
development of children. The extended family and neighbourhood support
systems are diminishing. In South Africa today married couples are having
fewer children, there are more single parent families, families are increasingly
transient (the divorce rate in South Africa is high) and children are finding

more acceptance in gangs and cliques. Children who in the past would have

mastered communication ation skills at home from
family merh s much op ecause of the
effects of tele u- o.u' ; Spousal and child

abuse, etc.). 1Seque : S { for teaching

interpersonal $k

Before I mhgltoh:ﬁlx &Eaﬁ Roﬁ t(l IIIB’}IIJC@[# ﬁhférent schools
who repor‘cxll‘hai:t‘he.g \wlre ?fdﬂus‘{psion(h‘et‘\‘%enlyat:and coloured
as well as male and female learners at their schools. Many factors contributed
to this tension. Some of these factors are academic standing in class ("weak,
average or clever" learner), educational "backwardness" related to the primary
school from which the grade eight learner was accepted, language (related to

how well the learner communicates with their fellow learners) and socio-

http://etd.uwc.ac.za/



economic status within the community.

As Deputy Principal and educator I observed many causes of conflict between
learners in the classroom. The "childish nature” of male learners in class e.g.

throwing chalk or papers, placing drawing pins on the seat of the desk,

stealing lunch, or just irritating the female learners. Female learners were

1.2 Aim$ and Obiectives .

The primady_bifNnd objeclve B dsedih Wesaf fpon dassroom
educators ‘aﬁ, ‘pr<§ .liarni:, Llirgrqp re uon\u}}hif. classrooms,

specifically between black and coloured learners. This was researched by

using specific goal structures, namely cooperative learning, competitive
learning, individualistic learning and traditional learning [control group]. A
goal structure specifies the type of interactions among learners as they strive to

achieve their instructional objectives (Johnson, 1979). A Social Preference

http://etd.uwc.ac.za/



Sociogram was used to provide data on intergroup relations. An attitude
questionnaire was also given to learners to determine acceptability to others
and acceptance of others in the classroom. The essential research objective is a
comparison of various goal structures in terms of their effectiveness in

improving intergroup relations in the classroom.

1.3 Theor

Because this¥esearch LOOK Info account the relationship between learners and

revised by Cook (1978), and further elucidated by Brewer and Miller (1996)

and Hewsto[eélnNr(lvn\'{9E} R S I T \’ 0 j ; | I ¢
WESTERN CAPE

1.3.1 Taifel's Social Identity Theory

This theory holds that an individual's personal identity is highly differentiated
and based in part on membership in significant social categories, along with
the value and emotional significance attached to that membership. It is

important to note that social identity theory incorporates both perceptual and

http://etd.uwc.ac.za/



motivational components (Brewer, 1979). This theory also provides a
connection between psychological and societal explanations for prejudice and
discrimination. According to Tajfel (1978b), the basic conditions for extreme
forms of category-based social identity lie in the existence of various forms of
intergroup tension at the societal level and in the belief that relevant social

boundaries between categories are "sharply drawn and constant” (p. 51).

Tajfel's theopmofsoc

ii. individ ol - is POsiti ivel dccording to the

ii. O entconstitute the frame of
N PR BT pyfoffpps i

etely 3 : g—

\\ l‘JISTl‘JR.\ (44‘\1 l"
Since Social Identity Theory deals with the reciprocal relationship between
structural features of the social environment, and perceptions and motivations
at the individual level, this theory provides a useful integrative framework for

the study of intergroup contact and its effects.  Other theorists elucidating

Social Identity Theory were Hewstone and Brown (1986), Brown (1995), and

6
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Turner and Giles (1995).

1.3.2 Allport's Contact Hypothesis

This theory is based on the premise that contact results in familiarity and
attraction, which is the cornerstone of the Contact Hypothesis elucidated by

Allport (1954), and revised by Cook (1978), and further elucidated by

afdsMiller (1996). The underlying

s

vy -
the nature mmrmmrm ction include: (1) equal status

within the tiﬂlaN, IZ\SpEnRiSt(I JlIc‘oﬁfml ’fexftfr? stereotypes
about outgroup characteristics, (3) mutual interdeggdeice such as cooperation

- B & - 1 ) -
in achieveke&t !}' f?ntrl;)akf &){ p‘r\omotion of 1nt1lmatel ‘interpersonal

associations, and (5) presence of egalitarian social norms (Brewer & Miller,

1984).

http://etd.uwc.ac.za/



In conclusion, Tajfel's Social Identity Theory criticizes individualism while
«Allport's Contact Hypothesis focuses primarily on the individual. A detailed

elucidation of these theories will be given in Chapter 3.

1.4 Methodology

1.4.1 Criteria

This researc Africa have been

This study took place at a high school where black and coloured learners were

enrolled. t*] SMJIJC&EEE RJSGL;IN&: o[}fesf l W Stratified or
quota samp‘xi,mih‘ gvaslu ef:toﬁter{ne six Kad‘jmle"classes used

in this research (explained in Chapter 5). The researcher taught all six Grade
Nine classes using either the traditional learning (chalk-and-talk) method and
the other goal structures (cooperative learning, competitive learning, and

individualistic learning).

http://etd.uwc.ac.za/



1.4.2 Instrumentation

L. Social Preference Sociogram Questionnaire

A Social Preference Sociogram was used to investigate intergroup relations
within the classroom. This methodology is based on the Coie and Dodge
(1983) study. The identifiable feature of this type of sociogram is to determine

the learners' social status within the classroom based on quantifiable measures

another.  Four

nominations ( . e & question. This
design was us © test existi S n the das§room (pre-test)
and those after thd expefil

lii "

. o o W . " ” , .

i. Attu‘ude[ld}e@gi n#t@ ERSI r\ ”j the

1. Acceptance of Others Questionnaire >

This attitude” scal '.Wa‘S' designé ”bylie}? 955 (and }se to l1nvest1gate the

opinions of acceptance of others. The questionnaire determined whether
learners take an active interest in their fellow peers and whether they show a
desire to develop good relations with them.  This questionnaire contains 20
attitude statements with possible responses from almost always (scored as 1) to

very rarely (scored as 5). This attitude scale was scored as follows: 20, low

9
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acceptance of others and 100 high acceptance of others.

2. Acceptability to Others Questionnaire
The acceptability to others scale also designed by Fey (1955) forms part of the
acceptance of others scale and contained 5 attitude statements with possible

responses from almost always (scored as 1) to very rarely (scored as 5). This

This questionpdife was J g el and control the

teaching method i g his investigation.
This questfbﬁmmmﬂvm. -3
UNIVERSITY of the

1.4.3 Design and Analysis

i Soczome)‘zc St!zl"eS T l"‘ R \ (‘ ‘\ P P

This research tool used the total positive (most-liked question) and negative

(least-liked question) nominations (frequencies). This was done on both the
pre-test and post-test. These positive and negative frequencies were quite
informative with reference to, popular learners, rejected learners, controversial

learners, neglected learners and average learners in the different classes. Only

10
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two questions (question 3 and 4) from the Sociometric Scale were used and

will be fully explained in Chapter Five.

il. Social Preference and Social Impact Scale
This research tool was used to calculate the pre-test and post-test Social

Preference and Social Impact scores within each goal structure to validate

intergroup relations. This e*TeileetsnillE*nonngtive standing of the learner
in a class re@z & oi mmm- »

a Ol NV Q 1QQ
D JILS - O 1L ® cl

Since this stugs : : o i aldtionships in the

classroom as well Jas itsfrélated attith hiis idefahjopportunity for

the learneréﬁmmmm%e pre-test.
This might la‘ ve Na}i*ﬁr Etﬂeﬁ lhéF(p\’fmﬁifl—gWr,of learners

because it sensitises the learners to study specific content in the experimental

'R ~ v > L
treatments. \t\s v]tl’i ﬁsus :e!;oxl‘ that'a m&ﬁed \(e'rﬁig} ot] the !ofomon Four-

Group design was used. Instead of having four groups, six groups were used.

There were two Control Groups (Traditional Leaming method) and two
Cooperative Leaming Groups as well as one Competitive Leaming Group and
one Individualistic Learning Group. One Control and Cooperative Leaming

group were not given the pre-test. At the end of the intervention all groups

11
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were given the post-test.

iv. Chi-square Tests

This test was used to determine whether two or more frequency distributions
differ significantly from each other. These chi-square tests were computed to

examine whether or not cross-gender versus same-gender choices and whether

This is the tea¢hiny 1S i 0ds is inyéstigation namely,

cooperatlvé;?eaﬁﬂﬂg—umm—lmwﬂﬂﬁmm‘%mmg and
waiierd B3N [VERSTTY of the

+IESTERN CAPE

This is the relation between black and coloured learners in the classroom,

i, In

while participating in a specific goal structure.

12
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iit. Social Structure
Social structures are those aspects dividing society into gender, age,
nationality, ethnicity, education and religion.

iv. A Group

In this thesis a group is regarded as a set of learners among whom exits an

.

yi Mixed'Schools 3
e s ] NEPFRRST T thieon

These concl ks Riplecndion ¥ rec it E E-

13
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1.5 The Outline o fchapters

This section briefly outlines the various chapters in this thesis.

Chapter 2: Key concepts and terms.
Here all the concepts significant to this thesis were comprehensively defined.

The definitions were used as a guide in researching intergroup relations in the

.

L
theories on intergroup relations. The success and failure of past research using

Social Idenh]%h‘*&@&yﬁﬂ}si'lt; {)nﬂjtl uft&gidup relations
in South Af{cin sﬂm(g ase[alsi‘fe\ﬁvei&n this (h‘apjt{ l > l,

Chapter 4. Cooperative Learning and Intergroup relations.

In reviewing the .research done in South Africa on cooperative learning and
intergroup relations one is immediately confronted with very little research on

this topic. The purpose of this chapter was to establish whether cooperative

14
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learning would result in positive or negative intergroup relations in the

classroom. A review of American research is also presented in this chapter.

Chapter 5. Research Methodology.
This chapter provided information on the criteria used to select the sample, the

instrumentation used (Social Preference Sociogram, Attitude Questionnaires

instruments.  Statisti

effectiveness Qf I

: - 2
intergroup relations i the classroor:

UN IVERSITY uf the

Chapter 7: _Conclusion and Recommendatlons >
This chapter %cugeﬁ ‘on J !%ct&ess of the Varlous go structures to

improve intergroup relations. This chapter also considered the weaknesses of
this study, its implications for education and provides some recommendations

for future research.

15
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Chapter Two

Key Concepts and Terms

Defining the different concepts has specific significance to this thesis. It is a

chance to highlight those aspects, which are of special significance to the

i SR )
| — —

2.1 Defining HM! | l
"A goal struc I specifiés I : l Ak o"‘

strive to achi their-instry oh cooperath

earners as they

e, competitive
3

or individu:dized learning" (Johnson, 1979, p. 145).
UNIVERSITY of the

L Individu_a‘lgﬁ' tic fOfllq‘ f‘u%: R ‘\' (: f\ l » l"

This structure can be characterized as one where individuals (learners) are

rewarded based on their own accomplishments regardless of the achievement

of others (Slavin, 1983).  Johnson (1983) defines an individualistic goal

structure as, "no correlation among the goal attainments of learners” (p. 7).

Whether the learners accomplish their goals had no influence on whether

others achieved theirs. Thus learners seek an outcome that is personally

16
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beneficial, ignoring as irrelevant the goal achievement efforts of other learners.

ii. Competitive goal structure
A competitive goal structure is where goals of different learners are so linked
that there is a negative correlation among their goal attainments. Here the

learner seeks an outcome that is personally beneficial but s detrimental to

¢ D 11'1Cd tehim ®
vV d

competitiveness™( WHO Kihows the correct

answer and thé gducator 3 s ¢ OtNCT lcatmncers, it § likely that you

would sit theré hopi e ; S iRCO; 50 that you would

b & ;9

competition - drummed o TEArers frof Arsery School 1 tniversity as well
o0 FNTVERSITY of the

A study done by[Wamn 5‘ (&)\mdlcate that W!) R:e competitive

elements within a mixed. situation dominate, inter-ethnic and gender

relationships were harmed within the classroom.

17
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iii. Cooperative goal structure

Cooperative learning is more than the physical proximity of learners,
discussing a task or helping other learners. It requires that the learning
situation be so structured that all the members of a group can only achieve
their objectives if the others do likewise (Taylor, 1991). It is therefore

evident, that in cooperative learning learners depend on one another for

& Schulze, 2000): .

UNIVERSITY of the

Several structured programs of cooperative learning have been developed.
They were &sign fo 1:3[ at"any" grade level g‘lﬂ bn mos: s!hool subjects.
All the cooperative learning strategies are characterized by ethnically mixed
groups working together to achieve a collective goal (Slavin, 1983, 1985).
Slavin (1980) refers to cooperative learning as Student Team Learning. Student
team learning methods consists of other techniques (e.g. Student Team

Achievement Division (STAD), Teams-Games Tournaments (TGT)).

18
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In STADs the educator presents a lesson, and learners then work within their
teams on academic tasks. Their objective is to ensure that all team members
master the material. In TGTs, the class tests are replaced by tournaments in
which learners compete with same-ability members of other teams. Here
groups are structured to achieve heterogeneity in terms of ability, gender and

ethnicity. These different methods emphasize the use of team goals and team

success, which can onl i rs of the team learn the
objectives b ing are cruci am learning
methods (a) reward, X opportunities

for success.

In the Jigsaw od (Arbhson ., 1978)] ethn: mixefl fteams work on

academic nﬁteﬁmmmmﬁa‘m member
reads only ole %eNn }f\d’rlETRe slhqai%c},)fd’ﬂh learners meet

in "expert ioups with others who have been assigned the same section.

N C/

Working tog ther ley 1earn the thaterial ‘and then Teturn o their home teams
to teach it to their team-mates. The successful completion requires learners to
cooperate. ~ The Jigsaw method also includes the improvement of

communication and tutoring skills.

19
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In Jigsaw II (Slavin, 1985), all learners in a team read the entire assignment.
oThey are then assigned a particular topic on which to become an expert. Like
STAD, Jigsaw II uses individual class tests and team scores based on
individual improvement. One of the most important effects of student team
learning and the Jigsaw methods has been the positive impact developing on

friendship among learners of different ethnic backgrounds in desegregated

classes.
When the Jo t rative learning
they called it . . oup goal, (b)

sharing of idedsjand matesial, () §d divisionj of la wh propriate, and

(d) group rewardds. eir od C1rcles of

Learning. ‘Hmwmmﬁw&l in terms of
s, s A FREE T ap el vt v

master specific skills. ~ These groups also facilitate cor,nmumcatlon and

s d .
intergroup c&\aergjon “to resolve” conflicts constriictively.” Research done in

the United States of America, examining the effects of cooperative learning
methods, has generally demonstrated their positive impact on social
relationships among learners of different ethnic backgrounds. Slavin (1983)
found in eleven of fourteen studies he reviewed that cooperative methods have

some positive effect on intergroup relations (mostly black-white relatioaships).
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Research done on intergroup relations in South Africa concentrated on the
attitudes and prejudices between the different ethnic and language groups
within the community. Thus far only two research papers have been done in
South Africa (Du Plooy, 1993; Tshibalo & Schulze, 2000) to compare the
effects of cooperative learning on the development and promotion of

intergroup relationships and achievement in the classroom (explained in

wv. TraditionalTeaming e
e—

This method is i S and-talk 100 pducator stands
in front of the jclas whil 2 /il sit and listen
passively in eIi ass. e eduéator and
learners. n , listening to c: cducator, no

o G TR Y oty o i

between learners is_only permissible on_the instruction from the educator.
L - - . - ]
. . .o i - . } y
This type O\\ea(!hf'ng'me odl- i§ “also “sometimés re}erred fo as "frontal
teaching". Here the teacher faces the class frontally while the learners look at

the back of each other's head.
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2.2 Defining; Inter21:oup Relations

The assertion that intergroup relations is a topic of fundamental societal
importance hardly needs much by way of supportive evidence. We receive
daily news bulletins from radio, newspapers and television reporting the
continuation or exacerbation of existing intergroup hostilities. Understanding

the determinants of intergroup tensions is an important task of social

ways in which

dlscrlmmatlon ahd™con A 010 and" edu c”« s can develop
) re, by defining

this thesis, ‘m@vgmmmraﬁrﬁetween the
different et{nf,‘c NOLPS\\XHF&I Re gle{sﬁf‘m\mﬁyér f ;ﬁaessfully or
unsuccessfully. Sherlf (1966) demonstrated in_his study that intergroup

C/

relations m&t con51der the attrll‘)utes of the group and the consequences of

intergroup rela al relations. In

affiliation in the group to the individual members. Intergroup behaviour
occurs only when members of two groups interact across group boundaries in
terms of their group identifications and not if they are simply interacting

interpersonally as individuals who happen to be members of a different group.
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According to Turner (1982) interpersonal relations involve pe.rsonal identity,
whereas intergroup relations involve social identity that is defined in terms of
group membership. Social identity includes the common attributes of the
group and lead members o know both their own group and other groups.
South Africa is a society tom by intergroup tension at all levels. This

intergroup tension can be reflected in different ways namely, between ethnic

conflictual

In a survey c : oS (Jouncil (HSRC)

investigating i
(1991), rekgrctﬁmmmma,rch T
ot 5| PN 7 BRG] S g ey
has deep and complex ‘pr'oblems among{i}e different ethnic f,(oups. The

CAP

problems 1d§nt1ﬁe by mvesflgatlon being at

e ‘oot of intergroup

tension in South Africa were .summarised as follows:

These issues concern the elevation and institutionalisation of
ethnicity and related characteristics to the extreme that the

individual is compelled to order his/her life within prescribed
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group contexts, while there are obvious inequalines involved
in such group allocation and people eventually become

isolated and insulated from one another. (p. 157)

The Committee (consisting of 350 researchers and members from 15

universities (Foster & Louw-Potgieter, p.82, 1991)) acknowledged that the

Soutl %&Wn{ U‘fdiﬁrﬂ SaclPr'oFuH’ exae]'le,th group

relatlons differently. Although ethnici z an lm ortant
factor, mlny 'peo;[ !;ﬁs 1dent1fy w1th ethnic groups

because of its statutory institutionalisation. (pp. 97-98)

These two quotes from the HRSC report (1980), (cited in Foster and Louw-
Potgieter (1991, p. 82 and 83)) respectively, show that intergroup problems in

South Africa always return to the issue of ethnic segregation. Billig (1976)
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suggests that when we are dealing with relationships between groups we are
addressing the social structure of society. It is therefore important, that when
researching intergroup relations in South Africa we must look at its social

structure.

There is little doubt that within the South African context defining intergroup

Within a CE}ON tqer‘j’s' Eet}@'lﬁf loc'T raffiohiy{pr ”—If;e learners of

one group have the opportumty to interact with other {oips and one another.
Social structures Can t}I fo!;‘ del ed 11&) nder age, nationality,
ethnicity, education and religion. A social structure does not only ascertain
who interacts with whom but also defines the circumstances for, and influences
the content of such interaction (Tallman et al., 1983). Interaction is therefore
based on the foundations of loyalty, friendship, pride and mutual aid. In a

classroom the social structure is made up of those learners who are "clever",
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"average" or "weak". It can also be based on socio-economic factors (poor,
middle class, rich). With regard to contact between different ethnic groups at

mixed schools this can result in increased tension between the different ethnic

groups.

Getzels and Thelen (1960) have proposed two fundamental structural patterns

for the classroom:

h are formalized and ationalised; e.g. peer
T 0 -_u -

fles of the school

(b)

bn personal

ich can affect the

clifmate i the classrooTT:

| 4 4
UNIVERSITY of the
According to Ta fel (1981) South Africa represents a perfect example where
conflict wﬂ} increase ?ecause 0 4rhl.selrce\wed &guée\mlie !(:)'aal structure.
This is based on the perception that existing relationships between groups are

unjust with regard to status, power or dominance.
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2.4 Defining a Group

Teaching and managing learner behaviour occurs within a classroom in which
learners must learn to function successfully with one another. By defining a
group, I am emphasizing the importance of the classroom. Johnson and
Johnson (1987) defined a group "as two or more individuals who, interact with

each other, are independent, define themselves and are defined by others as

e Y7 N 114 Y,
o ICY
! cl

group rewardifi®

It can also be 0Bse a " is 4 fuhctionl @ffthree classes of
variables: (3 2 iables 3 abilifis, perdonality traits, or
motives; E&immﬂe immediate
location anc[lgrwr%a@tﬁ W}{F s\cﬁal(jfﬁtﬁ javhich group
action takes place, ) variables associated with the immediate task or

CAPE

objectives that the gfohp 1s'!:ursl;m %aVlS, 1969

A group can also be described as a collection of interacting individuals
(learners) with some degree of shared influence over one another (Schmuck &
Schmuck, 1988). This notion of groupness excludes aggregates in mere

physical closeness such as persons in a rugby match or in a classroom. A
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group also refers to a set of behaviour systems that not only affect each person

in the group but respond to exterior influences as well.

A further elucidation of a group can be found in a social setting by describing
it as a unit consisting of a number of individuals:

a. Who, at a given time, stand in status and role relationships with one

another;

b. s monitoring
n

the cofidt faportance to the
S—
group Ii

In social psyéhology the ep. : upt is uséd to refer to the

i

behaviour W‘&mmwmﬂﬁfﬁf'maﬂy belong
ot NGV STT Wopfetfiuer & tow

Potgieter, 1991). A ‘reference group” may be any {mjg or groups which

WESTERN

individuals "use ormulating” their ‘character; attltu es, self-image and

behavioural characteristics (Schmitt, 1972).

In this thesis, I regarded a group as a set of learners among whom exists an
observable set of relationships (e.g. working towards a collective goal [group

work]). Because this research took place in a classroom it is also necessary to

28

http://etd.uwc.ac.za/



define the class as a group. Each experimental class consisted of two groups

namely, (1) the peer group, and (2) the individual learners.

As a result of social changes in South Africa, schools have an increased
responsibility for helping learners learn behavioural skills that would equip

them with useful roles in society (i.e. schools must concern themselves with

. 4

It should bE*remembered-thar--CIASSTOOTT 15 THAde tp-0f 4 Group’ of learners,
each identi%p‘g Nt‘nf &EQE l}%ﬁe,‘s@?’enﬁf ifli?li)gy, religion,

culture, and ethnic group.

WESTERN CAPE

It is imperative to define this concept ethnicity because the learners in this
research were from different ethnic groups, each with their own attitudes,
prejudices and stereotypic ideas. The concept "race” can be defined as the
outward or phenotypic features of the learners so that they can be classified

into a specific racial group. The concept of "race” could also be viewed as a

29

http://etd.uwc.ac.za/



social construction and an ideological process (Foster, 1991, 1997; Daniels,
1998). In South Africa the physical appearances of people have consequences
for social relationships, while economic exploitation of people was based on an

ideological process defined in racial terms.

Race and racist views have been promoted in South Africa for the upliftment

of whites. The turning poig Dlack learners in Soweto and
other parts€oi d education
Coloured and f 1976 against
apartheid edu ools admitting
black, coloure |= - lefs| increased. al upliftment programmes
and recreationdl !r instituted on a

very small Scale:

UNIVERSITY of the

Given the dominance of race as an oliammng feature of Sou;h African society
J
as well as }s edlkahonal'sl)—r;tek“ it"is' not surprising’ that racial attitudes and

racial stereotypes became part of the classroom. Providing learners with
opportunities to interact and get to know one another in the classroom reduces

the tendency to judge a peer in terms of race (Grant & Sleeter, 1988).
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For this research the term ethnicity is more acceptable than the term "race” as
ethnicity refers to the characteristics of the group or an individual who differs
physically, nationally, culturally, linguistically, religiously, or ideologically

from one another.

A survey conducted by the HSRC into Intergroup relations in 1980 found that

wistto UE R Cmm | U'Uﬂ 'mlgbﬁﬁ g at p'—ref.'(ﬁti;i
UNIVERSITY of the

After Second World War_countries began to_move away_from racist

"
an to abandon racial discrimination while in South Africa

- - - - . ’ r
suppositions and beg
a racist way of thinking became entrenched. However, South Africa was not
insensitive to these shifts and Sharp (1988) pointed out that the use of the term

ethnicity avoided the opprobrium associated with race (Foster & Louw-

Potgieter, 1991).
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2.6 Definin2 the concept mixed schools

After the educational upheaval of 1985 and subsequent years, certain white
schools were opened to all ethnic groups in 1990.  These schools were
officially known as Model C schools. A Model C school could be defined as
a "mixed school" (where the white parent body gave pennission for other

ethnic groups to attend the school) with a number of black, coloured and

[’ of op ||
Model C schoals) ¢ c1510 were made b

white parénts, and
the whole mmmnm&%)mance of
Black childrln_jianId'@’sEonlSl Pé)FV¥ iny f% rlﬁe‘nce of white

teachers and white chlldren p. 61- 62). In this thesis_a_mixed school

RN CAP

(principals a\lowec! 1earners of other etﬁmc groups to attend tflelr schools

Schools (former

without the permission of the parent body) is a school where the learner
population (black, coloured, Indian) is integrated in the classroom.  Since
1994 education has been desegregated but schools have moved slowly in
becoming fully integrated. To complete this research successtully, the school

and the classroom had to be ethnically mixed (see Chapter 5).

2
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Chapter Three

Contact Hypothesis and Social, Identity Theory: An

overview and relevance for South African

Schooling

South Africa retl” a8 ass, gender,

language and polifica C of intergroup

| 4
on intergroup relations m South Africa, (Bornman, 1988; Daniels, 1998; Du

Plooy, 1993} FostyFichilescd Qo Tshibalojs i1/ 900), such as
prejudice ar‘\ cT;mr‘&lorrfol‘?Nﬁ . art's ‘r); {vhi’s ﬂle‘ .‘causes were

located within the individual (e.g., aggression, personality traits, etc.).

In South Africa, ethnicity, gender, class, religion and language were some
important criteria of classification n our communities (Foster & Louw-

Potgieter, 1991).  Tajfel's Social Identity Theory (SIT) has attracted the
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interest of some researchers in South Africa (Du Preez, 1987; Foster &

« Finchilescu, 1985) because of social categorization.

Because this research took into account the relationship between learners and
learner groups in the classroom I decided for a more social approach to the

study of intergroup relations. Hence the choice of Tajfel's Social Identity
Theory (197 aclElyPOthesis, the latter revised by Cook
(1978), and i el rlﬁm : Jo)sand Hewstone and

Brown (1986).

In SIT and any causes for

deteriorating i one is likely

to think ofﬁmw—vmrmm—mmmtely held
attitudes byWKNNeI ¥ Ehﬁaﬂgbls 'cIBn‘heli OLFhrtembers}up or

their ethnicity ( Klmble, 1990 Prejudice is therefore a negative evaluation of
an 1nd1v1du§ ase!‘ ona 8'1;16 tﬁaﬁe fstlc of & 11’1d1vjual ldeﬁned by the

beholder. It is prejudgemental in that such an attitude exists before knowing

anything about the individual to whom it is applied. Prejudice and persecution
have often rested on religion but other examples do exist, e.g. persecution of

the Jews during World War II, enslavement of African-Americans for
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economic gain, development of a super race, etc.. This rationale took a racial
form. Racial inferiority now became a justification for prejudice and had the

stamp of biological finality (Erlich, 1977; Tobias, 1985).

Because of the quarrelsome and hostile nature of humans one must expect

conflict and tensions to flourish. Any observer of children, (e.g. educators,

human rights s to mix freely.

this thesis I

This increased

;S

adopted the"p' fit catse or even the most

important calse] t(Nldlrrﬁn'e ErRi@ioﬁI\r%ﬁOﬁ f\ Phr{assroom. It
is also true that any negative attitude tend to eXRress itself somewhere or

W :S” y

somehow in c‘tlons r ‘;\‘11 Xplain pre]ucﬁc‘e’ as a eterrnmant of

intergroup relations and will review some research (Du Plooy, 1993; Foster &

Finchilescu, 1985; Lever, 1976; Luiz & Krige, 1985).
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3.1 Acquiring Pre,udice

Where prejudiced attitudes have become widespread, especially in a society
like South Africa, it seems inevitable that the learner would begin to assimilate
these attitudes. Socialising vehicles that would encourage the acquiring of

prejudice are parents, peers, educators and the school, literature and the

media.

Brewer and "WIHer=(1982)~found=39-studies that=exammined e effects of inter-
ll-ll-ll-ll-ll-ll

ethnic curric : hat educational

material can r ¢ and one study

showed an incte den (1979) of 51

high schools g ded the levels of

prejudice for white but not for black learners. To develop successful

educational E&gans &?SEORK)._;J]C’CEI’C}IGM#- axﬂ’ $tefeotypes the
curricula S]Y‘{d ﬁngse.fodi{grﬁ Kn:ilarit' s:?r{ zigerir‘l‘ces. These

differences should be presented in a non-evaluative manner so as not to offend

learners.

On the other hand, conformity with the home atmosphere is another important

source of prejudice in learners. This does not mean that the learner grows up

36

http://etd.uwc.ac.za/



to be a mirror image of their parents' attitudes. But, since the home and
exposure to propaganda (TV and radio) are the earliest sources of prejudice,
schools seldom countermand parental teachings and the media. Another

important fact is that educators are themselves not free from prejudice.

Given the prejudicial bent of some learners, the potential for hostile intergroup

Iy 3 1
not sufficient o reduce prejudice:

UNIVERSITY of the

According to Welgel and Howes 1985 there are several reasons for

concludmg\hat !‘ré]u ice exeks‘ ak{ influence gh‘ ifévig:allt;’ehaviour that

results in tendencies to avoid.interracial contact, namely:

a. Attitudes can be used to determine the overall pattern of behaviours
exhibited towards someone.

b. Reactions towards interracial contacts.
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C. The prejudiced person is especially ignorant about the way outgroup
members behave and the way ingroup members should behave toward
them, an ignorance that intensifies anxiety at the prospect of contact.

d. Preference of maintaining social distances, as well as excluding blacks

from groups.

group, or fOowardS aneifid because e-s=pantictilamsgroup (Allport,

1954). It ispale i o as™o express itself

somewhere or Sa ~ : 1 Few peoplekeep I"c prejudices to
themselves. |

- N

Studies  conducted=iSotth—Africa o tagrage - prejudicewere mostly
comparisor{?eNnFﬂ&HlelRﬁfgaalsf*%a&ﬁg ﬁftetlhriwrs. Despite

different mother tongues, white learners share a_common Western European

N

y ~ ' B A
culture. They e:%erlence similaf slo{aal' econosn'lc “\d political conditions.

Despite these important similarities, empirical studies have shown English
speakers to be substantially lower in racial prejudice (Hampel & Krupp, 1977
Kinloch, 1985; Mynhardt, 1980; Nieuwoudt & Nel, 1975; Ray, 1980, Sennett

& Foster, 1996).  These studies show that when whites (Afrikaans- or
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English-speakers) experienced social change particularly economic decline,
racial prejudice increased, while if their economic situation improved their

racial prejudice deceased (Foster & Louw-Potgieter, 1991).

3.2 Preiudice and Intergroup Contact

In reading the research on intergroup relations, one can conclude that contact

between groups). ___ Brown (1995) defines prejudice as |
—_ _— ——

derogatory s !» of nega ve
affect, or the ¢ I rard members of
a group on accol P18). Prejudice, as

[ — 3
perceived by the researcher, could also be defined as an inaccurate judgement

held aboutEl_l} lee&%tﬁ &1& ;0'1‘1,‘ &r itf & h{gﬁ]i{é judgement,
T WESTERN CAPE

Within this judgemental pretext, certain learners within a class could be
labelled as either inferior or learning disabled. Therefore, by simply placing
black and white learners in the same class may be a necessary condition in

promoting positive relationships, but it may not be a sufficient condition.
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Intergroup contact in these situations has been studied extensively in
«desegregated school settings (Hallinan & Teixeira, 1987; Hallinan & Williams,
1989; Hansell, 1984; Sagar et al., 1983). These studies have found that
contact between the different groups in the classroom has generally led to a

reduction of prejudice.

Under the -‘ ; sesonal contact between two
antagonistichgroups—eantiesul iwinwasiedue B" . Miller
ll-ll-ll-ll.!l.ll

A 1000 5 oroup

and Brewer 00 C Act“willf be maximally

successful wh

I will now assess A act Hyp |l t Il es I| eference to the

| =
school envITOHTHENT,

UNIVERSITY of the
WESTERN CAPE
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3.3 Social Identity Theory (SIT)

Before SIT is elucidated let me explain the term social identity. This term was
used and defined by Tajfel (1972) as an "individual's knowledge of his or her
membership in various social groups together with the emotional significance
of knowledge", while Turner (1982) defined social identity as "the sum total of

a person's social identifications where the latter represent specific social

. 3

- b |
himself/herselt o belong. They further assume that people generally have a

ptence TSI FVE RSEE W wftre
WESTERN CAPE

When learners walk into a classroom they might see themselves as being

different to the rest of the class. To distinguish themselves from the rest of the
class, learners categorize themselves as male or female, "black”, "coloured” or
Indian, older or younger or use other categories based on language or class.

This, Tajfel (1978b) argues, forms part of a process known as categorical
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differentiation. By reviewing SIT, I hope to explain how the learner becomes
part of a learner group and how a learner group will influence the learner's

self-concept.

Social identity theory embodies the coming together of two independent

theories, namely social categorization (Tajfel, 1969, 1978b; Wilder, 1978) and

theory also shi

and found in §pe¢i

i .

According™to=Tajfet~(1978b)~afomdamerntat-result-of groupaffiliation is its

depersonalEﬁON)roVoE Rn%rsl 'F ‘i" reﬁf ??)ﬂtlﬁ, the social

behaviour of individuals in these condltlons can be identified b!y a tendency to

-
.

approve irkmdual o? !1; kem ers " as und ere‘rlltlated)o jects.  Social
behaviour can also be categorized by individual differences that may remain
within the groups, separated by any personal friendships that may be found
between individuals of the ingroup and outgroup during different conditions.

This type of social behaviour encourages intergroup discrimination as
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members of each group attempt to establish differing forms of group

distinctiveness.

This competitive process not only creates a depersona-
lized view of outgroup members but also leads to

relatively homogeneous, undifferentiated perceptions

of one another ol the™D4 [“ingkaup members.
& TUEN ‘('m
e e o e .

Another import3 perceptual and
motivational on of group
distinctiveness fi§ hot erotg o far-redch jidices in ingroup

and outgroﬁp‘é@ﬂMMMnal factors
cotost NG Y RO gy ffpery s

be invoked to clarlify the discriminating character of inte compansons

andtheprev ence o’f.%mrur P R \ (‘ ¢\ )

SIT also provides a link between psychological and societal interpretations for
prejudice and discrimination.  Category-based identity, according to Tajfel

(1978b), as found in South Africa is based on the reality of intergroup tension
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at societal level.  Since SIT deals with similar relationships between
organizational characteristics of the social milieu it also provides a functional
framework for the study of intergroup contact and its consequences (Brewer &
Miller, 1984). When social category membership is decided the likelihood
will be high that at least one hint to category identity will be applicable in

almost any social circumstance. This could be language that could create

differences in education, life.styte*andweilir*related social distinctions. This

Wasandmi O OU i an-society today
AR _RIN RIN RIS BIR Bl
e L P SR

— — | —  — K —

A frica peréeptions of the

: ial d§crimination or

1S e 3OS o epory bo-undaries

within the ﬁxr@nmmwmm outgroup

learners beir% heﬁtef, ‘ﬁrﬁaﬁdq fjéigd‘{ the fla‘sy fgefer Chapter

6). Since 1994 the se{Egation ﬁgliii{es of the previous government in South

Within South

individual is st

subtle expressi

&

L4 “‘ - ‘ J /
Africa was r&p}ace by a pol?cy of non—réc\ialism. fth\ the acceptance of the
South African School's Act of 1996 schools became desegregated in de jure
terms, but schools are today still de facto category-based (e.g. township

schools, ex-Model C schools, private schools, public schools, etc.).  These

stigmatise schools as having either better or poor facilities or lower or higher

http://etd.uwc.ac.za/



learner-educator ratios or higher or lower standards. The undercurrents of
intergroup tensions (gansterism, racial, or religious) in these schools can also

affect intergroup relations.

When desegregation of schools in the USA was achieved by means of bussing,

differences that were rooted in pre-existing ethnic and racial identity became
linked with other Situfferences were
distance and mede ool-and.s06io=ecOnOMic status

that contribute : : i u Miller, 1984).

Results of lap@ratory | stadi abbie | & Vitz, indicated that,

D labels is not

sufficient mmwmmewnent of
groups by t}e ri e%er EesR %1@&& ’j/pefﬁ)fpns of own-

versus other grou members. Eerrments wﬁh the minimal intergroup
situation Brewer ‘19% T t%;,

perception by external authorities can have on the formation of subjective

est to ’rﬁe powerful” impact that

group-identity on the part of those who are grouped together as a category.
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Tajfel (1978a) discusses some ways in which social stratifications may present

o itself:

We can distinguish "a priori"” between several. major
sets of social psychological attributes of these strati.-

ficati.ons which are likely to determine different forms

onetljnw Im’v}s EliR @tlh?zlc‘n’f’ia ﬂf ’Ilh ¢
gttlmate but unchan eable (because of e.g., drastic

dtfferences ?ower between tﬁe grou;gﬂ 1} J)th l"’

fourth when they are believed to be legitimate but

unstable (i.e., capable of change). (pp. 51-52)
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Three main variables emerge from the quoted text above which also plays a
major role in Social Identity Theory, namely status, legitimacy and stability.
All three are related to the structure and the relationship between any two
groups as perceived by the group members. Tajfel uses the term “stability” to
refer to the stability of the status differences between groups and to the

rigidity, as opposed to the permeability, of the intergroup boundaries. It is

Brown

-
correlated ‘with=status:

UNIVERSITY of the

In his research, Brown (1995) identified three status positions:

L ﬁgh!r sﬁltus"g&; 5 \ely ek“} l:tatt‘ﬁent of their

socially defined superiority.
2. The equal-status group may be tempted to achieve positive

distinctiveness.
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3. In the low-status group members would seem to have an unenviable

negative social identity.

A response to this type of situation is for members belonging to these groups
to abandon their present social identity or categorization. ~ Brown (1995)
refers to the spirit of "if you can't beat 'em, join 'em" (p. 180). These
members may also seck towleBVCwthliM™ingroup and join another more
prestigious ﬂ/’m"ﬂ» areila where party
SR RAR RIN LR AR A

members swit

o increase their

ilil jorityl e 12 integatd with differences

rentiation 1is

important. wowii ﬁd Eclﬁr‘Q9I8fF<p nd( }}fs fﬁrl further when

referring to majority and minority groups and how they will react when group

status diffekrteslal‘e '?zp:[;n!‘ gl ﬁeﬁc\eseargh‘er‘s’ a_]Ol‘lt)l groups with an

insecure or negative self-image and minority groups with a positive self-image

standing (sta

The effects of

in group

have been found to display the greatest degree of discrimination against
outgroups, whereas majority groups with secure positive self-image and

minority groups with negative self-image show relatively little discrimination.
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One of the most important aspects of Tajfel's theory 1s the assumed
dependence of a person's social identity or self-evaluation on processes of
social comparison. It is through such comparisons that one acquires a better or

worse image of oneself by virtue of one's membership:

The characteristics of one's group as a whole (such as its

-

can merefbnmnmmﬁmfs’ to define the
individual'{}zIaN Io%;t’yE \Rﬂ% *&F Yéstﬁfr’f ﬁlfﬁry of Social

Comparison is highly relevant to Tajfel's (1978b) statement above. In his

theory of s}’al L)ﬁl}?ls:)[ I‘I:Sh:k{ \54 hgpothesued that "there exists,

in the human organism, a drive to evaluate one's opinions and one's abilities"
(Tajtel, 1978b, p. 64). This theory primarily addressed the within-group
effects of the process of social comparison and Tajfel was aware of this.

Although Festinger was aware of the shortcomings of his theory, his argument
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was focused on individuals comparing themselves with other individuals.

Brewer and Miller (1996) described that:

SIT provides an alternate account of group formadon and
social influence (Turner, 1991). As originally articulated by
Taj/el and Turner (Taj/el, 1981; Turner, 1984 Taj/el &

Turner, (1986), socias

dentipwthe0ryswas largely a response to
ﬁWTr\Fh such

M
(I8 RIN _RIN_RIER BINR Bl
W

as sociarco

In addition tols 4 S ¢ > ain ¢tharacteristics of

an individual | dy also} ¢ saliehke : ategory identities

across a wide range-of-soctat-togethermress—Por-example, 1 given situation
mdlwdualsﬁéyk TII) {mc}i R Qilf: Tm¥fve‘s ) f trlﬁslgf a category

identity that makes them more dlStlnCthe in a setting Ol‘)lf an individual's
gender, ethr&atyl or pg:ck “feat 3 are &tmctlvellnla given social

environment. This aspect of the self will be particularly important and most

likely mentioned in spontaneous self-descriptions (McGuire & Padawer-

Singer, 1976; McGuire et al., 1978).
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The success of social interaction rests on the capacity for group identity to
override its individual self-interest. In situations in which group outcomes are
highly interdependent (e.g., in the classroom) an emphasis on intergroup
distinctions introduces dysfunctional social competition and out-group
rejection, marginalization and neglect that interferes with collective action and
interpersonal acceptance. It is the assumption of Brewer and Miller (1984),
that the intended goal of desegre®iliomsis q0tsimaply to redistribute members of
different sd *‘(’; onete aeceptanegiand to reduce

the role that ¢

mobility and t

"
)

when:

a. "ThljaN If ‘]é' EGIROSiI] tBI‘ c%{aci ,’fuithrlpromotes an
interpersonal orientation rather than a task orientation to fellow

4 - - - ‘. - “
WESTERN CAPE
participants”, and
b. "The basis for assignment of roles, status, social functions, and
subgroup composition in the situation is perceived to be category-

independent rather than category-related” (Brewer & Miller, 1984, pp.

290- 291). This is why heterogeneous groups are so important to
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cooperative learning structures (Johnson & Johnson, 1985; Sharan,

1990; Slavin, 1983).

Eiser (1986) summarises Tajfel's theory as follows:

... that individuals will tend to engage in intergroup

Researchemm%m& al. (1989)

ot TN FYERGT T Yiog f e s
dependence an}mf‘ind‘ividuals within a ‘soc"ially defined ?(iup. _Rabbie et al.
(1989) peréi&es s:)‘ci? id;IIl;WPég al‘{cuhf}ation(ot‘ egl’c} individdal's outcomes
comparable t the outcomes of others. If the outcomes are beneficial this
elicits improved relationships among individuals while confrontation and

ciiscrimination is kindled where the outcomes are unfavourable.
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Another researcher, Brown (1995), cites four critical problems of Social
Identity Theory. The first concerns the causal connection between intergroup
discrimination and self-esteem. ~ Abrams and Hogg (1990) show clear
evidence "that people show discrimination in order to raise their self-esteem

because a positive self-concept is generally preferred”, or, it could be that

"prior low self-esteem (belonging to a low-status or stigmatised group) causes

(Brown, 1’995—p—r877—kesemmg-ﬂmﬁnﬂdrm-§mwn 1990)
provided pﬁ',fN liav Er%;% 1 T ‘ﬁr(ﬁef i hclmcorrect and

uncorrelated.  This on’lf occurred in groups engaimg in - intergroup

WESTERN CAP

comparisons.

The third concerns the unexpected effects of intergroup similarity. Here
individuals with a specific group. see themselves as part of a larger group and

not as a separate group with their own traditions, religion or culture. This was
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clearly witnessed when South Africa won the rugby world cup in 1995.

The fourth concern is the measures of ingroup bias. This problem is seen as
the most significant. The question is how these biases are measured since SIT
specifies a need for a positive and a well-defined identity. This can be done

by either sevaluative judgements or reward allocations. (Brown, 1995, p.188).

A fifth conc w ) p show that the

érh | was "
process of .' rlsat

o

(Cairns, Emmﬂmmm-&ﬂhg, 1976)
o s SN FERREFRY of the

In this brle} re!ﬁéw of'.!l:ex!"fﬁrﬁ \T I(ha\; demon!grated that the

consequences of category-based interactions are de-individuation and

ferences and bias

depersonalisation of outgroup members. To successfully eliminate category-
based interactions the outgroup or members of the outgroup must override

their individual or group interest.
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3.4 Studies on Social ldenti,ty Theory in S.A.

Interaction between learners of different ethnic groups is often grouped or
category oriented.  Learners are always aware of the associations with
particular categories. According to Mboya (1993) this causes tension between

groups and has the potential to result in conflict.

Within the ‘ ho . ategorized by

their motherffonoue 1 Sou AT SWhere we have 3 unid@ie situation of

Sttongly in favour

4 b |
of English and rated English speaking South Africans as more likeable,

sociable, kl@erttIr ‘JI)IE Rmeel‘ Eﬂ&'nijﬁaﬁﬁg {éounterparts.
Lobban (1%2', dﬁ: assmdrwﬁ i{bl;&k' mat’c: E&di )12i‘ieamers near

Johannesburg. In this study the learners rated Afrikaans-speakers consistently

low compared to English-spe-aking whites.

Another area of research is reflected in the debate of intergroup relations

between ethnicity and class. A South African sociologist, Henry Lever, wrote
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and researched a great deal on racial attitudes in numerous studies (1968; 1972
and 1976), regarded this theme as a major source of conflict in South Africa.
A more comprehensive study of his research can be found in his book, South

African Society. (1978) which deals with black attitudes and viewpoints
towards whites. The Theron Commission of Inquiry (1976) completed one of

the most important research studies on the "coloured” community. The

a medium of iStructi irfs | This resulted in the [disappearance of

Afrikaans as d hiedi i : also highlighted

Afrikaans "2~ the=tanguage o the-oppressor—A-study by Groenewald and
Heaven EW Nu{na ﬂE Re% IloT q" 1(97}' moi;g sociology

undergraduates at the University of Potchefstroom found that there were
prejudicial and laftl%ﬂl c!‘ fferences’:\)etwgn I% l!si l;ﬁ'd Afrikaans

undergraduates.

Secondly, Sennett and Foster (1996) did a repetition of a study by Morse,

Mann and Nel (1977) to investigate if white English-speaking South Africans
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historically exhibited a weak attachment to South Africa and their own ethnic
group. This study also explored the possibility that this situation might be
changing as a result of South Africa's changing transformation and whether
social identity salience was increasing for this particular group. The
participants of this study were undergraduate students (119 English-speakers
from the University of Cape Town and 67 Afrikaans-speakers from the

participants

(Morse et al.,

Studies condugte € 3 7) and] Plihe and Niewoudt, (1983)

with Universigys ¢ iC2 due 73 fend 1978 before
and after THE™1976™SowWetoTiots O Attittide S formation  penerated  three
imprn B RS P st v e

were Vlrtua]l< constant; ‘_secondly, that i terms of pre udlce, there were
djﬂerences‘betw!éﬁ 'B ghIs;l afiilifnkaans ge ers; tth y, that more

disapproving attitudes were shown toward blacks after the 1976 Soweto riots

while a more approving attitude was shown to Indians by both white Afrikaans
and English speakers (Foster & Louw-Pogieter, 1991). Within an ethnically

mixed classroom there might be learners belonging t a common social identity
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and inside these groups learners will conform their actions in line with the
leader or elected representative. It might be between these groups where

intergroup tension can occur.

3.5 Allport's Contact Hypothesis

The Contact Hypothesis posits that the learner's behaviour and attitude toward

learners who are disliked=tillebettifempotitivesaticr direct interpersonal

interaction. “YBIOWIT(1995)~destrilies " Cottact FIVPoLhess. a5 agway © reduce

different groups will i cle ‘ het hag Jésulted in social

policy such @ he promotion of

;N

[ 4 a
international sport and cultural exchanges (Amir, 1969). The most prominent

contact thedjiss Taye ool Aipol(1984]. chok 1062,/ 197y a8 Petigren
" WESTERN CAPE

A major focus of contact research has been on integrated schools. Some of
this research, particularly on the effects of school desegregation in the United
States of America, suggests that integration has not always had the hoped—for
effects on ethnic relations. The reason for this is that desegregation has
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seldom met all the four conditions for successful contact of which two will be
discussed in this thesis. In South Africa school desegregation occurs in an
environmental context that fails to meet the criteria that Allport (1954)
delineates, namely that the school environment fosters more competitive or
individualistic interactions than contact situations where white and black

learners do not share equal status, and where cooperative and intimate relations

increase mhmmm‘fﬁ possibilities
involve Valt)js Nr%t«igtiﬁoﬁn%t Eiqﬁoytl}a} ﬁ'l’ hfffst intergroup

1nteract10ns These are; iilal status within the contact situation and (2)

cooperation aclféwé ;E R ‘\ (‘ t'\ P lJ

3.5.1 Equal status contact

"

Foster and Louw-Potgieter (1991) defines equal status contact as follows:

where individuals become better acquainted within the contact situation they
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come to realise that they differ less in respect to opinions and beliefs" (p. 276).
This assumption that equal status contact normally leads to attitude
improvements is not entirely valid (Amir, 1976; Gerard, 1983). This was
further elucidated in Cohen's (1982) study on interracial interaction in school
settings and Rogers et al.'s (1977) study which demonstrates that pre-existing
status differentials between groups tend to carry over into new situations,
making equal status intcraetiOfi difi Ol jmpossible. ~ When status
differences Karewelifnimne -‘ﬂ!‘mu”’\ ake category

. ho 0 "

] S O |

OT UIC PTODIC Cod
O

Btpersonal contact

is that there a eoories.  Allport

(1954) suggests ttitudes, contact

must occur o e importance of

b -

equal stathWWMWWWWWat of Mann
(1959). I\(a_{inwdl lkc'v (ER(}S lta'tis‘ gi({u}ﬁ eaflhcpmprising six

persons, and found that contact sigﬁiﬁcarltly reduced the use of race as a

friendship c\ri}éri()lr; '(F?te’rg ]!J’ﬁ -POtzc:?,i}-er, 1§91‘)."\ P l‘:

Research done by Clore et al. (1978) found that white and black females
exhibited attitude improvements after an equal status contact while on the other

hand a study by Amir et al. (1973) found that equal status contact is not always
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successful in friendship choices.

In a laboratory study of status-differential effects, Norvell and Worchel (1981)
found that participants uniformly thought that giving one group a status
advantage within the experimental session was unfair, although it did lead to

increased intergroup acceptance if it was perceived as compensation for past

found contact o*be S 8 majority group

of apaﬂelmmm%hng with
domination Eﬁpwrialﬁ,yerﬁoﬁsﬁlr}qﬁf‘sq{ls,ﬁlfeqch(lf.cooperation

that allows little O:P nli'_‘for personalized or intimate relations. This is

i oot s AP E

described by 1&

Our problem is not that people are different, but that the
differences are made to make more of a difference than they

must, that the differences are polarised into borders that
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define different kinds of people as antagonists in various

realms o f everyday life. (p. 216)

Theoretical distinctions with regard to status equality are pertinent to the South
African situation. Researchers such as McClendon (1974) and Riordan (1978)
drew a distinction between equal status within the contact situation and equal

status outside the contact situatietf, Re gue that contact

SesqUalit thid the contact

L1
ifimitmiim
—:c. U]C (U] CUUALITY " dS

To overcont}aw iat%,"(@ Roﬁ, }&Wq ;]T j m%d require the

introduction of })osi"‘tive‘social identity to les'lsen category-orientated affiliation.
Brewer and‘ &ille;“(@@'l;lu!‘é' toiy%\e%lomg‘af;}lt }st)atuls‘f " by simply
eliminating status differences within an interpersonal contact setting runs the
risk of arousing social competition aimed at re-establishing pre-existing status

differences, especially on the part of the high status group” (p. 292).
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3.5.2 Cooperative interdependence

In considering the effects of cooperation on intergroup acceptance, it is
important to distinguish between cooperation as a goal structure (i.e. rewards
delivered to the group rather than the individual and cooperation as a condition
of interaction (i.e. a joint effort). In this thesis cooperation is used as a

condition of interaction.

i ENEVERSITY 0  the
In readmgm re!éar? !‘ Torou relatlons con*tax ll)etw!en learners of

different ethnic groups are more effective in changing behaviour and attitudes

than persuasive communication (forced integrations between ethnic groups).
This is illustrated in a study by Sherif (1966), when two groups of school boys

worked together for the achievement of a common goal which neither group
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could have achieved separately. Although this experiment was successful,
+Billig (1976) and Tajfel (1978b) criticized the methods of Sherif. They argued
that when the superordinate goals were introduced the conflict between the
groups were over. The success of Sherifs experiment was that not only was
there contact between the two groups but also the fusing of the groups in the

performance of the superordinate goal (pushing the food truck up the hill).

Like equal Status;"Coopefative.goals.provide.an.oppertutiitysior! reducing the

salience ofcat : embership as animportant aspe mdividual identity.

These are onl “tha if be  draw .-‘ the research on
contact hypothesis. I |i ‘ 996)

lear@:g N’lt%i&ﬁn icaRh(g gloit / %irgfis f;ﬂcjated

with increases ln ltkm j‘mﬂ classmates, increased cross-ethmc

mtera&mn! and gen aliz, réductzon(ln mc pre]udtce
(Sharan, 1980; Johnson, 1981; Slavin, 1985). As Slavin
(1985, p. 60) expounds, '"thirty years after Allport laid out the
basic principles, we finally have practical, proven methods for

implementing contact theory in the desegregated classroom.
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These methods are effective for increasing learner
achievement as well as improving intergroup relations” (p.

116).

Further evidence can be found in Chapter 4, from researchers such as

Bornman (1988), Du Plooy (1993), Johnson et al. (1983), Slavin (1991, 1995)

learning expenientes-eati=enh mic-a i fidweegnitive growth

C d

and promote af learners in the

classroom.

A constant pr ind ges évaluatihg onte ypothesis has been

' . - -

how to prmcent models
e s I NEVER STTY of the

4
L. The‘rﬁode‘" oférewer and ller 198$ is rooted in 1he idea that

contact is effective in reducing inter-ethnic tension. A criticism of this
model is that outgroup members or minority members loose their
identity when they become assimilated. Because of the assimilationist

policy, tensions and prejudices will remain if consensus in the group is
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not maintained or the concern of the group is not safeguarded. Brown
(1995) argues, " that during contact the boundaries between groups
(outgroup and ingroup) should be made less rigid, ultimately to
dissolve altogether” (p. 260). These groups would now, as mentioned
earlier, loose their identity and interact on an interpersonal level

leading to a condition of decategorization. Researchers supporting this

is based on the
Miller (1984).

e1'S d | . a8 is difficult to
ovemmwmwmm are highly
stru{geN *kg EV]R %)cfl 'ﬁe 'nﬁftir’t){.groups take

place while in this model members from the different groups regain

their 1nd1v1dﬁP mTecategonzed‘) so that 1nfergroup rl;atlons can be
successful. Gaertner et al. (1989, 1990, 1993), as cited in Brewer and
Miller (1996), "suggests structuring the contact situation so as to focus
attention on super-ordinate category identification ... representation....

When such a super-ordinate category is made salient, group members
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are more likely to think of themselves as "one unit", rather than two
separate groups" (pp. 123-124). This can be illustrated in a multi-
ethnic soccer or rugby team. Here the goal of the team is important

while the ethnic composition is irrelevant.

In this model researchers have developed a different approach on how

to promote poSitive i

/ individuals coming

CTER CAGEOUP vl & 86)gallude to the
-
U OUC V C

"In order

Brown (1986)

. - s

the leﬁaeNfeI g&ﬁthR 'Sstlxct bu !coly €lrlﬁtilw roles to

contribu;e toward elclh‘ievin common goals"‘ (Brewir) & Miller, 1996,
“ Y
p. 1&)~ "He??ore, to‘[:“forglse 'p\ositivegl‘tef:})up re#azfons between

ingroup and outgroup members cooperative structures must be created,

overriding the competitive nature that might exist between the groups.
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According to Hewstone and Brown (1986) there are some limitations to the

Contact hypothesis:

L

ii.

1ii.

The Contact Hypothesis assumes that prejudice is caused by ignorance
about the outgroup. In their research on the Contact hypothesis,
Stephan and Stephan (1984), highlights the relationship between

ignorance and prejudice by examining three variables; 1) anxiety [fear

DS, a » LGh E o1

N oreeliaming laracteristie 1
dl SLC] & O
= O TTIICT2TOUD TCTIATIO
O O

- . b §

inteFgTOUP (1€ betweer atviduals a5 ~group  Tepresentative or qua
o JNPEVAE R STy e primay

cosmetic, in the sense that they will leave divisive and conflictual

Rl e - ' ~ -
interér}uplréla’ﬂsonxnc!‘:‘efngleg (}ewstoge‘éXrolv:n, I'I{j’86, p. 16).

This may also contribute to repercussions, resulting in outgroup or

ingroup members accepting or refusing the contact situation.

Causal factors are difficult to determine. Many factors play a major
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part to improve intergroup relations. Causal factors playing a major
role are the quality of the contact experience, the structure of the
contact experience, the status of outgroup and ingroup members in the
contact experience, the frequency of the contact experience and lastly

the social support within the contact experience.

iii.

iv.

HNIVERSEFFtthe

There should be social or institutional support for non-

discr}nﬁal;;y?ﬁalt&l‘: R N ( "\ l‘

The presence of positive interdependence between the groups leading
to cooperative activity.
That contact must take place between equal status participants.

It also states that if equal status between majority and minority contact
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participants occur, cooperative learning experiences will lead to more

positive inter-ethnic attitudes and relationships.

In conclusion, intergroup contact under the right conditions will reduce
prejudice not because it permits and encourages interpersonal friendships

between members of different groups, but because it changes the nature and

ll-ll-ll-ll-ll-ll
Ppothests 1 heory ui-Sont

Mﬂlﬂl' L

e i

E . |
place, schools and in public (separate amenities for different ethnic groups).

Today a (L;l m ISX{thEMR % L Eg&sca“ sd‘ch {thange and
adjustment,v&?vhigh ’gtegrftecpesi‘lzlti&greas(the{ or laf?. and schools

are some of the most important components.

In the 1980s three school-contact studies were conducted. The results of
Mynhardt's (1982) study showed that although the contact situation was ideal

for learners to develop positive attitude changes, white learners who had
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contact with black learners scored significantly more unfavourable attitudes

than those white learners who had no contact with black children.

Luiz and Krige's (1981) study, attempted to improve attitudes between white
english-speaking school-girls and girls from a "coloured” school by using a

special group activity based on contact. After the experiment Luiz and Krige

ST DAl ‘M.im -

0 ] AN GO

—uw ~ - <)

DC 1d o 111 UIC UT'C
O

A study by Bc ¢s and coloureds

in the Cape T4

spect to high-status

' " — . 9

and low-statISgroups: ACCOraiNg o~ O it —appeared —that the work
situation e@}i%dlb‘fthEcﬂrS }ré}? ﬁgde‘ )fferr h\lare of their

subordinate position as individuals compared to their white counterparts.
r - .

§ : . ¢ a" 2 ’ > K
When this &e& li éd'?) :!t'i‘tuc!;s' t!.el co&red ggo{lﬁ }ﬂ!epti(!n'of the white

group was hostile. When the social status of the group became equal more

favourable attitudes were perceived between groups. The finding of this study

is nearly similar to the results of Appelgryn (1985) where attitudes were linked

to situational circumstances (e.g. personal finance).
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Other contact hypothesis studies done were by Spangenberg and Nel (1983)
who examined contact in the work situation between lecturers at a white and
black university while Foster and Finchilescu (1986) used trainee nurses at

hospitals in Natal.

VICW OTCTC ; o CA50 O
A _RIN RIN NIN NIN Bl
=
— — — — e—

L
causes of racism within the participant, social structure was not researched.

UNIVERSITY of the
Studies coxfxqedlflugxg,fw Femﬁ 1%). - 1970 \ﬁrelha igi on attitudes

related to stereotypes. Van den Berghes's (1962) study collected stereotypes
of various racial groups by whites that regarded blacks as either musical
(coloureds); dishonest (Indians); insolent (urban blacks); backward (rural
blacks). Thus, studies mentioned dealt with attitudes toward black South

Africans. At this juncture it can be noted that there were some studies dealing
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with black attitudes towards other ethnic groups. Foster and .Louw-Potgieter
(1991), reported a study by MacCrone (1938) who used a method of paired
comparison where participants rated each of 12 groups in terms of paired
preference. MacCrone concluded that Indians and Coloureds rated English-
speakers positively and Afrikaans-speakers poorly. In another study by

MacCrone (1947) a group of educated blacks was asked to write essays and

. .S
[ 4 - |

3.8 Conclusion

As menﬁon!d-]eMr,Ln&:grEpEsig ln' I:an}gstli{_!e‘tlffirhcﬁfferentways.
The Contac‘%ypfj}es aan(F:al Rnlf%‘.theo@“flrﬁm(iﬁe‘l{es that try to

explain intergroup tension within groups and between individuals. Where
Contact Hypothesis stresses contact as an important factor to reduce intergroup
relations, SIT posits (1) that individuals are identifiable as members of distinct
social categories (e.g. black, white, coloured, male, female, etc.), (2) that

group members tend to behave in homogeneous groups and (3) that there is a
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low intra-subject variability in the treatment and perception of different
outgroup members (Turner & Giles, 1995). Because of South Africa's history
of segregation and unequal status between the different ethnic groups, it is
difficult to achieve the necessary conditions (equal status and cooperative
goals) of these theories (Contact Hypothesis and Social Identity Theory). In

some studies (Groenewald & De Kock, 1979; Lever, 1978; Luiz & Krige,

base for mfdemamﬁmrps.—mmon, mixed
residential aEi'ﬁ, Nm{e@ﬁaﬁl,ﬂ.,ﬂaqﬁdﬁ%rff f‘ﬁtiq and social

categorization will have to change for the improvement of positive intergroup
WE D LB oS b ol
relations to OcCur:* To' re“establish” contact would” réqtiire colleltive black -

white strategies directed centrally at the very processes of social categorization
that constitute the destructive lack of contact in the past (Foster & Finchilescu,
1986).  Thus, change must start in our communities but especially in our

schools, and therefore, educators and the goal structures they use in the
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classroom may play a crucial role in improving intergroup relations.

It is with this premise that the empirical research for this thesis was undertaken
to illustrate and explain the effectiveness of the different goal structures in

promoting more positive intergroup relations in the classroom.

UNIVERSITY of the
WESTERN CAPE
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Chapter Four

Cooperative Leaming and Intergroup Relations

The primary purpose of this chapter was to determine whether past research

indicated that cooperative learning promoted more positive intergroup relations

between or-“‘\ is no longer

just a topichJdoreducational research but “has “become pdrt of school
(I8 NIN BIN HIE BIER BRL

improvement lans.an d d_io 3 e media. The
—

!I
D

studies review:

Educational ré

 —
in ii | n principa ¢ including the
ces rman ; ] dgical abstracts,

psychology lite

Cooperaﬁvem I'i‘b'u‘EARa.S Iltlrxr r)r:dd#nf h’(@riticized by
educators a‘ etuff' rgsyglﬂnﬁlcﬁdﬂd ﬂfe‘fc?‘ 1301:)neglected in

everyday classroom practice. In reviewing the research done in South Africa
on cooperative learning and intergroup relations one is confronted with very
little research on this topic. Despite a history of controversy and resistance,

interracial schooling has become a fact for millions of South Africans.

Surprisingly little is known about the nature or extent of intergroup contact in
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desegregated schools. Much of present day research was done by Bornman
(1988), Du Plooy (1993), Foster and Finchilescu (1986); Taylor (1989a,

1989b, 1989¢) and Tshibalo & Schulze (2000).

Over the past decade, cooperative learning has emerged as the leading new
approach to classroom instruction. ~ Using cooperative learning can teach

iswlzpe of cooperation can also be

learners to cooperate with opewantthie
i U T1CS Arcllad
e —— e . et e e

employees whe i epared cooperati epar i%- dialogue and

collective supportj insteéad iV 2 repti o»I. resistance. In

business or indust to L i écti ,!-g dates is being a
. l'

" | T
team persomn™

UNIVERSITY of the

An important reason to support cooperative learning is the numerous research
4 - . - v - -
s i Y D bl Y st N
studies in very divérse” schoolséttihgs and acro 4 Wi range of content
areas. Research have revealed that learners participating in cooperative
learning tasks tend to have higher academic test scores, higher self-esteem,
greater numbers of positive social skills and fewer stereotypes of individuals of

other ethnic groups (Du Plooy, 1993; Johnson et al., 1993; Matthews, 1996;
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Slavin 1991; Stahl & Van Sickle, 1992, Tshibalo & Schulze, 2000). The
emphasis on successful academic learning for each individual and all members
of the group is one feature that separates cooperative learning groups from

other group tasks (Slavin, 1991).

The purpose of this chapter was to establish whether cooperative learning

4.1 ‘!I!!!!! |
Research do IIEIIM!l estigate omotioh f1nterpersonal

relationshil;s through the participation in Project Rugby Week for ethnically

integrated @OM t&m\'r E&sﬁ lf '11‘5 &ﬁdy). ﬁzdfche@l' that in the
majority ({ {Qseﬁ,‘ §re1wai€a ﬁn&cg}nt ift"ﬁwirjs lr‘ilore positive

intergroup attitudes especially related to the affective and behavioural

components. Bornman (1993) examined the influence of social comparisons,
relative deprivation and perceived legitimacy and stability on intergroup
relations. In this study Bornman emphasizes the importance of normative

factors and intergroup comparisons in determining intergroup relations in
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multicultural societies. Bornman concludes that perceptions of legitimacy and
stability, as well as the experience of deprivation, are sensitive to changes in

the political and socio-economic climate.

Taylor (1989a) wrote a series of articles on intergroup relations. In the first

article Taylor discusses the role of the educator in promoting intergroup

] . 1
O Q he I it O
C V A C l C

separate develop

intergroup Mmrm learners as

equal, of de‘e_l})pNﬂf ‘a'rnE' R Seltiala?nﬁof ?Pf%tz’hﬁng.his/her own
culture and 1dent1i ﬂ{’ evelop a democratlc comrnumty where there must be
e

no dlscrrrmnatlon basrs of' race, éolour lgnguage, gendef, religion or
any other natural characteristics; (3) respect values and cultural products. In
the third article Taylor (1989c) proposes a strategy for implementing a
programme to promote intergroup relations in formal (takes place at schools)

education and informal (by family, radio, TV) education. Other programmes
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are incidental (learning without the use of teaching aids) education and non-

formal (any non-school situation, e.g. camps, school camps, etc.) education.

Du Plooy (1993) in his doctoral thesis investigated the effectiveness of
cooperative learning, specifically the jigsaw method, to promote positive

intergroup relations between white and black learners. The sample used in this

region. The numibemofPastici i e-Was-58 gfand 24 black
ll.ll-ll-"-"-ll

learners. N : 2 ; aters used in this

a That ¢ no jig el ayed a role in

prommmmmé and black
«ESNIVERSITY of the

b. That the relatlonslllgs between male and female learners from both

‘

ethnic grou;)s s?owed positive changes in mter:group relations.
C. That an important inference from this research was that white and black
14-year-old learners whose fathers were professionals, whose mothers
were home-makers (housewives) and those who regularly attended

church showed the largest improvement of intergroup relations as a
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result of the cooperative learning intervention.

Park (1995) argues that the question is not whether cooperative groups should
be used in the classroom or not, but rather how the potential advantages of
cooperative learning can be realized and how potential problems can be

eliminated or improved such as intergroup relations.

4ﬂ‘mm,. -

Research  ddfesb=lshibElonses chulsemtd000)mcOmeludtimthgh cooperative
Il-"-"-"-"-"
learning unpr res tea Mlow learners to

4.2 Reséromimrotmerica —

One goal OL eNasIv&é'ffE Rngg]eg'Je‘ &’ A rifah ptiblic school
system was{o\co ter, Eac.lsln ?;pﬁ qupost\Ae tufss ix}d behaviours
{

between black and whlte learners. A considerable amount of social science

research has been conducted that aimed to understand this process and identify
attitudes and behaviours. 'The research on interracial attitudes is inconclusive,
partly because of methodological flaws in many studies and because of non-

comparable research designs and analyses. Research results on intergroup
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behaviour are more consistent showing those opportunities for cross-race
einteraction influence interracial sociability and friendship (Hallinan &
Williams, 1989; Hallinan & Teixeira, 1987; Johnson et al., 1983; Johnson et

al., 1985; Patchen, 1982; Schofield, 1978; Slavin, 1991, 1995).

A study by Hallinan and Williams (1989) examined the selection of cross-race

and same-race friends ers. By relying on social
psychologi i redicted that
individual i 7 hoices. ~ These
factors, such ' i earners and the
pairing of ledrheérs, e stidrigest éffetts od fdendshipjchoices. Other

-

important fact ere e} organiZationaljcharactefistics of fefschool.

" . .

E . |

Berndt et {JIN iv\ﬁvﬁo}%lgxllaﬁ}ﬁ(&{ f% f\eflﬁklpf significant

differences between friends and non-friends interaction. The first attempt to
create cont&ls&ing[gm';s Iﬁ‘kffds dkn—friegtfs (A% 1ll_r?su!céssful because

pairs of friends did not have more close relationships than did the pairs of

other classmates.  Another possible reason was that differences between
friends’ and other classmates' interactions were not captured by the coding

system used in this study. This resulted in two limitations to this study: (1)
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the question whether learners learn more or less during interactions with
friends rather than with non-friends was not examined; (2) only interactions

between pairs of learners were examined in this study.

There was also research on the use of cooperative learning to build

constructive relationships between majority and minority learners. A study by

An earlier § on cooperative

ifdipal elements of

Allport's tmwﬂmyvﬁwmmwy&r a study by
Miller et U NB Pv tE;nRrﬁgfn’tp ¥101}s) }6 mlfwe intergroup

relations in dese regated classrooms. The effects of this stud{ were lessened
outside of\% irdoé J l"‘l’h&u mtlmgted At eneralized outgroup

acceptance will be produced by (1) an interpersonal orientation towards team

instructional fmé

members and (2) the assignment of learners to teams must be on the basis of

their unique attributes rather than the category they represent.
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Slavin (1995) reviews research on cooperative learning methods with an
emphasis on understanding the complex changes that occur in both classroom
organization and learner friendship patterns when cooperative, integrated
learning groups are used in the desegregated classroom. Cooperative learning

methods explicitly use the strength of the desegregated school and the presence

of learners of different races or ethnicities to enhance intergroup relations.

metropoht&rrsdmd—dmmt—hypmhesmd‘tmnnergmuﬂ competition
was comptq Nn In@;grﬁa R)ﬁ*alonlﬂlﬁ‘ Vﬁy‘]ef%]ihng between

majority and minority learners within the same learmng ro while in the
other group rﬁerelwfas}:s"Eml< ‘b&eﬁa)m(y g

different learning groups. The results of this study indicated that intergroup

learners from

cooperation promoted more inclusion of minority learners and more cross-

ethnic relations.  This study also showed that learners in the intergroup

cooperation condition compared with their counterparts in the intergroup
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competition condition indicated more frequently a desire to work with
outgroup learners from other ethnic groups. This study also indicated that
majority and minority learners would engage more frequently in joint activities
during their free time with one another. Thus, the positive cross-ethnic
relationships established in the intergroup cooperation condition seemed to

generalize more cross-ethnic relationships with other classmates.

(Student team acl si 1) designed to ?_ rease weak ties
between natufdlly occhifring peer| group: S ok place at an
elementary schiqol and u; rmed fhe resdlfs yperativegroups stimulated

research b%ijs \:elfla‘e? tEdRhﬂ stuEFer lﬁj\“grrﬁ lrelations, and

the feasibility of 1rn]2r0v1ng them b creatl new weak _ties  through

cooperative grouk expenence te study amng et al. (1985)
researched the effects of different levels of cooperation on cross-gender and
cross-ethnic relationships. This research article compared two studies taken
from a large inner-city elementary school in a large midwestern metropolitan

school district. The result in study 1 indicated that learners in the cooperative
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learning condition made more cross-gender choices than learners in the
individualistic learning condition for unstructured school activities. This study
also showed that learners in the cooperative learning condition made more
cross-ethnic choices for structured class activities than learners in the
individualistic learning condition. The result in study 2 indicated that learners

in the intergroup cooperation condition, compared with those in the intergroup

A paper presental vl Clark| 1985) teviewe ¢S that included either
gender or ragé sl:@sSi e ¢ endships| fdr children and
adolescents. at a_gehdé ade cleavage in friendships

-

- 2
is evident rom the preschool years 2nd persists throughout adolescence. Girls

have more [eg‘;pNt%l ‘1& EHIR Sf}lsﬁp Egn h'(’(}s,f ﬁ)fcially during

adolescence. Female {n'endshiﬁ§ a}re{ orented toward issu)es of loyalty and

commitment \hwr!;g ZBA;IIe‘menf and ‘status issues dominate male friendships.
Black and white children make more cross-race friendship choices in
classrooms where they are in the minority while more same-race friendship
choices are made in racially balanced classrooms. Cross-race acceptance is

more positive now than in the past, and black and white learners with similar
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backgrounds are more likely to get along than those who differ. Also,
cooperative learning teams tend to increase cross-race friendships in school

settings.

Tedesco (1999), concludes that traditional instruction fails to meet the needs

and interests of learners while learners who work cooperatively develop social

ate and solve

learning, learnefs TMproye thetr| dcade achievement 2 alf-esteem dur to

positive peer telations. epta fdiversi eciation for peer

contributions bl elft¢ | i & evelopﬁlent of
intergroup relations. —
4 .Y ’
UNIVERSITY of the
Farivar (1991)_investigated the impact of social ‘relationship activities with

’? : " ﬁ - { .
regard to c&s&ma‘és’ an :eIa;nn!:lfes in a}nddlegcﬁcfol\(g!a)deg)' mathematics

class using cooperative learning. The sample consisted of 184 learners (55%
Hispanic American, 27% White, 14% Black, and 3% Asian American). Each
educator (namely two) taught three classes, two cooperative learning classes

and one conventional class. The following stages of group development were

http://etd.uwc.ac.za/



investigated: (1) class-building, (2) preparation for group work/team-building,
«3) communication, and (4) cooperation and helping behaviours. The results
were that group work was more effective in increasing learner's regard for

team-mates in cross-ethnic and cross-gender relationships.

4.3 Conclusion

ll-ll-ll-ll-ll-ll
| —  — | — — | — | —

[ 4 4
Researchers consistently (as mentioned m this chapter) indicated that

o SRINEV R B F Y iyt compe
or traditlo ~(;hglkﬁ; agi [aik) Fthi? K,pro ting ‘ar‘]ing[and intergroup

relations.  Another component of learning cooperatlvely compared to
individualistic or competitive learning is that the first mentioned promotes
more active involvement in learning and reciprocal interaction among learners

(Johnson et al., 1985; Slavin et al., 1985).
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An important question in theorizing the impact of cooperative learning
experiences on intergroup relations is whether positive relationships found
within the instructional situation can be generalized to other areas of the
learners' lives. For example, interactions have important influences on the

learner's personal and social development. These results give some indication

that some positive intergroup relations built within the cooperative learning

UNIVERSITY of the
WESTERN CAPE

&
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Chapter Five

Research Methodology

This chapter provides infonnation about the research design, the research

instruments and the statistical analyses used in this thesis.

5.1 Aim ofthisSt
S =T YT NI XY
“

0] 9;4' 't W C muu educators can

improve learnd g I ik and j oured) in their
cooperative( earning, :: : -. riing, — indi ~:~.<"="‘ earning  and
traditional learning in terms of its effectiveness in promoting intergroup
relations. LnteI}b I V. nsRvaS L lt‘lg)ed ( {# ﬁ!&g the Social
Preference faciogiamiq OO § Didze\D83){ the Mcptahice of Others

Questionnaire and the Acceptability to Others Questionnaire (Fey, 1955).

5.2  The Research Question and Hypothesis

The aim of this research was to examine how classroom educators can improve

learner intergroup relations in their classrooms between black and coloured
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learners. The study was guided by the following hypotheses;

L Cooperative learning would be effective in increasing the most-liked
nominations, the social preference and social impact scores as well as

acceptance of others and acceptability to others and decreasing the

least-liked nominations.  The testing of this hypothesis involved

o BNV RS T s o v
hypothesis involved comparing a group that was exposed to cooperative
ERN CA

WES'T

learning to groups that were exposed to comf)e{itlve, ind!\;i'dualistic and

traditional learning respectively.
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The essential aim of the research was a comparison of various goal structures
in terms of their effectiveness in improving intergroup relations in the

classroom.

5.2.1 Independent Variables

The independent variables were the different goal structures (cooperative

learning, competitive learnimg dividis the traditional
learning nie alk-and-talk—methed control —group]’ In the

cooperative ol-' - " --" - " . " - -"- so that all the

compeMgwmm individual
learners wt Ndld‘)a E Rh% We&fm& e frigirdless of the

performance of others QSlavm 1983#{ hlle in the tradltlonal learning method
the educator stan}' ont of ENG ass give the lesson w!ire learners sit
and listen passively in the class.  Ethnicity refers to the physical, cultural,

language and ideology of the learner, while religion classifies the learner as

Muslim or Christian.
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S.2.2 Dependent Variable

The dependent variables, social preference and social impact scale (specifically
the most-liked question and least-liked question (see p.106)) were used to
investigate intergroup relations. The reason for using these two questions was
that they had a direct bearing on intergroup relationships within the classroom.

The other two questions used™(80ing»te gether during
interval) relates#té OIS ¢ ] : 0 [he Dme

Sa ¢ scales (see
.|
within the class. In the

sociometric test the ¢ he most-like . and the zLL (z-

score of the I P (sociometric

preference sca de questionnaires

"

(see pp. 107°="108)"Were tised 1o determine attitudes toward seﬂl(ficceptability
o Ot NG RIS Ty
WESTERN CAPE

5.3 Procedure

To conduct this investigation in a school, letters requesting consent to use the
learners as participants in this research were written to the Research
Directorate of the Western Cape Department of Education (WCED) and the

school principal. Once the principal agreed, the contents of the letter received
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from the WCED were explained. During an interview with the principal the
sentire focus of the research was explained. Permission was obtained subject to

the following conditions:

i Principals, educators and learners were under no obligation to
cooperate in the research.

ii. Anonymity of the

iii.

iv.

The design& sNe{ %.ra E)Rd‘;oqrﬁﬁ Fx{lrgjﬁq design, which is
described later in Ehls ch’e}ft‘er re- test took place m)the first week of
March. Here th carners compI‘ete e Soc1al reference sociogram and the
attitude questionnaires. At the end of the first quarter the post-tests were
conducted. The intervention period took place over 5 weeks. During this

period there was a total of 10 contact sessions. All classes were co-educational

and heterogeneous (based on ethnicity). Before the intervention took place the

http://etd.uwc.ac.za/



researcher taught his classes as he always did, i.e. upon entering the class,
taught his lessons with no interaction between himself and the learners in the
class and half-way through the lesson wrote notes on the board which learners
directly transcribed into their note-books. During the intervention the
researcher taught the subject material (Biology) to his classes using the

different experimental teaching methods (cooperative learning, competitive

g o TR Lo )

In this resear : Lot saniplé 2iQ as Jused. Here, "the

researcher knev ¢ i 2JO] acteristics were and

deliberately selecte & Sampletthat. sharfes. these Scharactefistics in the same

K . |
proportions” (Sprinthall, 1990, p. 117). This sample used was appropriate

because th[_}e&'dl p‘)ﬁlﬁ Rmsi lcorrl_;)a&gns ) etﬁk{’various sub-
groups. {({, eﬁ’mge, TIaSFs‘ ﬁ &Ybe t—f:ct. tlisal,l ileterogeneous

(ethnically) and grade nine learners.

5.4.1 Selection of School
This study took place at Bel-Air High School. (This pseudonym was given to

protect the identity of the school, the educators and the learners in this
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research. This was a condition set by the Research Directorate of the Western
Cape Education Department for allowing the researcher to carry out the

research).

A principal was approached at a high school previously under the Department

of Education and Culture (House of Representatives [a coloured school]) in the

terms of cd w g the letter of

consent from M

explaining the

Six grade MWMg this group

w UNIVERSITY of the

a. the educational authorltles were_more forthcomln ’m allowmg junior
WL RN G
secon éarriers {0 participa research.
b. the curriculum is not so demanding as in the senior secondary phase.

C. the subject choices are limited in the junior secondary phase, which

results in fewer class combinations.
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5.4.2 Ethnicity and Relieious Composition of Classes

As defined in Chapter One, ethnicity refers to the character of groups that may
differ by physical, national, cultural, linguistic, religious or ideological means.

The ethnic and religious composition of the classes is reported in percentage in

Table 1.
Ethnic and Religi esition of the Classes
i Percen
X IC
Goal Structur usli isti ured Grade
CONTROL i N7 oF
GROUP i * 0.6 169.4 2.9 97.1 9C
Post-Test
Hi.6 84.4 3.3 96.7 9E
COOPERATE Prefeft 15 7.5 167 JHY 833 9G
NA‘ il 0 Y50 8.3 917 9H
LEARNI -
e e e 9G
COMPE’I'[TI'V‘E__PI'E!Té'Et 117 583 7 97, 9F
LEARNING Pose-test 36.8 63.2 2.6 973 9F
INDIVIw " Pretest 8 ¥ 254 4 1,97_5 9D
LISTI " K U[
LEARNING Post-test 14. 85.4 97.5 9D

WESTE R\ (.‘\I"l

The religious comparison as set out in Table 1 above showed that the majority
of learners were Christian- 77,9% (pre-test) and 76,5% (post-test) while
Muslim learners represented 22,1% (pre-test) and 23,5% (post-test). The
ethnic comparison in Table 1 showed that the majority of learners were

Coloured 94,4% (for both pre-test and post-test) while black learners
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represented 5,6% (for both pre-test and post-test).

5.4.3. _Class allocation by Goal Structure
1. The Competitive Goal Structure Class (Gr 9F)

The essence of the competitive learning method was to give learners individual

goals and evaluate them by means of a normative evaluation system. In this

evaluation syste SCri [€s : ation Department

(WCED). A ¢lass | ) ivided i drners pWhd were 1dent1ﬁed

o0 TNV BR ST ¥epfrfrase o

structure was more com hcated and can be outlined as follows:

WESTERN CAPE

i Specify the instructional objectives
ii. Select the group size most appropriate for the lesson.
iil.  There were 9 competitive groups, namely 6 groups of 4 and 3 groups

of 5 learners in each group. Each group had 2 males and 3 females
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depending on its size.

iv.  The learners were not divided into these groups based on their
academic ability.

V. The researcher encouraged competition by buying the wining

team/group soft drinks during interval.

r . . "

This meﬂloﬁ'wmmﬂﬂmmsmﬁﬂmfg%up design.
This was {rﬁ Nir*e&gvaEthS tle 'Ir‘e‘i& b’j’ aflh iﬁfect on the

intervention.

WESTERN CAPE

3. The Individualistic Goal Structure Class (Gr 9D)

The gist of an individualistic goal structure is giving learners individual goals
and using a criterion-referenced evaluation system in class.  "Under a

criterion-reference system results were determined by comparing the extent to
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which each learner has attained a defined standard of achievement based on the
*premise of continuous evaluation. Whether the rest of the learners in the class
are successful or unsuccessful in meeting the criterion is irrelevant" (Biehler &
Snowman, 1990, p. 630). The researcher's role in using the appropriate

individualistic goal structure is outlined below:

1.
1il.

1v.

+ Do BN GRS P ]

Here the resea;che‘r stl'uctured the learnin g tasks so that learners come to
W ERN CAP

believe that they s1nf< of swim fogether as a group. hie essence of cooperative

learning is assigning a group goal, such as producing a single product or

achieving as high .a group average on a test as possible and rewarding every

group member on the basis of quantity or quality of the group product. A

criterion-referenced evaluation system (as explained in the individualistic goal
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structure) was used to reward members on their group performance based on
the principle of continuous evaluation as determined by the educational

authorities. The role of the educator in this goal structure is as follows:

i Specify the instructional objectives

ii. Learners were randomly divided into 5 groups of 5 and 3 groups of 6

.

iv.

Two classe{g%eNisIm‘Hoﬁ)Rﬁglqsgp‘myFﬁfgf)’Pldesign. This
was done to investigate ‘if 'tblc;pre-test had any effect on the intervention. '

WESTERN CAPE

5.5 Research Design

In this research, six experimental groups were used each receiving a
combination of pre-testing, treatment and post-testing. To minimise the

dangers of pre-test sensitisation and the possible threat to the validity of the
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experiment a Solomon Four-Group Design was chosen. This type of design

makes use of two control groups and two experimental groups.

Group 1 Pre-test (T))  Experimental Group (X;)  Post-test (T

2 Pre-test (T'))  Control Group Post-test (T')
3 Experimental Group (X;)  Post-test (T))
4 Control Group Post-test (T')

//_.‘\\

The Solom CTOUr-oe1roup desion was used 10 acnieve e 10lloWIne:

"’ a ;.

(Borg & Gall, 1989, p. 705).

UNIVERSITY of the
PWESTERNCAPE ™ = °

related attitudes, which could provide the opportunity for learners to rehearse
or remember the content in the pre-test. This can sensitise the learners to the

study specific content in the experimental treatment.
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In addition to the Solomon Four-group, 2 other groups were used to allow for
the comparison of the different treatments. The modified Solomon Four-group

design looked as follows:

Group 1 Pre-test (Tj)  Cooperative Learn (X Post-test (T,)
(Experiment Group)

Group 2 Pre-test (Ty)  Traditional Learn Post-test (T,)
(Control Group)

Group 3 ost-test (T)

Grop+ NI u . " - X Hest(m
Group 5 —test Ing n t-test (T,)
(EXy oup
Group 6 ¢-test l, C etitive ‘1 t-test (T,)
[ -3

s L RALLY of
The first fo&' grg:};s !epr\e’sent e traditional Solomon urtg,rlol‘i; design and
allows for ng?‘e Segf)‘f ane-Ran po(ﬁ‘%sw. Iillektiiditional two

groups allow for the testing of relative effectiveness of the different goal

structures in promoting intergroup relations and can be visualized as follows:
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Group 1 Pre-test (T)) Cooperative Learn cx) Post-test (Ti)
(Experiment Group)

Group 2 Pre-test (T)) Traditional Learn Post-test (T
(Control Group)

Group 5 Pre-test (T)) Competitive Learn (Xy) Post-test (T))
(Experiment Group)

Group 6 Pre-test (T)) Individualistic Learn (X3) Post-test (T>)
(Experiment Group)

individualistic] le g, is' de: ses on val ii
.)

b os PN DY ERSTPY b e o=

ethnicity). ~ Before the intervention took place the researchei teaching the
grade nine‘ﬁésel‘di&«:gﬂch{ng.e?\;ﬁmn gtérﬁl} ﬂl)clksbs, taught the

lesson with no interaction between himself and the learners in the classes and

b relations in the

half-way through the lesson would write notes on the board which would be
directly transcribed into the note books by the learners.  During the
intervention stage of the research the researcher taught the subject material
(syllabus) to the classes by using the different goal structures.
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Since this was a Before-After research design with a separate control group, a
pre-test took place in the first term. Here the learners completed the Social
preference sociogram and the Attitude Questionnaires (Acceptance of Others
and Acceptability to Others Questionnaires). At the end of the First Term the
control group and the three experimental classes using the appropriate goal
structures were tested again (post-test) using the same questionnaires (Social
preference sociogram, AcceptafiCe fersmand Acceptability to Others).
The inte / - \ . The

R IR RIS RIS BIR Rl
D U D IC SPC 90d UCTUIT 10T UIC €
L) O O

Science).

5. 6 Research Instruments

5.6.1 Soci!l }’rgﬁ'elceh{)cggr!g S I T \7 { ,- / t h ¢
A Social {rif\er 1ce SSoeifgraPa ﬁ {d fott_he cha‘a'n%‘of intergroup

relations within the class. Its value to the researcher was its potential for

developing greater understanding of group behaviour so that the researcher
might operate more efficiently in group management, intergroup relations or
gender development (Schmuck & Schmuck, 1983). The identifiable feature

of this sociogram was to determine learner's social status within the classroom
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based on quantifiable measures obtained from positive nomination data e.g.
"Who are your best friends in this class?" or " What three learners in the class
do you most admire?" and negative nomination data e.g. "Which three learners
in the class do you like the least?". Some researchers recommend the use of
negative questions in order to discover interpersonal resistance.  This

methodology is based on the Coie and Dodge (1983) study.

. Whgﬁmmmmiork together
vtk AFY R SITY of the

d. Which three learners in the class do you like the least?

WESTERN CAPE

The nominations were treated as "fixed-rank" measures. These nominations
were weighted, 3 for the first nomination, 2 for the second nomination, 1 for
the third nomination and O [zero] for no nomination. Learners were asked to

rate each other with regard to how they perceive one another.
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Learners were also instructed not to choose themselves, nominate those who
were absent or nominate the same learner more than once for each question.
This would prevent a learner nominating a member of the class three times for

one specific question.

5.6.2 Attitude Questionnaires

i. Acceptance of Others

This attitu vestigate the
opinions of . othesized that
acceptance b terrelationships
between one'§ fftitudes ftoward} fHemselyeésl and fthdse to others.  This
questionnaire rmined fwhe lear too activel interest .in their

fellow peckr—mwhether ey show-a-estre 1 evelop-good Tolations with
T ANCEY FRST Y spfiphpt possdle

responses from almost always (scored as 1 to VerKrarely (scored as 5).

Scores of}O m!i"at; '];ow “accep ance of oghers while a Score of 100

indicated a high acceptance of others. ~The split-half reliability for the
acceptance of others scale was .90 (Fey, 1955). The validity for this

questionnaire was .727 (Berger, 1952), while Fey (1955) reported no validity.
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ii. Acceptability to Others
This attitude scale was designed by Fey (1955) and forms part of the

acceptance of others scale.  The Acceptability to Others questionnaire
contained 5 attitude statements with possible responses from almost always
(scored as 1) to very rarely (scored as 5). This questionnaire determined how

well the learner was accepted by his/her peers in the class. The split-half

group}]) xba-emmlrmm sincerely as
possible. M prt&s’t Ew%nl)cg{ﬁrﬂ(vai ) fpfahd‘ s explained

above. At this stage two_extra classes w;ere added (a iontli)l group and a
cooperatlve‘ grou}!}" }e:el:w!‘ Jlas[sSs 31\dn0t Srm I}art of the pre-test. The

post-test now consisted of six grade nine groups. This was done to follow the

“extended Solomon Four-Group Design as explained previously.
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5.6.3 Goal Structure Questionnaire

This questionnaire on the specific goal structure for each experimental class
was handed to each learner to validate and control the specific goal structure
used by the researcher. The questions used in the questionnaire were
generated from the literature of Johnson and Johnson (1975b). The

questionnaire was administered in English. To ensure accurate responses the

This quesﬁﬁMMMo oT_ogﬁl'm_accurac'le' S be corrected

during the t@s%ﬁ% \t” I{S_‘S)IR 'ﬁa FoTSﬁfctHj‘ queftionnaire used a
five point Likert Scale and was encoded as_follows: 1 for strongly disagree; 2

for dlsagree,§ for ﬁn‘s?reTfo!%grEeS \5 for stron}y agreeP :
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5.7 Analysis
The analysis in this research was based on discovering how different goal
structures would affect (improve or worsen) intergroup relations between

learners from the pre-test to the post-test.

5.7.1 Sociometric Analysis

According to C st-liked and least-liked
question between
rejected, s s [capers. Coie and
Dodge (1983)}} 5 Del 4 strong predictor

of classroom} abs D fqut and a | yariety of socio-

r " —

c > |

This analy{Jl%thI M ESIR ﬁo! @a s"-{ Mllegatlve (least-
liked ques%i) qufgiﬁ[m(i:ﬁnﬂn;kﬂhe QSOKfOi Sh(rzsmg the most-

liked question was that learners were inclined to choose the same learners as in

Question 1 (which three learners you would sit with at lunch time [interval])
and Question 2 (which three learners you would go with to a movie). This
was done on both the pre-test and post-test. The Sociometric analysis was

quite informative with regard to the following:
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Popular learners: These are learners who received a social preference

score greater than 0.5, a Most-Liked Question standardized score of

greater than 0, and a Least-Liked Question standardized score of less

than 0.

Reiected learners: These are learners who received a social preference

qugmmmmUHWWt were each
gre{JﬂNOI I%arIE W ';I;vy all ﬁoyehhfx class mean

for both the Most-liked and Least-Liked %estlon nomlnatlons

WESTERN

Neglected learners: These are learners who received a social impact
score of less than -0.5 and who receive Most-liked and Least-liked
question standardized scores less than 0. The neglected learners had

no one identifying them as among the three learners they most-liked.
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e Average learners: These are learners who received a Social Preference
score that is greater than -0.5 and less than 0.5.

5.7.2 Social Preference and Social Impact Scale

This analysis was used to determine whether the class's social preference and

social impact scores improved or deteriorated. The analysis was based on the

Fofmla I fearner's score ~mean 7~ score .
standard deviation

UNIVERSITY of the

zZLM = the z-score for the most hked question.

‘if LL 2 ’zl’;colrfé' fo[r& least- hked‘ qu gtl(!n) L
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b. After separately computing each learner's zLM and zLL scores the

Social Preference and Social Impact score of each learner was

calculated as follows:

Formula 2:  Social Preference (SP) = zILM - zLL

Social Impact (SI) =zIM + zLL

A negative SP indicated very little preference, while a positive SP indicated a
strong preference. A score close to 0 indicate average social preference. A
negative SI indicated a low social impact. In this group the learners were
normally neglected by their peers while learners at the upper end of the scale
were found to have controversial status (learners perceived as disrubtive and

starting fights or shy). These analyses were used to test intergroup relations in

the class.
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5.7.3 Solomon Four-Group Statistics
All statistical analyses were done using the BMDP- (Dixon, 1993) and SPSS-

(Nie, Hull, Jenkins Steinbrenner & Bent, 1975) statistical packages.

Crano and Brewer (1986) suggests that the comparison of Groups 1 and 2 with
regard to pre-test scores would demonstrate if random assignment was
successful or not. To test random assignment the sub-programme P3D of the
BMDP was used. This sub-programme was used to compare two groups with
regard to a number of variables. The Hotelling T* gives an indication if the

two groups differed statistically.

The comparison of group 1 and group 3 with regard to the post-teSt scores
represented a test of the effect of pre-testing on treatment, since both groups
received treatment and only differed with respect to pre-testing. Because
groups 2 and 4 only differ in terms of pre-testing (did not receive any
treatment (Control Group)) the comparison of the post-test scores of these two

groups would serve as a test on the effect of pre-testing on post-test scores.

If the groups did not differ with regard to their pre-test scores the effect of

treatment could be determined by comparing the two experimental groups
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(groups 1 and 3) with the two control groups (groups 2 and 4). The above

comparisons represent a factorial design that can be illustrated as follows:

PRE-TESTING
YES NO

T
R E T
E YES GROUP GROUP 3 F R
A F E
T E A
M cC T
E T M
N NO GROUP 2 GROUP 4 E
T 0O N

F T

This factorial design allows the researcher to determine the effect of treatment
and the interaction between pre-testing and treatment. To determine the above
a Two-way ANOVA was used. For this purpose the sub-progrémme
MANOVA of the SPSS was used. This sub-programme provides different F-
tests that the researcher used to determine the effect of pre-testing, the effect of

treatment as well as the interaction between pre-testing and treatment.
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In cases where there were differences between the pre-test groups (which
would be indicative of no randomness) the averages of the two pre-tests can be
used as an estimation of the pre-test scores of the other two groups (in line
with Solomon’s (1949) recommendation). This was viewed as a meaningful
alternative, although one must take into account that it represents a breach of
the assumption of independence (Campbell, 1957). This F-test is however
fairly robust and can usually tolerate the breach of one assumption (Pretorius,
1989). These procedures would enable the researcher to do a Covariance of

Analysis as it provided all groups to have pre-test scores.

The analysis of covariance was also used to determine the differential effect
between the control group and treatment groups. The sub-programmé P1V of
BMDP was used for this purpose. This sub-programme provides two different
F-tests. The first F-test was used to determine the adjusted averages of the
groups after pre-test differences were taken into account. The second F-test
was used to test homogeneity of regression slopes (Pretorius, 1989). This
assumption required that the slopes of the regression line in the groups are
equal. If this test was significant it meant that covariance was not an
appropriate test. In this instance only gain scores - representing the

differences between pre-test and post-test scores - were used in a one-way
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analysis of variance (ANOVA).

5.7.4 Chi-square Tests

The Chi-square test was used to determine if cross-ethnic and same-ethnic or
cross-gender and same gender choices differed significantly as a result of

treatment.
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Chapter Six

Results

The data of this empirical investigation were analysed in order to determine
which goal structure(s) promotes more positive intergroup relations in the
classroom. These results might not only have important implications for
researchers but also for educators who are struggling with intergroup tensions

in the classroom.

6.1 Goal Structure Questionnaire

Analysing the goal structure questionnaire was simply a control measure to
reduce researcher bias. Learners were asked to validate the different goal
structures by completing a goal structure questionnaire. A five point Likert
Scale was used. The learners completed the same questionnaire twice (during
the second week of March and second week of April). The researcher did not

inform the learners when they would completé the questionnaire.

During the first review the majority of learners responded positively (agreed
(4) or strongly agreed (5)) to the questions in the questionnaire, while a few
learners responded negatively (disagree (2) or strongly disagree (1)). Where
the learners responded negatively the researcher corrected the shortcomings in
that specific method. By the second review most shortcomings were rectified.

This was achieved by comparing the mean scores of each question and by
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revisiting the outline of each goal structure as explained in Appendices 11-14.

The means and standard deviations of the Cooperative Learning goal structure

questionnaire are reported in Table 2.

Table 2

Results of Goal Structure Questionnaire

Cooperative Learning
Mean and Standard Deviation of Likert Scores

1* Review 2™ Review
Questions n = 65 n = 65
1. The educator divided the class into groups.
Mean 3.738 4.292
SD 1.439 1.092
2. The groups are mixed (males and females).
Mean 4.185 4.477
SD 1.094 0.746
3. The educator explains the work before the group begins.
Mean 4.338 4.600
SD 0.933 0.628
4. In your group you work together with your fellow learners.
Mean 3.954 3.985
SD : 1.143 0.920
5. You are allowed to talk and exchange ideas in your group.
Mean 4.215 4.215
SD 0.903 0.903

6. If there are problems (tension) in the group it is solved while you
are working on a task during the lesson.

Mean 3.108 3.354
SD 1.178 1.073
7. The educator assists your group if you have any problems during the lesson.
Mean 4.277 4.369
SD 1.089 0.833
8. Everyone in the group helps with the task during the lesson.
Mean 3.769 : 4.308
SD 1.262 1.037
9. There is acceptance of support by learners of the group during the lesson.
Mean 3.785 4.077
SD 1.045 1.071
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The analysis in Table 2 was used to assess and correct any shortcomings made
by the researcher in terms of teaching while using the Cooperative learning
goal structure. In Table 2, question six had a mean score of below four
indicating that the learners were unsure whether working together during
lessons solved problems (tensions). Questions with a mean score of four and
higher, indicated agreement to strong agreement of learners with researcher

activities during the lessons.
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The means and standard deviations on the Control Group goal structure

questionnaire are reported in Table 3.

Table 3
Results of Goal Structure Questionnaire
Control Group
Mean and Standard Deviation of Likert Scores
1* Review 2™ Review
Questions n=170 n = 67
1. The educator uses the chalkboard most of the time during the lesson in class.
Mean 2.194 3.214
SD 1.330 1.027
2. There is no communication between educator and learner during the lesson.
Mean 1.729 1.836
SD 0.999 1.167
3. The educator speaks all the time during the lesson.
Mean 2.985 3.386
SD 1.228 1.234
4. You work on your own during the lesson.
Mean 2.448 2.643
SD 1.055 1.219
5. Learners do not participate in the lesson.
Mean 2.086 2.179
SD 0.996 1.158
6. The educator assists you in your schoolwork during the lesson.
Mean 3.771 4.075
SD 1.333 1.137
7. Are you allowed to exchange ideas during the lesson in class?
Mean 3.671 3.866
SD 1.130 1.196

The results in Table 3 were used to ensure that the researcher corrected
methodological inaccuracies during his lessons. In Table 3, questions 2, 4,and
5 had a mean score of below two and three which indicated that learners in the

Control Group communicated with the researcher, did not work on their own
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and participated in the lessons, respectively. In the Control Group questions
1, 3 and 7 had a mean score below four suggesting that the learners were
unsure if the researcher used the chalkboard most of the time, spoke all the
time during the lesson and if learners were allowed to exchange ideas during

the lessons. These were corrected by the researcher.
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The means and standard deviations on the Individualistic learning goal

structure questionnaire are reported in Table 4.

Table 4

Results of Goal Structure Questionnaire
Individualistic I.earning

Mean and Standard Deviation Likert Scores

1* Review 2™ Review

Questions n = 36 n =36

1. The educator explained the teaching method in class.
Mean 4.167 4.222
SD 0.799 0.885

2. You work on your own without being disturbed by others during the lesson.
Mean 2.694 2.722
SD 1.411 1.407

3. When learners make contact with one another during the lesson

the educator stops it?

Mean 3.639 3.944
SD 1.158 0.880

4. The educator explains the work before you begin.
Mean 4.222 4.222
SD 0.946 1.133

5. The educator assists you when you have a problem during the lesson.
Mean 4.417 4.44
SD 0.722 0.598

6. The class is arranged so that learners can work on their own during the lesson.
Mean 3.278 3.333
SD 1.096 1.155

These results were used to assess and correct any shortcomings made by the
researcher during his lessons. In Table 4, question 2 showed a mean score
below three indicating that learners were disturbed by other learners in the

class while trying to work on their own. Learners were also unsure about the
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arrangement of the class during lessons (question 6). Questions with a mean
score above 4 indicated agreement to strong agreement of learner with

researcher activities during lessons.
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The means and standard deviations on the Competitive learning goal structure

“questionnaire are reported in Table 5.

Table 5

Results of Goal Structure Questionnaire
| Competitive Learning

Mean and Standard Deviation of Likert Scores

1* Review 2" Review
Questions n =36 n = 38
1. The educator explained the teaching method.
Mean 4.289 4.500
SD 1.222 0.986
2. The educator divided the class into groups.
Mean 4.658 4.889
SD 0.619 0.314
3. The groups are mixed (males and females).
Mean 4.579 4.722
SD 0.963 0.606
4. The educator explains the work before the group begins.
Mean 4.474 4.472
SD 0.939 0.726
5. In your group you work together so that the group is the best in class.
Mean 4.421 4.69%4
SD 0.907 0.461
6. Are you allowed to exchange ideas in your group so that your group
can be the best?
Mean 4.263 4.444
SD 1.185 0.864
7. Are the groups competing with one another during the lesson?
Mean 4.395 4.556
SD 1.014 0.643

8. Learners work together to gain information or to compete with other
groups during the lesson.

Mean 4.500 4.579
SD 0.645 0.674
9. There is no communication with other groups during the lesson.
Mean 3.605 3.750
SD 1.247 1.256
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The results in Table 5 were used to ensure that the researcher corrected
methodological inaccuracies during his lessons. In Table 5 questions with a
mean score above four indicated agreement to strong agreement of learner
with researcher activities in class. In this goal structure question 9 had a
mean score below four indicating that learners were unsure whether no

communication occurred with other groups in the class during lessons.

In each goal structure the mean scores in the second review increased
indicating that corrective procedures, which were done by the researcher, had
the desired effect. These corrections were mostly methodological procedures

for individualistic learning and the control group, namely:

1. to increase the use of the chalkboard by the researcher
2. to increase learner participation in lessons
3. to arrange and allow learners to work on their own in the control and

individualistic groups.

6.2 Sociometric Scale Nominations

The Sociometric questionnaire was based on a negative nomination received by
the learner from his or her peers in class (Appendix 1, question 4). This

question was used to determine intergroup relations in the class.
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When the pre-test questionnaire (sociogram) was completed, learners who had
conflicts and arguments with their fellow learners wrote fellow learners names
in the space provided on the questionnaire (referring to the least-liked

question). In many instances the names of only certain learners were repeated.

6.2.1 Competitive Learning (Figure 1)

Immediately after the pre-test (least-liked nominations of learners were
relatively high as illustrated in the pre-test graph) learners were placed in
groups irrespective of competency levels (academically good, average, weak)
in the class. The competitive learning groups competed against one another by

successfully completing tasks given by the researcher in the class.

The least-liked nominations of thirteen learners increased in the post-test. Of
these learners eight were female and five were male.  The learners coded 1,

9, 17 and 30 recorded the highest least-liked nominations.

The least-liked nominations of seventeen learners decreased after the post-test,
(eight were male and nine were female) while the least-liked nominations of
four learners remained the same (one was male and three female). One male
learner (coded 6) received no least-liked nominations in the pre-test and post-
test. This learner was neglected by his fellow learners in the class. Learners
coded 7, 15, 33, and 40 were absent during the pre-test while learner coded 27

was absent during the post-test.
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6.2.2 Individualistic Learning (Figure 2)

In this class learners worked on their own with no contact or communication
between peers. Tension between class members increased. This could be seen
by the increased least-liked nominations in the post-test. In some instances
least-liked nominations for the pre-test and post-test were the same or

remained high.

In the individualistic learning goal structure the least-liked nominations of
fifteen learners increased in the post-test, eight were female and seven were
male. The least-liked nominations of thirteen learners decreased in the post-
test, six were male and seven were female, while the least-liked nominations of
four learners remained the same. Sixteen learners received no least-liked
nominations in the pre-test (eleven were females and five were males) while
nine learners (five were females and four were males) received no least-liked

nomination in the post-test.

In the individualistic learning condition learners were not given the opportunity
to communicate with each other in the class. The essence of this learning

condition was to create individualism.
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When the least-liked nomination of a learner increased it indicated rejection in
the class by classmates. A decrease in the least-liked nomination indicated

acceptance by the classmates.

6.2.3 Cooperative Learning (Figure 3)

In the pre-test ihe tension in the class was high as represented by the least-liked
nominations. In the pre-test graph twenty-three learners received least-liked
nominations while nine received none. In the post-test learners were divided

into cooperative groups.

The least-liked nominations of twenty learners decreased in the post-test (ten
were male and ten were female) while the least-liked nominations of six
learners remained the same (three were female and three were male). Five
learners received no least-liked nominations in the pre-test and post-test.
Learners coded 4, 19, and 22 were absent and were recorded as zero during
the pre-test. In this goal structure the least-like nominations of six learners

increased in the post-test (five were female and one was male).
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In summarising, learners in the cooperative learning condition were divided
into groups and work together towards a common goal. Learners who
received high least-liked nominations were not liked or rejected by their
classmates in the class. A learner who received no least-liked nomination or
whose least-liked nominations decreased in the post-test showed an

improvement in learner relationships.

6.2.4 Control Group (Figure 4)

In the Control group the nominations received by fellow learners in the post-
test did not change significantly. In fact many learners received nearly the

same Or more nominations

In this goal structure the least-liked nominations of eleven learners increased in
the post-test, while the least-liked nominations of two learners remained the
same. The least-liked nominations of fifteen learners decreased in the post-test
(ten were male and five were female). Two female learners received no least-
liked nominations in the pre-test and post-test. The learners coded 2, and 20
were absent during the pre-test while learners 9, 10, 26, 34 and 37 were absent

during the post-test and were recorded as zero.

In the Control group learners were given enough opportunity to complete
their work without being disturbed by fellow learners in the class. The
essence of this learning condition was that learners sat and listened passively

to the researcher in the class.
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When the least-liked nomination of a learner increased, their classmates in
the class rejected these learners. If a learner received no least-liked
nomination in the pre-test or post-test, then these learners were neglected in

the class.

When summarising the results learners received 30.2% more least-liked
nominations in the post-test, 43,6% received less least-liked nominations,
10,7% received the same number of least-liked nominations as in the pre-test,

11,4% received no least-liked nominations and 4,1% were absent.

When the Sociometric analysis was compared across groups two important

assumptions can be made:

1. In the pre-test the least-like nominations were high across all learning
groups especially in individualistic learning.

2. In the post-test the least-liked nominations decreased in the competitive
and cooperative learning groups while in the control group and

individualistic learning post-test nominations remained high.
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6.3 Attitude Questionnaire

In this study the relationship between expressed attitudes of acceptance of
others and acceptability to others was based on the attitude questionnaires
(Acceptance of Others and Acceptability to Others). It was hoped that these
questionnaires might supply an understanding of the learner’s attitudes toward
others and acceptability to others in the classroom. For the purposes of this
investigation the score on the scale for Acceptance of Others represented a
learner’s acceptance of learners in the class. The scale for Acceptability to
Others represehted acceptability to other learners in the class. These
questionnaires were administered to the four learning groups and correlat:ons
between acceptance of others and acceptability to others was determined (Table

6). These were all significant at p < 0.05.
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The results of the Pearson correlation between acceptance of others and

.acceptability to others for the different goal structures are reported in Table 6.

Table 6

Pearson Correlation between Acceptance of Others and

Acceptébilitv to Others for different Goal Structures.

Pre-test Post-test
Goal Structures
N r N r

Control Group N .
(9E) 36 0.835 32 0.643
Competitive . .
Learning (9F) 36 0.788 38 0.852
Individualistic . .
Learning (9D) 41 0.699 41 0.526
Cooperative . -
Learning (9G) 32 0.786 35 0.937

"'p<0.05

In the pre-test the correlations of the four classes were positive with a high
correlation between acceptance of others and acceptability to others. The
learners with high acceptance of others scores tend to have high acceptability
to others scores. In the post-test the correlation remained positive but varied

from moderate (individualistic learning) to very high (cooperative learning).
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A comparison between pre-test and post-test coefficients indicated that there
was a noticeable decrease in the correlation between acceptance of others and
acceptability to others in the post-test of the Control Group. In contrast the
relationship between acceptance of others and acceptability to others increased

in the post-test of Cooperative learning.

The results in Table 6 indicate that acceptability to others is positively
correlated with acceptance of others within the class. This determined that
learners took an active interest in their classmates and showed a desire to

develop good intergroup relations in the classroom.

A comparison between the pre-test and the post-test provided an indicafion that
differences was a result of exposure to treatment. When the four learning
groups were compared with one another two significant outcomes can be
gleaned from Table 6. The coefficients decreased in the control group and
individualistic learning. In these two learning groups learners worked on their
own. In contrast the coefficients increased in the competitive and cooperative

learning groups. In these learning groups learners worked together in groups

completing specific tasks.
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6.4 Classroom Dynamics

6.4.1 Social Interaction

To provide a meaningful comparison between rejected, neglected, popular,
average and controversial learners in the class these terms are again defined

with reference to their social preference and social impact scores.

a. Popular learners: These were learners who received a social

preference score greater than 0.5, a Most-Liked question standardized
score of greater than 0, and a Least-Liked question standardized score

of less than 0.

b. Rejected learners: These were learners who received a social

preference score of less that -0.5, a Least-Liked question standardized
score of greater than 0, and a Most-Liked question standardized score

of less than 0.

C. Controversial learners: These were learners who received a social

impact score of greater than 0.5 and who received Most-Liked
questions and Least-Liked question standardized scores that were each

greater than 0. Learners of this group were all above their class mean
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for both the Most-liked and Least-Liked question nominations.

d. Neglected learners: These were learners who received a social impact

score of less than -0.5 and who receive Most-liked and Least-liked
question standardized scores less than 0. The neglected learners had

no one identifying them as among the three learners they most-liked.

e. Average learners: These were learners who received a Social Preference

score that is greater than -0.5 and less than 0.5.
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The percentage of learners nominated in the various categories in the pre-test

and post-test of the different learning groups are reported in percentage in

Table 7.
Table 7
Learner interaction in the Classroom
Pre-test and Post-test in percentages
Goal Popular Rejected Neglected Controversial Average
Structures Learners Learners Learners Learners Learners
Tests Pre- | Post | Pre- | Post | Pre- | Post | Pre- Post | Pre- | Post
g‘g‘mle“p 282 | 21.1 | 28.1 | 20.7 | 143 | 186 | 16.7 | 20.0 | 40.0 | 35.0
Competitive
Learning (9F) 154 | 184 | 156 | 27.6 | 38.1 | 30.2 | 50.0 | 40.0 | 150 20.0
Individualistic :
Learning (9D) 333 | 342 | 31.3 | 31.0] 262|279 8.3 6.7 30.0 | 30.0
Cooperative -
Learning (9G) 23.1 12631250 ({207 2142331250 | 333 | 150! 15.0

The popular learners as defined in Chapter Five and again in this chapter were
learners who were liked and formed the core of any group work initiated by
the learners or the researcher. In the post-test, the Control Group was the
only goal structure where the percentage of popular learners decreased. The
percentage rejected learners decreased in cooperative learning, individualistic

learning and the Control group. In competitive learning in contrast there
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was an increase of 12% in the rejected learners. This can be attributed to
the competitive nature of the learning condition where learners outside the

competitive groups were rejected.

Neglected learners were those learners whose social preference and social
impact scores were below zero or who received no nominations. The
percentage  neglected learners increased in cooperative learning,
individualistic learning and the Control group. In competitive learning

group the number of neglected learners decreased by 7.9%.

The number of controversial learners in the post-test increased in the control
group and cooperative learning group but decreased in individualistic and

competitive learning groups.
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6.4.2 Same-gender and Cross-gender Choices

'The pre-test results of same-gender and cross-gender choices are reported in

percentage in Table 8.

Table 8

Same-gender and Cross-gender choices on the pre-test in
Percentages. (Least-liked question - First Choice only)

Goal Structure and Same-gender Vs Cross-gender No Gf:nder
Choices Choices choices

Grade

Control Group

(9E) 52.8 30.6 16.6

Competitive

Learning (9F) 72.3 19.4 8.3

Individualistic .

Learning (9D) 65.9 19.5 14.6

Cooperative

Learning (9G) 78.1 12.5 94

The outcome of the pre-test chi-square analysis was XZ.OSM = 6.029 which was
statistically not significant. The outcome of this result was that there were no
differences between groups in terms of same-gender, cross-gender and no

gender choices.
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The post-test results of same-gender and cross-gender choices are reported in

percentage in Table 9.

Table 9

Same-gender and Cross-gender choices on the post-test in
Percentages. (Least-liked question - First Choice only)

g;):(lieStructure and Sag;(;%:;der Vvs§ Cr(g;;gizgger N(():h ((})?:e(;er
(Cg(l)an)trol Group 40'6 —— .3
g:anrlﬁie;igﬁ(vgp) 60.5 36.8 2.7
E?ﬁ; l(issv;i)c) 61.0 34.1 4.9
fﬁfﬁﬁfgiée@ 28.6 20.0 51.4

The outcome of the post-test chi-square analysis was X2.05'[6] = 22.192 which
was statistically signiﬁéant. This analysis provided evidence that the
differences between groups in terms of same-gender, cross-gender and ﬁo
gender choices were the possible influence and exposure to treatment.  This
statistical difference implied that less same-gender and more cross-gender
choices were made in groups. The no gender choices played a significant role
in the post-test as this indicated that less least-liked nominations were made

due to treatment, especially in the cooperative learning group (51.4%).
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6.4.3 Same-ethnic and Cross-ethnic Choices

The pre-test results of same-ethnic and cross-ethnic choices are reported in

percentage in Table 10.

Same-ethnic and Cross-ethnic choices on the pre-test in

Table 10

Percentages. (Least-liked question - First Choice Only)

Goal Structure Same-ethnic vs Cross ethnic No ethnic
and Grade Choices Choices choices
(Cg‘gtm‘ Crog 75.0 8.3 16.6
glei‘;gg‘l‘gal(‘;}‘)‘; 78.0 12.2 0.8
Eg:rlgi?gﬁgF) 77.8 11.1 11.1
E::rlfi;agti(v;(}) 78.1 12.5 9.4

The outcome of the pre-test chi-square analysis was Xz.om = 1.430 which was

statistically not significant. The outcome of this result was that there were no

differences between groups in terms of same-ethnic, cross-ethnic and no ethnic

choices.

http://etd.uwc.ac.za/
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The post-test results of same-ethnic and cross-ethnic choices are reported in

percentage in Table 11.

Table 11

Same-ethnic and Cross-ethnic choices on the post-test in
Percentages. (Least-liked question - First Choice Only)

Goal Structure Same-ethnic vs Cross ethnic | No ethnic
and Grade Choices Choices choices
g‘l’;‘m’ Sroup 75.0 15.6 9.4
f‘e‘i‘rvligfgal(‘;;‘)‘; 63.4 19.5 17.1
f;’;‘gf;gi{;m 76.3 13.2 10.5
f;’;’rﬁ;?&) 37.1 200 | 429

The outcome of the post-test analysis was X = 19.129 which was

statistically significant. This analysis provided evidence that the differences
between groups in terms of same-ethnic, cross-ethnic and no ethnic choices
were the possible influence and exposure to treatment. This statistical
difference implied that less same-ethnic and more cross-ethnic choices were
made in groups. The no ethnic choices played a significant role in the post-test
as this indicated that less least-liked nominations were made due to treatment,

especially in the cooperative learning group (42.9%).
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6.5 Testing of the Hypothesis

The use of the Solomon Four-group design enables the researcher to
investigate a number of design requirements, namely; (i) random assignment,
(ii) the effect of pre-testing on post-test scores, (iii) the effect of pre-testing on
treatment and, (iv) the interaction between pre-testing and treatment.
Learners who were absent during the pre-test or post-test were not included in

these analyses.

By comparing the pre-test scores of group 1 with group 2, the researcher
tested random assignment. To determine the effect of pre-testing on treatment
the researcher compared the experimental groups 1 and 3 by using their post-
test scores.  The post-test scores of the control groups 2 and 4 were used to
determine the effect of pre-testing on treatment (see Chapter 5).  These
comparisons were done using Hotelling T?, which compares groups
simultaneously on a number of measures. These measures are listed as

dependent variables in Table 12.
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Table 12 represents the results of the Hotelling T* with respect to the design

requirements of random assignment.

TABLE 12

The result of Hotellings T in respect of random assignment

Test Dependent Mean Sig df
Variable® Group 1 Group 2
Reference to Most-liked 5.813 5.889
Random Least-liked 5.156 5.389
Assignment ZIM 0.0001 0.026
(1vs2) ZLL 0.0001 -0.002
Sos. Impact 0.0001 0.024
Sos. Prefer 0.0000 0.028
Acceptance 53.188 53.333
Accepuability 14.531 13.583 T =6476 | ------ 6/70

* Most-liked question; Least-liked question; (zLM) z-score Most-liked question; (zLL) z-score least-liked; Social Impact
Score; Social Preference Score; Acceptance of Others and Acceptability to Others.

1 vs 2 = treatment group 1 versus control group 2

To determine random assignment the means of the pre-test scores were used.
The treatment group 1 was compared with control group 2. Hotelling T was
not significant (T* = 6.476), implying no statistical significant difference
between groups in terms of the measures (dependent variables).

This

indicated that random assignment was achieved.
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Table 13 represents the results of the Hotelling T? with respect to the effect of

‘pre-testing on treatment.

TABLE 13

The effect of Pre-testing on Treatment

Test Dependent Mean Sig df N
Variable® Group Group 2
Effect of pre-test Most-liked 5.600 5.639
on treatment. Least-liked 2.114 2.889
(1vs3) ZILM 0.003 -0.033
ZLL 0.010 -0.033
Sos. Impact 0.012 -0.066
Sos. Prefer -0.007 0.000
Acceptance 54.714 52.056
Acceptability 15.000 13.583 T? = 15.064 p > 0.05 6/66 73

* Most-liked question; Least-liked question; (zLM) z-score Most-liked question; (zLL) z-score least-liked; Social Impact
Score; Social Preference Score; Acceptance of Others and Acceptability to Others.

1vs 3 = treatment group 1 versus treatment group 3

The means of this test was computed from the post-test scores. In this analysis
treatment group 1 was compared with treatment group 2. The result of the
analysis showed that Hotelling’s T> was significant (T> = 15.064) indicating
that overall there were significant differences between groups 1 and 3.
Univariate t-tests indicated that groups 1 and 3 differed significantly in terms
of post-test scores on acceptability to others. This would indicate that pre-

testing probably sensitised subjects to the nature of the treatment.
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Table 14 represents the results of the Hotelling T* with respect to the effect of

pre-testing on post-test results.

TABLE 14

Effect of pre-testing on post-test results

Test Dependent Mean Sig df N
Variable® Group 1 Group2
Effect of pre-test | Most-liked 5.906 5.771
onthe posttest | Least-liked 5.313 5.286
results ZLM 0.0002 0.0001
2vs4d) ZLL 0.111 -0.063
Sos. Impact 0.111 -0.063
Sos. Prefer 0.111 0.063
Acceptance 52.844 47.457
Acceptability 13.875 14.257 T? = 38.021 P < 0.05 6/74 81

* Most-liked question; Least-liked question; (zLM) z-score Most-liked question; (zLL) z-score least-liked: Social Impact
Score; Social Preference Score; Acceptance of Others and Acceptability to Others.

2 vs 4 = control group 2 versus control group 4

The means of this test was computed from the post-test scores. In this analysis
control group 2 was compared with control group 4. The result of the analysis
showed that Hotelling’s T*> was significant (T> = 38.021) indicating that
overall there were significant differences between groups 2 and 4. Univariate
t-tests indicated that groups 2 and 4 differed significantly in terms of post-test
scores on acceptance of others. This would indicate that the mere fact of being

pre-tested might have influenced post-test results.
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To analyse the effect of cooperative learning on the dependent variables the
two treatment groups (group 1 and 3) were compared with the two control
groups (group 2 and 4). This allowed the researcher to determine the effect of
treatment (Cooperative learning) and the interaction between pre-testing and

treatment by using a Two-way ANOVA.

Table 15 represents the results of the two-way ANOVA in respect of the

interaction between pre-test and treatment.

TABLE 15

Interaction between pre-test and treatment

Test Dependent Variable® F Sig df N
Interaction between pre- Most-liked 0010 | -----. 1/134 138
test and treatment. Least-liked 0162 |  ------ 1/134 138

ZLM 0010 | ------ 1/134 138
ZLL 0145 | ------ 1/134 138
Sos. Impact 0045 [ ------ 1/134 138
Sos. Prefer 0.101 | -----. 1/134 138
Acceptance 07% |  ------ 1/134 138
Acceptability 279 o | ------ 1/134 138

° Most-liked question; Least-liked question; (zLM) z-score Most-liked question; (zLL) z-score least-liked: Social Impact
Score; Social Preference Score; Acceptance of Others and Acceptability to Others.

It can be concluded from the F-tests in Table 15 that there was no interaction
between the pre-test and treatment since these results were statistically not

significant.
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6.6 The effect of Cooperative learning on the Dependent

Variables.
The result of the two-way ANOVA in respect of main effects is reported in
Table 16. This is in essence a test of the hypothesis that cooperative learning
would be more effective than traditional learning (control group) in affecting

the dependent variables.

TABLE 16

The effect of cooperative learning on the Dependent Variables

Dependent Mean F-Value Sig
Treatment No Treatment

Variables” Pre-test No Pre-test Pre-test No Pre-test
Most-liked 5.600 5.640 5.910 5.770 0061 " | -----
Least-liked 2.110 2.890 5.310 5.290 7.882 p <0.05
ZLM 0.002629 -0.0328 0.0001562 0.0001429 0008 [ -----
ZLL 0.009457 -0.0327 0.111 -0.0629 0042  j-----
Sos. Impact 0.01209 -0.0655 0.111 -0.628 0050 | -----
Sos. Prefer -0.00683 -0.0000278 -0.111 0.06297 0006 | ------
Acceptance 54.710 52.06 52.84 47.46 4.479 p < 0.05
Acceptability 15.00 13.58 13.88 14.26 0176 | ------

" Most-liked question; Least-liked qQuestion; (zLM) z-score Most-liked question; (zLL) z-score least-liked; Social Impact
Score; Social Preference Score; Acceptance of Others and Acceptability to Others.

It can be concluded from Table 16 that the cooperative learning group differed

significantly from the control group in terms of the least-liked question and
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acceptance of others. From the means it can be seen that the treatment group
in comparison to the no treatment group had less least-liked nominations and

higher acceptance of others scores.

Since two out of the four design requirements were successfully controlled

by using the Solomon Four-group design this does not invalidate the results

of this research.

6.7 Comparison of the different Goal Structures

This section of the analysis relates to the effectiveness of cooperative learning
relative to other learning modes such as Traditional learning (Control Group),
Competitive learning and Individualistic learning. If cooperative learning was
successful in improving intergroup relations in the classroom then learners of
Group 1 would do better than learners of Groups 2, 5 and 6 in terms of
differences between pre-test and post-test scores. These comparisons were
used to investigate the hypothesis: Cooperative learning would be more
effective in promoting intergroup relations than competitive learning,
individualistic learning and traditional learning in the classroom. The
differences between the post-test scores of the four groups were tested by using

an analysis of covariance with pre-test scores being the covariant. The result
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of this analysis is found in Table 17.

Results of the Analysis of Covariance Comparing Groups®

TABLE 17

. F-value
lzlcpgr;ilem Groups® Mean A:iusted f—vlal ue Sig for Sig df -
ariables ean or slope Means

Most-liked 1 5.812 5.869

2 6.200 6.326

5 6.412 6.276

6 5.878 5.854 194.404 p < 0.05 3.932 p >0.05 3/129
Least-liked 1 1.750 1.887

2 4.600 4.868

5 5.588 5.539

6 5.658 5.397 103.177 p < 0.05 7.165 p > 0.05 3/129
ZLM 1 0.047 0.053

2 0.057 0.066

5 0.057 0.036

6 0.000 0.006 185.463 p < 0.05 1160 | ------ 3/129
ZLL 1 -0.108 -0.136

2 -0.010 0.014

5 0.016 0.002

6 0.008 0.023 95.3447 p < 0.05 1.737 | ------ 3/129
Sos. Impact 1 0.061 -0.088

2 0.047 0.084

5 0.073 0.037

6 0.008 0.031 136.838 p < 0.05 1122 ------ 3/129
Sos. Prefer 1 0.155 0.190

2 0.068 0.049

5 0.041 0.038

6 -0.008 -0.019 130.464 p < 0.05 2083 | ------ 3/129
Acceptance 1 55.312 54.541

2 53.567 52.451

6 50.382 52.370

5 49.390 49.160 88.434 p < 0.05 0622 | ------ 3/129
Acceptability 1 15.219 15.244

2 14.033 14.416

5 13.088 13.178

6 14.195 13.821 29.288 p < 0.05 3.254 p > 0.05 3/129

‘Group: 1= Cooperative Learning; 2 = Control Group (Traditional Learning); 5 = Competitive Learning;

6= Individualistic Learning

http://etd.uwc.ac.za/
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Reference to the adjusted means in Table 17 refers to the means used to
‘compare the four groups using the analysis of covariance. This refers to the

group means, after differences in the pre-test scores were taken into account.

However, the tests for equality of slopes were all significant indicating that an
analysis of covariance was not appropriate since the slopes of the regression
lines for the various groups were not equal. Given that the tests for equality of
slopes were not equal the hypothesis was tested using ANOVA, where groups

were compared using gain scores (pre-test minus post-test).
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6.8 Analysis of Variance (ANOVA)

The results of the analysis of variance on the gain-scores are reported in Table

18.
Results of Analysis of Variance (Gain-scores)
Dependent -

. . df Mean Squares F Significant
Variables 4 g
GAINLM Between Groups 3 2.198 01499 |  -.....
(Most-liked) Within Groups 133 14.770

Total 136
GAINLL Between Groups 3 89.213 3.274 p < 0.05
(Least-liked) Within Groups 133 27.246
Total 136
GAINZLM Between Groups 3 0.02547 002 | 0 a....
Within Groups 133 0.493
Total 136
GAINZLL Between Groups 3 0.247 0368 | 0 -.-.-
Within Groups 133 0.670
Total 136
GAIN Between Groups 3 0.210 0.19 Fs lvw @ -----
Sos. Impact Within Groups 133 1.101
Total 136
GAIN Between Groups 3 0.335 0273 |  ee-.--
Sos. Prefer Within Groups 133 1.226
Total 136
GAIN Between Groups 3 182.988 3.117 p < 0.05
Acceptance Within Groups 133 58.700
Total 136
GAIN Between Groups 3 37.151 3.503 p < 0.05
Acceptability Within Groups 133 10.606
Total 136

“Most-liked question; Least-liked question; (zLM) z-score Most-liked question; (zLL) z-score least-liked; Social Impact
Score; Social Preference Score; Acceptance of Others and Acceptability to Others.
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The results of the ANOVA showed that the groups differed significantly in
terms of least-liked, acceptance of others and acceptability to others. To
determine how groups differed in terms of these three variables post-hoc

analyses were conducted.

6.9 Turkey HSD Post-Hoc Test
The results of the Turkey HSD post-hoc test in Table 19 indicate the

comparisons between groups that were significant.

TABLE 19
Turkey HSD Post-Hoc Test

Dependent Variable” | Method (1) Method (7) Mean DiTvren | significance

GAIN Cooperative Individualistic 5.223 p < 0.05
Acceptance

GAIN Cooperative Competitive -3.524 p < 0.05
Least-liked Cooperative Individualistic -3.236 p < 0.05
GAIN Cooperative Individualistic 1.956 p < 0.05
Acceptability

* Acceptance of Others; Least-liked question; and Acceptability to Others.

The Post-hoc analyses showed a significant difference between:

I the cooperative and individualistic learning groups in terms of

acceptance of others and acceptability to others. The cooperative
learning group had a higher gain score than the individualistic
learning group on these two scales indicating greater improvement
from pre-test to post-test in the cooperative learning group in
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ii.

respect of acceptance of others and acceptability to others scores.

the cooperative learning group and the competitive and
individualistic learning groups in terms of the least-liked question.
The cooperative learning group had a lower gain score on the
least-liked question than the competitive and individualistic
learning groups. This indicates that from the pre-testing to post-
testing the number of least-liked nominations decreased more in
the cooperative than the competitive and individualistic learning

groups.

6.10 Summary of the results

6.10.1 The descriptive analysis

i.

ii.

In the goal structure questionnaire the mean scores for each goal
structure in the second review increased indicating that corrective

procedures done by the researcher had the desired effect.

These corrections were mostly methodological procedures for all
the groups such as, the increase use of the chalkboard by the
researcher during the lesson, increase in learner participation in

lessons, arranging and allowing learners to work on their own in
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the control and individualistic learning groups.

6.10.2 The Sociometric Scale

When the Sociometric analysis was compared across groups two

important assumptions can be made:

1. In the pre-test the least-like nominations were high across all
learning groups especially in individualistic learning.

2. In the post-test the least-liked nominations decreased in the
competitive and cooperative learning groups while in the control
group and individualistic learning post-test nominations remained

high.

6.10.3 The Attitude Questionnaire (Correlation)

i. A comparison between pre-test and post-test coefficients indicated that
there was a noticeable decrease in the correlation between acceptance
of others and acceptability to others in the post-test of the Control
Group. In contrast the relationship between acceptance of others and
acceptability to others increased in the post-test of Cooperative
learning. This also provided an indication that differences were a

result of exposure to treatment.
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il. This determined that learners took an active interest in their classmates

and showed a desire to develop good intergroup relations in the

classroom.
6.10.4 Chi-square Analysis
i The outcome of the post-test analysis on same-gender and cross-gender

was statistically significant. This analysis provided evidence that the
difference between groups in terms of same-gender, cross-gender and
no gender choices was the possible influence and exposure to

treatmernt.

ii. The outcome of the post-test analysis on same-ethnic and cross-ethnic
was statistically significant. This analysis provided evidence that the
differences between group in terms of same-ethnic, cross-ethnic and no

ethnic choices was the possible influence and exposure to treatment.

6.10.5 The Design Requirements

i. Of the four design requirements (random assignment, the effect of pre-
testing on treatment, the effect of pre-testing on post-test results and

interaction between pre-test and treatment) only two were statistically
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ii.

not significant which indicated that two design requirements were met
namely, random assignment and interaction between pre-test and

treatment.

Since two of the four design requirements were successfully controlled
by using the Solomon Four-group design this did not invalidate the

results of this research.

6.10.6 Testing the Hypothesis

i.

il

1il.

The differences between the post-test scores of the four groups
(cooperative learning, competitive learning, individualistic learning and
traditional learning [control group]) were tested by using an analysis of

covariance with pre-test scores being the covariant.

The tests for equality of slopes were all significant and indicated that
the analysis of covariance was not appropriate since the slopes of the

regression lines for the various groups were not equal.

Given that the slopes were not equal the hypothesis was tested using an
ANOVA where the groups were compared using gain scores (pre-test

minus post-test).

161

http://etd.uwc.ac.za/



iv.

The results of the ANOVA showed that the groups differed
significantly in terms of least-liked, acceptance of others and

acceptability to others.

The post-hoc analysis showed a significant difference between:

1. cooperative learning that had a higher gain score than
‘individualistic learning in terms of acceptance of others and
acceptability to others.

2. the cooperative learning group and the competitive and
individualistic learning groups in terms of the least-liked
question. This indicated that from pre-testing to post-testing the
number of least-liked nominations decreased more' in the
cooperative learning group than in the competitive and

individualistic learning groups.
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Chapter Seven

Conclusions and Recommendations

This study investigated the effectiveness of cooperative learning, competitive
learning, individualistic learning and traditional learning (control group) in
improving intergroup relations in the classroom. In the competitive learning
class learners worked together for the advancement of their own group to the
detriment of the other learners with whom they were competitively linked
while learners in the individualistic learning class disregarded and ignored the
efforts of other learners in the class. In the traditional learning class learners
listened to the researcher with a minimum of interaction with their classmates
while in the cooperative learning class learners worked and communicated
together for the attainment of the group goal. Previous studies indicated that
the cooperative learning condition is successful in developing feelings of
increased friendship across ethnic groups and reduced intergroup tension

between learners.

The expectation was therefore that cooperative learning would be more

effective in improving intergroup relations as assessed by Sociometric analysis
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and attitude questionnaires. In particular the following hypotheses guided the

analyses:

1. Cooperative learning would be effective in increasing the most-liked
nominations, the social preference and social impact scores as well as
acceptance of others and acceptability to others and decreasing the
least-liked nominations.  The testing of this hypothesis involved
comparing a group that was exposed to cooperative learning to a group

that was not exposed to this learning method.

2. Cooperative learning in comparison to competitive learning,
individualistic learning and traditional learning would be more éffective
in increasing the most-liked nominations, the social preference and
social impact scores as well as acceptance of others and acceptability to
others and decreasing the least-liked nominations. The testing of this
hypothesis involved comparing a group that was exposed to cooperative
learning to groups that were exposed to competitive, individualistic and

traditional learning respectively.

The discussion of the results are thus presented in the following way: firstly

the descriptive analyses (including Sociometric analyses), secondly examining
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the results of certain design requirements arising from the use of the Solomon

Four-group design and thirdly the testing of the previous hypotheses.

7.1 Discussion of results

7.1.1 Descriptive results

Although these results were obtained using descriptive statistics important
assumptions were made from these results that will be explained in the

paragraphs below.

The sociometric data from this study underlined the importance of using both
positive and negative sociometric questions to obtain social statu; among
learner peer groups and the types of social status that can be found in the
classroom (Coie, Dodge and Coppotelli, 1982). When the four learning
groups were compared with one another inconsistencies can be highlighted
from Tables 6 and 7. Table 6 indicated that acceptance of others was
positively correlated with acceptability to others and that the coefficients
decreased in the control group (traditional learning) and individualistic learning
while coefficients increased in the competitive and cooperative learning
groups. Table 7 indicated the contrary. In this table learners who were

rejected (whose least-liked standardized score was greater than 0 and most-
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liked standardized score was less than 0) increased in competitive learning and
can be attributed to the competitive nature of the learning condition.
Neglected learners (learners who received no least-liked and most-liked
nominations) increased in cooperative learning, individualistic learning and

control group.

When examining the information gleaned from the graphs it indicated that
learners in competitive learning (Figure 1), individualistic learning (Figure
2) and the control group (Figure 4) made more least-liked nominations than
those in the cooperative learning condition (Figure 3). Learners in the
cooperative learning condition engaged more frequently in group activities
during their free time than their counterparts in the individualistic iearning
condition. In the individualistic learning classroom learners worked on their
own, sitting in rows listening to lessons with a minimum of interaction with
their classmates. When learner interaction in individualistic learning and
traditional learning (control group) was reduced it resulted in less interaction

between learners.

The post-tests (chi-square analyses) for both gender (Table 9) and ethnic
(Table 11) choices were statistically significant. These analyses provided

evidence that the differences between groups were the possible influence and
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exposure to treatment. These results also implied that learners made less
‘same-gender and same-ethnic choices and more cross-gender and cross—-ethnic
choices due to treatment (cooperative learning). These results compared
favourably with studies by Hallinan and Williams (1989), Hallinan and

Teixeira (1987), Slavin (1991, 1995) and Warring et al. (1985).

Within an ethnically mixed classroom there might be learners belonging to a
common social identity. Social Identity theory explains that by eliminating
category-based interactions the outgroup or members of the outgroup must
ignore their individual or group interest (Groenewald and Heaven, 1977,
Morse, Mann and Nel, 1977; Plug and Niewoudt, 1983; Sennet and Foster,
1996).  On the other hand Contact Hypothesis Theory assumes thai contact
under the right conditions will reduce prejudice, not because it permits and
encourages interpersonal friendships between members of different groups but,
changes the nature and structure of the intergroup relationship (Bornman,

1988; Luis and Krige, 1981 Mynhardt, 1982).
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7.1.2 Design Requirements

To minimise potential threats to the validity of the study a modified Solomon
Four-group design with six groups was used. The Solomon Four-group design
enabled the researcher to test four design requirements namely (1) random
assignment, (2) the effect of pre-testing on treatment, (3) the effect of pre-
testing on post-test results and (4) interaction between pre-test and treatment.
Two of the four design requirements were met namely random assignment and
interaction between the pre-test and treatment.  This implied that random
assignment of learners was achieved and that pre-testing did not interact with

the treatment received in affecting the post-test performance.

However, in terms of the other two design requirements the resulté showed
that pre-testing on treatment probably sensitised learners to the nature of
treatment. Also it was found that the mere fact of being pre-tested on
treatment might have influenced post-test results. Although, one ideally would
have wanted all the design requirements to be met, the researcher is reasonably

satisfied with two of the requirements being met.

To enable the researcher to test the four design requirements the results of the
Hotelling T? and a two-way ANOVA was used. The Hotelling T? tested

random assignment, the effect of pre-testing on treatment and the effect of pre-
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testing on post-test results while the two-way ANOVA tested interaction
between pre-testing and treatment. Hotelling T?> was statistically not
significant for random assignment implying that randomness was achieved
compared to the effect of pre-testing on treatment and the effect of pre-testing
on post-test results that was statistically significant and possibly sensitised the
learners to the nature of the treatment which could have influenced the post-
test results. The result of the two-way ANOVA was statistically not
significant allowing the researcher to determine that interaction between the

pre-test and treatment did not occurred.

The modified Solomon Four-group design (with six groups) tested the effect of
pre-testing on post-testing while the last two groups (five and six) tésted the
relative effectiveness of the different goal structures in promoting intergroup
relations in the classroom. Since two of the design requirements were
empirically validated by the Solomon Four-group design vthis does not

invalidate the results of this research.
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7.1.3 The Hypothesis

The first hypothesis was whether cooperative learning would be more effective
than traditional learning (control group) in affecting the dependent variables.
The hypothesis was tested by using a two-way ANOVA and provided proof
that the cooperative learning group differed significantly from traditional
learning in terms of the least-liked question and acceptance of others. The
means also provided proof that the treatment group in comparison to the no
treatment group had less least-liked nominations and higher acceptance of
others scores. . When searching principle sources such as ERIC (educational
resources information centre), psychological abstracts, Sabinet and Nexus no

research articles could be found to substantiate this result.

The second hypothesis relates to the impact of cooperative learning in relation
to individualistic, competitive and traditional learning. The first part was
whether cooperative learning or competitive learning would improve
intergroup relations in the classroom. The Turkey HSD post-hoc test
provided proof by indicating that the cooperative learning group had a lower
mean score than the competitive learning group on the least-liked question.
This implied that cooperative learning promoted more positive intergroup
relations in the class than competitive learning. It also indicated that learners

in the competitive learning condition made more least-liked nominations than
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learners in the cooperative learning condition. In cooperative learning
learners were put together in cooperatfve contact groups that developed

friendships and improved intergroup relations.

The second part was whether individualistic learning or cooperative learning
would improve intergroup relations in the classroom. The result showed a
significant difference in the Turkey HSD post-hoc test indicating that the
cooperative learning group had a lower mean score than the individualistic
learning group on the least-liked question. This implied that cooperative
learning promoted more positive intergroup relations in the class than
individualistic learning. It also indicated that learners in the individualistic
learning condition made more least-liked nominations than leameré in the

cooperative learning condition.

The third part was whether cooperative learning would promote more
positive intergroup relationships than traditional learning (control group).
There was no significant difference in the Turkey HSD post-hoc test. This
implied that there were no differences in the mean scores between

cooperative learning and traditional teaching (control group).
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These results are supported by the literature. Researchers (Du Plooy, 1993;
D.W. Johnson & R.T. Johnson, 1985; Slavin & Hansell, 1983; Tshibalo &
Schulze, 2000) provided further evidence in their studies that grouping
learners across ethnic lines facilitated learning and promoted greater
acceptance and liking of individuals from other ethnic groups. In fact, a study
by Slavin and Oickle (1981) proved that cooperative learning was more
successful than traditional learning in increasing intergroup relations between

learners in ethnically mixed classrooms.

Turner (1978) found that in a competitive situation groups with similar values
demonstrated more ingroup-outgroup bias than groups with different values.
Similarly, in a field study of engineering workers, it was found tﬁat three
groups of very similar status and with similar socio-political attitudes showed
marked evidence of intergroup discrimination and mutual distrust (Brown,
1978a). Brown (1978b) established that, in a cooperative context, attitudinal
similarity between groups of learners decreased differentiation and increased

friendliness and cooperation between learners.

This research underlines the assumption of Allport's Contact Theory that, if
groups were isolated or segregated they would display avoidance and develop

stereotypic views of one another. When ethnically mixed learners interact
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within a context characterised by a positive goal structure (cooperative
learning) a process of acceptance was promoted resulting in positive intergroup
relations. Contact theory also claims that contact is insufficient to improve
intergroup relations but that contact in a context of status equality (Allport,
1954; Brown, 1995; Cook, 1962, 1978) was needed not only the different goal

structures.

From the results obtained in this study, learners were categorized as popular,
rejected, neglected, controversial or average. Tajfel's Social Identity Theory
emphasises that by eliminating prejudices or category-orientation, we
restructure intergroup relations into cooperative inter-dependencies, thereby
reducing the tendency to view other learners as merely representati’ves of a
particular category. Genuine change will require action directed towards the
reduction of categorization and distinction (Brewer and Millar, 1996, Hinkle

and Brown, 1990 and Rabbie et al., 1989).

7.2 Limitations of the Research

1. Principals at ex-Model C schools (these were white only schools that
allowed, by decision of the parents, a limited number of black,

coloured or Indian learners to enrol at the school) were approached,
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but were not amenable that this research takes place at their school.

The ethnic composition of this research was 94.4% coloured and 5.6%
black. Because of the ethnic disparity of the sample this could have

influenced the results of this research.

The subject educators of the six grade nine classes used in this research
did not observe the researcher. To overcome this dilemma a Goal
Structure Questionnaire was used to validate and control the goal
structures used by the researcher in the different classes. The learners
completed this questionnaire twice during the investigation. The
learners were not informed when they would compleie these
questionnaires. The questionnaires were used to monitor any

shortcomings in the teaching methodology of the researcher.
Once the study was completed no follow-up took place and many
learners were placed in other classes when they were promoted to

grade ten due to their subject choices. Learners had to re-establish new

friendships in their new class.
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7.3

Sociometric studies have spéciﬁc objectives when researching racial
attitudes but also have their weaknesses. One major weakness is the
learner's attitude towards a specific group (ethnic or religious) when
making a choice on the Sociometric questionnaire (Turner & Giles,

1995).
Asher and Hymel (1981) recommend that the use of negative questions
(least-liked question) in the Sociometric questionnaire must be used

cautiously and carefully.

Two out of the four design requirements were successfully met by the

Solomon Four-group design, and ideally all four should have been met.

Implications and recommendations

The results of this research showed a significant difference between
cooperative learning and the other goal structures (competitive learning
and individualistic learning) in terms of the least-liked question.
During the cooperative learning experience the learners shared a
common group membership and acted together in the interest of the

group. Past reviews of studies demonstrated the effectiveness of
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implementing cooperative learning strategies.  Studies indicated that
cooperative learning was associated with increased liking for
classmates, increased intergroup relations, increased learner
achievement and the reduction in ethnic prejudice (Johnson, 1981;

Sharan, 1980; Slavin & Oickle, 1981).

The results of this research have important implications not only for
future theorising and research, but also for educators. In many
classrooms individualistic and competitive learning procedures are
used. Learners work on their own sitting in a row-by-column room
arrangement, listening to lessons, with minimum interaction between
classmates. The results of this research provide some indicaﬁon that
cooperative learning procedures could be utilised to promote more

positive intergroup relations.

Educators who are interested in promoting more positive relations
among learners of different ethnic backgrounds must provide learners
with the opportunity to cooperate with one another in their classrooms.
Educators must also emphasize that harmony in the classroom is about
accepting learner differences and not try to categorise learners as being

the same.
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7.4

Increased educator-learner ratio by the educational authorities resulted
in larger class sizes and intergroup tensions. Cooperative learning
could be used by educators to reduce intergroup tension in the

classroom.

Avenues for future research

This study should be replicated at a school with a more balanced ethnic

composition.

A longitudinal study to research the effects of different goal structures
on intergroup relations in the classroom from grade eight to grade
twelve should take place.  This would identify learners likely to
experience social rejection and peer neglect in the classroom. This
study could alsb help educators determine group management

techniques for successful intergroup relations in the classroom.

Research the role of religion, class size and gender on intergroup
relations. This could further determine the patterns of friendship and

rejection.
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7.5  Conclusion

The most powerful determinant of intergroup relations and friendships is
learner reciprocity. The more opportunities learners have to interact positively
the more learners would regard classmates as friends. The goal structure, the
organisation of the learners in the classroom and learner interaction emerged

as factors affecting intergroup relations in the classroom.

Intergroup relations, has always been a core discussion topic of social
psychology. In education today and especially in South Africa where a non-
racial educational system affects intergroup relations the role of the educator
will become increasingly important. This thesis gives some insight to

educators to improve intergroup relations in the classroom.
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Appendix 1
SOCIOMETRIC NOMINATIONS

Your Class Teacher: Sex:

_Male or Female

Your full name: Date of Birth:

Which three learners in this class would you most like to sit with at
lunch-time (interval)?

First Choice Second Choice Third Choice

Which three learners in this class would you most like to go up town
to a movie with?

First Choice Second Choice Third Choice

Which three learners in this class would you most like to work together
with in a small study group?

First Choice - Second Choice Third Choice

Which three learners in this class do you like the least?

First Choice Second Choice Third Choice
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Appendix 2
ACCEPTANCE OF OTHERS QUESTIONNAIRE

NAME: .....cooiiiiiiiiinniirinieneensesssssscnces GRADE: 9....

In making your selection, circle the number of your choice (circle only ONE
NUMBER).

Almost always 1 2 3 4 5 very rarely

1. People are too easily led.
1 2 3 4 5

2. I like people I get to know.
1 2 3 4 a

3. People these days have pretty low moral standards.
1 2 3 4 5

4. Most people are pretty smug about themselves, never really facing
their bad points.
1 2 3 4 5

5. I can be comfortable with nearly all kinds of people.
1 2 3 4 5

6. All people can talk about these days, it seems, is movies, TV and
foolishness like that.
1 2 3 4 5

7. People get ahead by using "pull”, and not because of what they know.
1 2 3 4 5

8. If you once start doing favours for people, they'll just walk all over
you.

1 2 3 4 5

9. People are too self-centred.
1 2 3 4 5
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

People are always dissatisfied and hunting for something new.
1 2 3 4 5

With many people you don't know how you stand.
1 2 3 4 5

You've probably got to hurt someone if you're going to make
something out of yourself.
1 2 3 4 5

People really need a strong, smart leader.
1 2 3 4 5

I enjoy myself most when I am alone, away from people.
1 2 3 4 5

I wish people would be more honest with you.
1 v 3 4 5

I enjoy going with a crowd.
1 2 3 4 5

In my experience, people are pretty stubborn and unreasonable.
1 2 3 4 5

I can enjoy being with people whose values are very different from
mine.
1 2 3 4 S

Everybody tries to be nice.
1 2 3 4 5

The average person is not very well satisfied with himself/herself.
1 2 3 4 5

From: Fey, W.F. Acceptance by other and its relation to acceptance of self
and others: a revaluation. Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology,
50(2), pp. 274-276.
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Appendix 3
ACCEPTABILITY TO OTHERS QUESTIONNAIRE

NAME: .....ccooiviiiiiiiiinnneeiniiiiiccnnssaneeeesnenssens GRADE: 9.....

In making your selection, circle the number of your choice (circle only ONE
NUMBER).

Almost always 1 2 3 4 5 very rarely

1. People are quite critical of me.
1 2 3 4 5
2. I feel "left out" as if people don't want me around.
1 2 3 4 5
3. People seem to respect my opinion about things.
1 2 3 ~ 5
4. People seem to like me.
1 Z 3 4 5
5. Most people seem to understand how I feel about things.

1 2 3 4 5

From: Fey, W.F. Acceptance by other and its relation to acceptance of self
and others: a revaluation. Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology,
50(2), pp. 274-276.
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COOPERATIVE LEARNING QUESTIONNAIRE

Appendix 4

DATE: ..........

Mark with a CROSS in the correct block which best describes the statement:

strongly disagree (SD); Disagree (D); Unsure (U); Agree (A); Strongly

Agree (SA).
1. The educator divided the class into groups.

SD D U A SA
2. The groups are mixed (males and females).

SD D U A SA
3. The educator explains the work before the group begins.

SD D U A SA
4. In your group you work together with your fellow learners.

SD D U A SA
5. You are allowed to talk and exchange ideas in your group.

SD D U A SA
6. If there are problems (tension) in the group it is solved while you are

working on a task during the lesson.
SD D U A SA

http://etd.uwc.ac.za/
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The educator assists your group if you have any problems during the

lesson.

SD

D

U

A

SA

Everyone in the group helps with the task during the lesson.

SD

D

U

A

SA

There is acceptance of support by learners of the group during the

lesson.

SD

D

U

A

SA

http://etd.uwc.ac.za/
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COMPETITIVE LEARNING QUESTIONNAIRE

Appendix 5

DATE: .............

Mark with a CROSS in the correct block which best describes the statement:

strongly disagree (SD); Disagree (D); Unsure (U); Agree (A); Strongly

Agree (SA).
1. The educator explained the teaching method.
SD D U A SA
2. The educator divided the class into groups.
SD D U A SA
3. The groups are mixed (males and females).
SD D U A SA
4, The educator explains the work before the group begins.
SD D U A SA
5. In your group you work together so that the group is the best in class.
SD D U A SA
6. Are you allowed to exchange ideas in your group so that your group
can be the best?
SD D U A SA

http://etd.uwc.ac.za/
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7.

Are the groups competing with one another during the lesson?

SD D U A SA
8. Learners work together to gain information or to compete with other
groups during the lesson.
SD D U A SA
0. There is no communication with other groups during the lesson.

SD

D

U

A

SA

http://etd.uwc.ac.za/
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Appendix 6
INDIVIDUALISTIC LEARNING QUESTIONNAIRE

DATE: ...ccvvieveenvenes
Mark with a CROSS in the correct block which best describes the statement:

strongly disagree (SD); Disagree (D); Unsure (U); Agree (A); Strongly
Agree (SA).

1. The educator explained the teaching method in class.
SD D U A SA
2. You work on your own without being disturbed by others during the
lesson.
SD D U A SA
3. When learners make contact with one another during the lesson, the
educator stops it?
SD D U A SA
4. The educator explains the work before you begin.
SD D U A SA
5. The educator assists you when you have a problem during the lesson.
SD D U A SA
6. The class is arranged so that learners can work on their own during the
lesson.
SD D U A SA
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Appendix 7

CONTROL GROUP QUESTIONNAIRE

DATE: .............

Mark with a CROSS in the correct block which best describes the statement:
strongly disagree (SD); Disagree (D); Unsure (U); Agree (A); Strongly

Agree (SA).
1. The educator uses the chalk board most of the time during the lesson
in class.
SD D U A SA
2. There is no communication between educator and learners during the
lesson.
SD D U A SA
3. The educator speaks all the time during the lesson.
SD D U A SA
4. You work on your own during the lesson.
SD D U A SA
5. Learners do not participate in the lesson.
SD D U A SA
6. The educator assists you in your schoolwork during the lesson.
I SD D U A SA
IL_
7. Are you allowed to exchange ideas during the lesson in class?
SD D U A SA

http://etd.uwc.ac.za/
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Appendix 8

115 Kromboom Road
Crawford
7764

11 April 1995

The Director: Research

Western Cape Education Department
Private Bag

Cape Town

8000

Dear Sir
Re: Research at a School.

I am reading towards my Doctorate in Education at the University of the
Western Cape. My research will be investigating the effects of teaching
methods (cooperative learning, competitive learning and individualistic
learning) in promoting more positive intergroup relations in the classroom.

This research will encompass the following:

a. the use of a school in the Cape Peninsula.

b. the use of the learners, specifically grade nine (9) learners as
participants in this research to answer a sociometric questionnaire on
intergroup relations as well as attitude questionnaires.

The questionnaires will be within the parameters of ethics as described by the
University. '

My promoters for this research are Prof. Tyrone Pretorius (Vice Rector
Academic) and Prof. Aslam Fataar (Faculty of Education) at the University of
the Western Cape.
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As I have completed my literature review, I will be starting my empirical
(statistical) study. I would like to obtain permission to carry out this study at a
school. My doctoral proposal is attached to this letter.

Hope my request will meet your approval.

Yours faithfully

Ronald.S. Cornelissen.

P.S.  For further information contact R.S. Cornelissen at Ph. (021) 697-2960
or at the above address.
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Navrae
Enquiries
Imibuzo

Telefoon
Telephone
Ifoni

Faks
Fax
Ifeksi

Verwysing
Reference
Isalathiso

Mr D.A. Norton

403-6100

425-7445

L.15/731712

Dear Mr Cornelissen

Appendix 9

Wes-Kaap Onderwysdepartement

Western Cape Education Department

ISebe leMfundo leNtshona Koloni

RESEARCH PROJECT: GOAL STRUCTURES THAT WILL PROMOTE MORE

POSITIVE CLASSROOM INTERGROUP RELATIONS.

1. I refer to your letter of application to do research dated 11 APRIL 1995.

2. Your application to approach school(s) in the Cape Town area to conduct the
above-mentioned research project is granted, subject to the following conditions.

2.1 The principals/teachers/pupils are under no obligation to cooperate in the research.

2.2 The principals /teachers/pupils/schools may not be identifiable in any way in your
researcgh project.

23 All arrangements in connection with your project must be undertaken by yourself.

24 The research may not be conducted during the fourth term.

25 Conditions 2.1 and 2.4 above must be quoted in full when you approach the
principal.

2.6 A copy of the completed report must be sent to:

The Reseach Section

Western Cape Education Department
Private Bag 9114
CAPE TOWN

8000

http://etd.uwc.ac.za/
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2.7 A separate synopsis (a maximum of 2 - 3 typed pages) of the most important
findings and recommendations must accompany the completed report.

3. The department wishes you every success in carrying out this research project.

Yours sincerely

for ACTING HEAD OF EDUCATION
DATED: 12 April 1995
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Appendix 10

115 Kromboom Road
Crawford

7764

11 February 1996

The Principal

............................
............................
............................

............................

Dear Madam/Sif
Re: Research at School.

I am reading towards my Doctorate in Education at the University of the
Western Cape. My research will be investigating the effects of teaching
methods (cooperative learning, competitive learning and individualistic
learning) in promoting more positive intergroup relations in the classroom.

This research will encompass the following:

a. the use of your school.

b. the use of the learners, specifically grade nine (9) learners as
participants in this research to answer a sociometric questionnaire on
intergroup relations as well as attitude questionnaires.

The questionnaires will be within the parameters of ethics as described by the
University.

My promoters for this research are Prof. Tyrone Pretorius (Vice Rector
Academic) and Prof. Aslam Fataar (Faculty of Education) at the University of
the Western Cape.

217

http://etd.uwc.ac.za/



~As I have completed my literature review, I will be starting my empirical
(statistical) study. I would like, if possible to obtain permission to do this
study at your school. A study outlined is attached to this letter.

Hope my request will meet your approval.

Yours faithfully

Ronald.S. Cornelissen.

P.S. For further information contact R.S. Cornelissen at Ph. (021) 697-2960
or at the above address.
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Appendix 11

ESTABLISHING AN INDIVIDUALISTIC GOAL
STRUCTURE

The essence of an individualistic goal structure is giving learners individual
goals and using a criteria-referenced evaluation system to assign rewards. The
researcher's role in using appropriate individualistic procedures is outlined
below:

1. As far as possible, specify the instructional objectives.

2. Arrange the classroom. This means providing adequate space for each
learner so that he/she can work without being disturbed by others.

3. Explain the task and the goal structure. This often involves work at
one's own speed on a set of programmed materials and evaluating the
learner's progress in mastering the materials. The goal structure is
communicated by telling the learner to work on their own to achieve
their own goal and telling them that they will be evaluated on the basis
of how the quality or quantity of their work compares with the criteria
established for this purpose.

4. Each learner needs a set of self-contained materials to work on their
OWwWI.

5. Observe learner behaviour. Answer all questions about procedures.

6. Intervene to ensure that learners are behaving appropriately without

disturbing the work of others. It will be necessary to ensure that
learners follow the procedures correctly. Researcher to provide
assistance where needed.

7. Evaluate learner progress according to a criteria-referenced system.
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Appendix 12

ESTABLISHING A COMPETITIVE GOAL
STRUCTURE

The essence of a competitive goal structure is to give learners individual goal
and reward them by means of a normative evaluative system. Assigning the
individual goal of being the best learner in the class, giving a test, ranking
learners from best to worst. The researcher’s role in using appropriate
competition is slightly more complicated. The researcher's actions can be
outlined as follows:

1.

2.

As far as possible, specify the instructional objectives.

Select the group size most appropriate for the lesson. When learners
compete, they should be placed in homogeneous groups based on
ability or previous achievement, the more groups the better.

Assign learners to group.

Arrange the classroom. This may mean separating learners somewhat
so they cannot copy.

Explain the task and the competitive goal structure. The goal structure
is communicated by telling learners that the individual goal is to be
first in the class.

Provide the appropriate materials. Each group needs a self-contained
set.

Observe learner behaviour. Answer all questions about procedures.
Intervene to encourage the fun of competing or to de-emphasize the
importance of winning when it seems necessary. Make sure that rules

are followed, no one cheats and disputes are settled quickly.

Evaluate learner progress according to a normative evaluation system.
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Appendix 13

ESTABLISHING A COOPERATIVE GOAL
STRUCTURE

The essence of cooperative learning is assigning a group goal, such as
producing a single product or achieving as high a group average on a test as
possible, and rewarding every group learner on the basis of the quality or
quantity of the group product according to a fixed set of standards. The
researcher establishes a group goal and a criteria-referenced evaluation system,
and rewards learners on the basis of their group performance. Teaching a
cooperative lesson involves more than just setting up a cooperative goal
structure. Here is a summary of the researcher’s role in cooperation:

1.

2.

As far as possible, specify the instructional objectives.

Select the group size most appropriate for the lesson. The size of the
group will vary according to the resources needed to complete the
lesson or project.

Assign learners to groups. Maximise the heterogeneity in the group.
Random assignment usually ensures a good mixture of males and
females, highly verbal and passive learners, leaders and followers and
enthusiastic and reluctant learners. Random assignment is the most
highly recommended procedure.

Arrange the classroom. Cluster the groups of learners so that they will
not interfere with one another. Within the groups that learners should
be able to see the relevant materials, talk with one another and
exchange materials and ideas. Usually a circle is best and long. tables
should be avoided.

Explain the task and the cooperative goal structure. The goal structure
is communicated by telling learners that there is a group goal and that
group members will be rewarded on the basis of the quality of the
group's work.

Provide the appropriate materials. When learners are first learning
how to cooperative or when some learners are having problems in
contributing to the group's work you may want to arrange the materials
so that every learner participate.
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7. Observer interactions between learners. Asking learners to cooperate
does not mean they will do so. Much of your time will be spent
observing the groups to see what problems they are having.

8. Intervene as a consultant to help the group solve its problems and to
help learners learn the interpersonal skills necessary for cooperating.

9. Evaluate the group products using a criteria-referenced evaluation
system.

Appendix 11 to 13: From D.W. and R. Johnson, Joining Together: Group
theory and group skills. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall, 1975.
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Appendix 14

ESTABLISHING A TRADITIONAL GOAL
STRUCTURE

The essence of traditional learning or "frontal teaching method" is giving
learners individual goals and using a criteria-referenced evaluation system to
assign rewards. The researcher’s role in using appropriate traditional
procedures is outlined below:

1. As far as possible, specify the instructional objectives.

2. Arrange the classroom. This means providing adequate space for each
learner so that he/she can work without being disturbed by others.

3. Explain the task and the goal structure. This often involves work at
the educator's own speed on a set of programmed materials and
evaluating the learner's progress in mastering the materials. The goal
structure is communicated by telling the learner to work on their own
to achieve their own goal and telling them that they will be evaluated
on the basis of how the quality or quantity of their work compares with
the criteria established for this purpose.

4, The researcher stands in front of the class and delivers the lesson while
learners will sit and listen passively in the class. Little or no
interaction results between the educator and learners.

5. Each learner needs a set of self-contained materials to work on their
own.
6. Intervene to ensure that learners are behaving appropriately without

disturbing the work of others. The researcher provides no assistance
when required by the learner.

7. Evaluate learner progress according to a normative evaluation system.
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