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CHAPTER ]

Introduction

Writing theorists and practitioners are finding that the development of
socialization within a classroom may have a significant impact on fostering
the development of students' cognitive abilities (Hays, et al., 1983; Heath,
1983; Hillocks, 1986; Slavin,'1983). According to Kroll (1978), students with
more advanced socialization skills, which he calls social cognitive skills,
are better writers than those students having less advanced social cognitive
skills. Peer collaboration is one instructional method which fosters
socialization. Currently, writing researchers are investigating peer
collaboration as an instructional method in order to examine its
facilitative effects on students' writing (Bruffee, 1986; Maimon, 1983; Slavin,
1983).

The purpose of this chapter is to introduce the present study. The
researcher will discuss (a) peer collaboration, (b) peer collaboration and the

teaching of writing, (c) peer collaboration and socialization, and (d) peer

collaboration and student attitudes.

Rationale
Most researchers suggest that composition instruction is in need of
reform (Brodkey, 1987; Bruffee, 1986; Daiute, 1985; Hillocks, 1986; Slavin,
1985a). If peer collaboration is an effective method of instruction, then

systematic research is necessary to examine the effects of peer collaboration



in writing classrooms. George (1984) posited that peer collaborative learning
has become a "popular method of teaching revision to undergraduates,”
maintaining that still little is known about the socialization of group
members (p. 320). In this study, the researcher examined the effects of peer
collaboration on the teaching of writing, on socialization, and on students’

attitudes about writing.

Peer Collaboration

Hillocks (1986) described peer collaborative learning as an
environmental method of learning which replaces passive learning with
active learning. Hillocks (1986) defined the environmental method of
learning as a method of instruction by which teachers "minimize lecture and
teacher-led discussion" (p. 122). Students work on specific tasks in a group
"before proceeding to similar tasks independently” (Hillocks,1986, p. 122).

The Encyclopedia of School Administration and Supervision (Gorton,

et al.,1988) defined peer collaborative learning as an instructional method by
"which teachers structure student-to-student interactions [that] will
influence how well students achieve academically, how they feel about
school, . . . their teachers and other personnel, . . . each other, and how they
feel about themselves as learners and as individuals" (p. 78). Peer
collaborative learning, also called cooperative learning, is a teaching strategy
which requires students to utilize interpersonal skills within a group to

bring about change (Gorton, et al., 1988). According to Slavin (1985a),



students actively communicate with one another in a peer collaborative
setting.

Researchers continue to debate over whether or not there is a link
between peer collaboration and achievement (Johnson & Johnson, 1985;
Kagan, 1989/1990; Slavin, 1983). Slavin (1983) argued that achiévement could
result from a positive reward interdependence within a collaborative
classroom. He also argued that achievement could result from a goal
interdependence within a collaborative classroom (Slavin, 1983). According
to Slavin (1983), students will increase their achievement when there is a
specific group contingency, such as positive reward interdependence and/or
goal interdependence. When there is a specific collaborative-skills
contingency, cooperative behavior is enhanced, but more evidence is needed
to strengthen the conclusion that collaborative learning experience provides a
link to achievement (Slavin, 1983).

Slavin (1980) asserted that collaborative learning can positively affect
students' cognitive and affective behavior, but he warned that the results
from studies could be situation-specific. More studies are necessary to include
the complexity of the teacher's role, the student's role as individual, and the
student's role as group member. Teachers are faced with the difficulty of
teaching students a way to engage in learning activity that enhances
cooperation. To engage in cooperative learning, students must learn new
roles in order to respond to a new set of expectations different from their
previous experiences. The complexity of the peer collaborative method of

instruction requires further investigation.



The teacher's role changes in a peer collaboborative classroom, and
staff development needs to be taken into account in considering peer
collaborative instruction. The cost of peer collaborative learning includes
teacher training. Teachers need training in order to implement the
instructional strategy. According to Schultz (1989/1990), "Teachers must give
adequate attention to monitoring and teaching social skills if they are to
introduce cooperative learning successfully" (p. 43). Cooperative learning
shifts the teacher from the front of the classroom to the center of it with the
students (Johnson et al., 1984; Slavin, 1985b). Both the physical position and
the role of the teacher change, which means that the teacher must be prepared
to meet different challenges in the collaborative classroom (Schultz,
1989/1990).

Johnson and his colleagues (1984) emphasized that teachers must
outline the collaborative goals for the students. To minimize problems,
teachers must be specific about which behaviors are appropriate and which
behaviors are not appropriate in the peer collaborative classroom
(Johnson et al., 1984). These researchers advised that when a problem
arises, the teacher must be prepared to present it to the group of students,
who should have the responsibility of solving it. Problem solving could
enhance social skills (Johnson et al., 1984). More studies of what actually
happens in a peer collaborative classroom could lend insight into how to

prepare teachers to implement peer collaboration as an instructional

method.



According to Kagan (1989/1990), "Teachers who are well versed in a
variety of team structures can create skillful lessons that engage and enlighten
their students” (p. 12). Kagan (1989/1990) argued that organizing social
interaction in the classroom is important to the success of peer collaborative
learning. Peer collaborative learning can enhance teacher roles, student roles,
and communication (Kagan, 1989/1990). The teacher is important to the
success of peer collaborative learning, organizing social interaction that will
engage and enlighten students (Johnson & Johnson, 1985; Kagan, 1989 /1990;
Slavin, 1985b).

The student's role changes in a peer collaborative classroom, which
means that the student must be prepared to meet different challenges
(Johnson & Johnson, 1985; Slavin, 1985b). According to Schultz (1989/1990),
in past years, students were taught to learn in a more competitve learning
environment. In the peer collaborative classroom, students must be taught to
learn in a more cooperative environment. Peer collaboration involves
cooperation: positive interdependence, face to face interaction, individual
accountability, group processing, and interpersonal skills (Johnson et al.,
1984). Smith (1987) suggested that students should be told prior to a peer
collaborative experience that they should make contact with one another
while speaking and listening, praise one another's responses, and express
disagreement without hostility. The students must be prepared to meet
different challenges in the peer collaborative classroom (Johnson & Johnson,

1985; Slavin, 1985b). The present study was an investigation of the effects

of peer collaboration.
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Peer Collaboration and the Teaching of Writing

Peer collaboration is a method of learning which combines learning
and the social experience in the writing classroom. Peer collaboration
may be an effective method for the teaching of writing because students
learn to adjust their linguistic choices to fit the needs of the social context,
the writing classroom (Pappas & Brown, 1987). Also referred to as
cooperative learning, peer collaboration has both a cognitive and a social
component (Slavin, 1985a). Students learn to write through interacting with
their peers.

Recent research has indicated that writing is inherently a collaborative
activity (Brodkey, 1987; Bruffee, 1983; Maimon, 1983). Kroll(1978) asserted that
students with more advanced socialization skills are better writers, attributing
the phenomenon to a natural link between speaking and writing. Bruffee
(1983) supported this notion, positing that communication is not complete
unless it has had a response from an audience. As an active audience, peers
respond to one other's drafts in the collaborative classroom (Bruffee, 1983).
Students speak to one another about their writing in a collaborative
classroom.

Inherent in reader-writer interaction is a social factor resulting from
two or more individuals sharing ideas (Boiarsky & Johnson, 1983). Sharing
ideas in a peer collaborative classroom may have an impact on social
cognition, which plays a significant role in reading and writing development

(Boiarsky & Johnson, 1983; Bruffee, 1983; Slavin, 1985a).



Burleson and Rowan (1985) defined social cognition as "the general
term given to a host of psychological processes through which individuals
make inferences about the characteristics and qualities of others" (p. 26).
Several researchers have argued that students with more advanced social
cognitive abilities are better readers and, therefore, better writers (e.g.,
Kantor & Rubin, 1981; Kroll, 1978; and Moffett, 1968; Rubin & Rafoth, 1986).
Social cognition, also called socialization, may enhance writing.

Peer collaboration is a method of instruction which might enhance
socialization and writing achievement. However, according to Schultz
(1989/1990), "Teachers must give adequate attention to monitoring and
teaching social skills if they are to introduce cooperative learning
successfully"” (p. 43). Because of its socialization factor, Augustine, Gruber,
and Hanson (1989/1990) advocate peer collaborative learning for enhancing
achievement. Teaching writing using peer collaboration may enhance
students' linguistic power. The present study was an investigation of the
effects of peer collaboration on the quality of community college freshman

writing.

Peer Collaboration and Socialization

Defined by the Encyclopedia of School Administration and

Supervision (Gorton et al.,1988), socialization, called social learning, is the
process by which individuals acquire self-identity, systems for classifying and

describing people, social interaction skills, and a sense of belonging to a




group. According to Bruffee (1983), socialization is enhanced in the peer
collaborative classroom for the teaching of writing. He argued that writing
is organic to thinking, and learning to write should be an active, social
process.

In a peer collaborative setting, students interact with one another and
the teacher, thus enhancing socialization. During this interaction,
collaborative learning seems to link thinking, reading, and speaking to
writing, which are elements of socialization. Moffett (1968) and Britton et al.
(1975) suggested that the relationship between writing development and
socialization has caused theoretical questions to emerge concerning the effect
of thinking, reading, and speaking on writing development. A writer's
conception of his/her social context may positively impinge upon his/her
rhetorical choices (Hillocks, 1986). Peer collaboration may enhance the
socialization of students.

In a peer collaborative setting, students are permitted the opportunity
to talk about their experiences while reading and writing, making personal
and social associations with topics. Trimbur (1985) noted that peer
collaborative learning closely approximates the conditions of writing in
business and the real world. The social and cultural dimensions of writing
are addressed more directly, since relationships between writer and reader are
acted out in group instruction. Enhanced socialization may affect student
writing skills. Bizzell (1982) argued that "what looks like a cognitive
difference (between skilled and unskilled writers) [may] turn out to have a

large social component” (p. 233). Students who make personal and social



associations with writing may write better than students who do not make
those associations. The present study was an investigation of the effects of
peer collaboration on the socialization of community college freshman

composition students.

Peer Collaboration and Student Attitudes

Slavin (1983) posited that peer collaboration may have positive effects
on students' attitudes toward writing. Daiute (1985) found that peer
collaboration enhances writing achievement, asserting that active group
involvement makes for positive student attitudes. Group involvement
may provide opportunities for students to increase their language awareness
and sensitize them to various ways in which language can be used in
various settings, which may improve their attitudes toward writing (Bruffee,
1983).

In a peer collaborative writing class, students orally communicate
with one another, responding to one another's drafts. Slavin (1983)
hypothesized that when students express themselves through oral discourse,
prior to writing, they express ideas more clearly in written discourse.
According to Slavin (1983), collaborative learning may have cognitive
benefits because students enjoy writing more when their peers assist them in
the process.

Peer collaborative learning is also termed cooperative learning.
According to Slavin (1985b), students learning to cooperate with students may

have positive effects on achievement, intergroup relations, and attitudes.
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More research is necessary to understand how cooperative learning affects
relationships across sex and ethnic lines (Slavin, 1985b).

Johnson and Johnson (1985) postulated that students support one
another in a task-oriented situation, which benefits them academically.
When students succeed, they feel good about themselves, according to
Johnson and Johnson (1985). A peer collaborative learning experience could
result in students feeling personally liked, supported, and accepted by their
fellow students. Johnson and Johnson (1985) reported that students like
learning cooperatively because they feel that other students want them to
succeed academically. The present study investigated the effects of peer

collaboration on community college freshman composition students'

attitudes toward writing.

Statement of the Problem

Research questions have emerged concerning the socialization among
members in a peer collaborative class and its effects on instruction and
attitudes. Peer collaboration should be investigated for its effectiveness as a
method of instruction for teaching students to write. This study was an
investigation of the effects of peer collaboration on community college
freshmen's writing, on their socialization, and on their attitudes toward
writing.

Open-admission colleges, in the 1970s, became populated with both
traditional and nontraditional students. Many students described as

nontraditional began seeking higher education. Nontraditional students

10




were older than traditional students and appeared to require changes in the
traditional instructional method, since academic deficiencies seemed to

emerge.

Significance of the Study

Since the report of Nation at Risk: The Imperative for Educational

Reform (1983), there has been a renewed national concern regarding the
serious writing deficiencies among college students. As evidenced by the
research, the needs of the students are not being met in the composition
classroom (Bartholomae, 1986; Bruffee, 1986; Slavin, 1980). Researchers
have focused their studies on methods for teaching composition (Moffett,
1983; Pappas & Brown, 1987; Slavin, 1983). An alternative method for
teaching composition involves peer collaborative learning, which
maximizes student socialization. Bruffee (1986) posited that learning to
write exceeds the limits of the student working in isolation, because a
writer's language originates within a social context. Peer collaboration is a
method of instruction which requires students to actively participate in
the learning process by which they learn to write. Peer collaboration may
provide an effective alternative method for teaching composition.

The writing teacher, struggling to maintain high academic standards,

often clings to what appeared to be an effective method of instruction in past

years. However, low writing achievement among college students

necessitates the investigation of alternative teaching methods in

11
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composition (Bartholomae, 1986; Bennett, 1985; Bruffee, 1986; Slavin, 1980).
This investigation of the socialization of students in a peer collaborative
classroom may provide a contribution to the field of research in the teaching

of writing.

Research Questions

Three questions were asked in this study:
1. What are the effects of peer collaboration on the quality of
community college freshman writing?
2. What are the effects of peer collaboration on the socialization of
community college freshman composition students?
3. What are the effects of peer collaboration on community college

freshmen's attitudes toward writing?

Definition of Key Terms

The following terms were defined for the purpose of this study:

1. Quality of Writing refers to the effectiveness of student writing as

measured by a holistic rating scale.

2. Attitude toward Writing refers to the student's affective response

to expressing him/herself on paper, as measured by an attitude
survey.

3. Peer Collaboration Instruction, called cooperative learning, refers to

students learning to write through student-student interaction, in a

small group, with the teacher acting as facilitator (Mason, 1972).
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Lecture Method of Instruction refers to students learning to write

through a teacher's oral delivery of notes.

Socialization refers to the process by which individuals acquire self-
identity, systems for classifying and describing people, social
interaction skills, and a sense of belonging to a group (Gorton et al.,

1988).

Holistic Scoring refers to a guided procedure for ranking written

discourse (Cooper & Odell, 1977).

Triangulation refers to a multi-instrument approach for collecting

data. Data collection may include surveys, interviews, observations,
and pre- and post-writing samples.

Key Informant refers to a student who freely interacts with peers and

the teacher and is willing to provide information to the researcher.
The key informant is one component of triangulation.

Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA) refers to a federal grant which

funded low-income students to attend college for job training.

Special Student refers to a student with a self-reported inability.

Limitations of the Study

This study included the following limitations:

1.

2.

One community college freshman composition class was studied.

The class was not randomly selected because of administrative

limitations.



The results of the study cannot be generalized to other community
colleges' freshman composition classes.

The Hawthorne Effect may have been present.

While audiotaping did not appear to affect most students after the
first few minutes of a class session, students were aware of its

use.

Basic Assumptions

The following assumptions were basic to this study:

1.

Students' writing samples represented their respective

levels of writing proficiency.

Holistic scoring was a valid and reliable measure to rate the quality
of student writing.

The class size of 15 was not the sole factor for rates of student
achievement and changed student attitudes toward writing. The
typical class size of a composition class was 30.

Peer collaborative learning enhances socialization among
students.

Enhanced socialization among students has a positive effect

on the quality of students' writing.

Enhanced socialization among students has a positive effect on

students' attitudes.

14
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Conclusion
The state of student writing at the college level is a national concern

(Bennett, 1985; Nation at Risk, 1983). Further investigation of an alternative

method which composition instructors use to teach students to write may
yield significant data which could contribute to reversing student writing
deficiencies. Spedifically, the investigation of the socialization of students
in a peer collaborative writing classroom may offer insight into what

happens between and among students who are learning how to write.

Chapter Summary

Chapter I introduced the study which investigated the effects of peer
collaboration on community college freshmen's writing, on their
socialization, and on their attitudes toward writing. Chapter II will review
the relevant research literature focused on peer collaboration, peer
collaboration and the teaching of writing, peer collaboration and socialization,

and peer collaboration and student attitudes.
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CHAPTER II

Review of Related Literature

The purpose of this chapter is to review the literature relevant to the
study. The chapter is divided into five sections: (a) a statement of the
research questions; (b) a review of literature on peer collaboration; (c) a
review of literature on peer collaboration and the teaching of writing; (d) a
review of literature on peer collaboration and socialization; and (e) a review

of literature on peer collaboration and students' attitudes.

Research Questions

Three questions were asked in the study:
1. What are the effects of peer collaboration on the quality of
community college freshman writing?
2. What are the effects of peer collaboration on the socialization of
community college freshman composition students?
3. What are the effects of peer collaboration on community college

freshmen's attitudes toward writing?

Peer Collaboration

The Encyclopedia of School Administration and Supervision (Gorton

et al., 1988, p. 78) defined peer collaborative learning as an instructional
method by "which teachers structure student-to-student interactions [that]
will influence how well students achieve academically, how they feel about
school, . . . their teachers and other personnel, . . . each other, and how they

feel about themselves as learners and as individuals." Peer collaborative
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learning, also called cooperative learning, is a teaching strategy which
requires students to utilize interpersonal skills within a group to bring about
change (Gorton et al., 1988). According to Slavin (1990), Johnson and Johnson
(1990), and Kagan (1989/1990), the change could result in increased

achievement.

The Slavin Theory. Researchers continue to debate over whether or

not there is a link between peer collaboration and achievement (Johnson &

Johnson, 1985a; Kagan, 1989/1990; Slavin, 1983). In Learning to Cooperate,

Cooperating to Learn, Slavin (1985b) advocated cooperative learning as a

method of instruction which could enhance academic achievement in subject
areas that included reading and writing. He identified field experiments in
elementary and secondary schools that studied the effects of cooperative
learning on student achievement. Of the 46 field studies, 29 studies resulted
in favorable effects. There were no differences in 15 of the studies; in two of
the studies, a significant difference favored the control group.

Slavin (1985b) explained the pattern of results as a consequence of
cooperative methods which emphasized individual accountability in terms of
a positive reward interdependence. According to Slavin (1983), students
should increase their achievement when there is a specific group
contingency, such as positive reward interdependence and/or goal
interdependence.

He theorized that when group scores are offered for completed tasks,
each group member assumes a separate role to satisfy the task. Slavin (1985b)
supported his theory by citing some 27 studies in which the group members

were rewarded on the basis of a group product. Almost 90% of the 27 studies
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revealed enhanced achievement. When there is a specific collaborative-skills
contingency, cooperative behavior is enhanced, but more evidence is needed
to strengthen the conclusion that collaborative learning experience provides a
link to achievement (Slavin, 1983).

Slavin (1985b) stressed the importance of designing cooperative
learning methods that would increase individual accountability. He
suggested that when individual students are responsible for separate tasks
which contribute to the group task, both individual and group achievement
could be enhanced. Further, Slavin (1985b) suggested that academic
achievement could be enhanced by designs that utilize group scores. Other
researchers have addressed the issue of achievement and cooperative
learning (Johnson & Johnson, 1985).

The Johnson and Johnson Theory. In Learning to Cooperate,

Cooperating to Learn (1985b), Johnson and Johnson discussed cooperative

learning and academic achievement and cooperative learning and
interpersonal behavior among students. According to these researchers,
academic achievement can be enhanced by interpersonal behavior among
students. To explain their theory, Johnson and Johnson (1985b) referred to
Lewin's (1935) theory of motivation which postulated that tension within an
individual motivated him/her to achieve the desired goal. According to
Johnson and Johnson (1985b), motivating tension is enhanced in a
cooperative learning situation because of the interpersonal behavior among
students.

Johnson and Johnson (1985b) theorized that interpersonal behavior is

organized in three ways, each resulting in a specific goal structure:
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cooperative, competitive, and individualistic. These researchers postulated
that the goals in a cooperative goal structure are linked among the separate
individuals. According to Johnson and Johnson (1985b), in a purely
cooperative structure, group members can achieve their goals only if the
other members of the group achieve theirs.

Johnson and Johnson (1985b) theorized that in a competitive goal
structure, students can achieve their goals only if the other members of the
group do not achieve theirs. In an individualistic goal structure, students can
achieve their goals without affecting other students (Johnson & Johnson,
1985b). Johnson and Johnson (1985b) posited that of the three goal structures,
a cooperative goal structure could enhance academic achievement possibly
because of interpersonal or social interdependence.

These researchers acknowledged the controversy which surrounds
their assertions, stating that traditional research on cooperative learning is far
from being complete. According to Johnson and Johnson (1985b), despite the
numerous studies comparing the effectiveness of cooperative learning, the
processes involved in cooperative learning and academic achievement and
cooperative learning and interpersonal behavior among students have been
largely ignored. Traditional research may have neglected relevant questions
having to do with the effectiveness of cooperative learning (Johnson &

Johnson, 1985b; Kagan, 1985).

The Kagan Theory. According to Kagan (1985), cooperative learning is
a small group method of instruction which provides conditions that allow
students' natural curiousity, intelligence, and expressiveness to emerge and

develop. To explain his educational philosophy, Kagan (1985) cited Dewey's
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(1938) ideas on progressive education. Dewey (1938) described education as
being experiential. According to Dewey (1938), experiences which lead to
educational development are an outgrowth of environmental conditions
which enhance socialization among students. Dewey's (1938) emphasis on
socialization and the educational environment dovetailed with Kagan's
(1985) theory on cooperative learning.
Kagan (1985) advocated cooperative learning because of theoretical
arguments and empirical data which supported that peer cooperation could
1. enhance student achievement. . . ;
2. improve cross-ethnic relations;
3. aid in the successful mainstreaming of handicapped
students;
4. facilitate the maintenance of minority cultural values;
5. promote positive social relations and prosocial
development; and
6. increase the liking among students for class, school,
learning, and self. (p. 67)
Kagan (1985) cited theorists and researchers such as Aronson (1978); Johnson
and Johnson (1975); Johnson, Maruyama, Johnson, Nelson, and Skon (1981);
Kagan (1980; 1983); Sharan (1980); and Slavin (1980; 1983). These theorists and
researchers investigated cooperative learning and its systematic organization
of social interaction.
Kagan (1985) described the systematic organization of social interaction
as a distinguishing factor that differentiates cooperative learning from other

methods of learning. He said that in a cooperative classroom, students are
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encouraged to interact with one another through grouping and reward
and/or task structures. Kagan (1985) advised that social interaction in a peer
collaborative classroom should emphasize positive interdependence within a
reward and/or task structure.

Kagan (1985) explained that each cooperative classroom is a unique
classroom structure. While he pointed out the commonality among
cooperative learning classrooms, he also pointed out the vast diversity
among cooperative task structures and forms of social organization. Slavin
and Johnson and Johnson are proponents of Kagan's theories surrounding
peer cooperative learning.

Slavin (1985b), Johnson and Johnson (1985b), and Kagan (1985) are
prominent researchers in the field of cooperative learning. They have
authored and edited scholarly treatises on the topic (e.g., Learning to

Cooperate, Cooperating to Learn; Cooperative Learning). Because Kagan,

Slavin, and Johnson and Johnson are recognized authorities in the the field
of cooperative learning, their studies are cited by other researchers (e.g.,
Sharan, 1985; 1990; Stenberg, 1981; Tackaberry, 1980), addressing issues
concerning cooperative learning.

The following studies investigated some of the issues concerning
cooperative learning. These studies were selected for review from a limited
body of research literature on peer collaborative learning. They were selected
because of their academic orientation, hence other studies addressing peer
collaboration which did not concern academic topics. Moreover, the

following studies underwent rigorous research methods.
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The Watson Study. Watson (1988) studied the effects of collaborative

learning on the aci\ievement of high school biology students as compared
with traditionally instructed students. Watson (1988) defined collaborative, or
cooperative learning as classroom learning with students assigned to small,
mixed ability groups working toward a common goal. The reward system was
group interdependent, in that each member of the group worked to enhance
the group's reward. Traditional instruction involved a teacher-oriented
classroom in which lectures were delivered by the instructor. Students took
notes dictated by the instructor. The reward system was competitive, in that
each member of the class worked to achieve a grade on a standard scale.

There were a total of 11 teachers with 36 classes and 715 students
included in this study. The same general subject matter was covered by all
the teachers. An analysis of co-variance was used. Findings indicated that
there was a significant difference between cooperative students and
traditionally instructed students. Cooperative learning seemed to have a
more positive effect on students' achievement.

Watson's (1988) study may include a limitation in that there was not
uniformity in subject matter taught. While the same general subject matter
was taught by each of the 11 teachers in 36 classes, exact subject matter was not
taught in the different classes. That is, the same information was not
disseminated in the same context on the same day. Inconsistencies in subject
matter could have factored into the significant difference between the two
groups. Another limitation may have involved the Group Educational
Modules (GEM), which were materials used by the cooperative group.

Behavioral objectives were delineated in these materials, so the cooperative
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students had the benefit of packaged outlined behavioral objectives. The
traditional students did not receive the same benefit. GEM materials may
have influenced the difference factor in Watson's (1988) study of the effects of
collaborative learning on the achievement of high school biology students as
compared with traditionally instructed students. Cooperative versus

competitive studies have been the focus of other studies (Bonaparte, 1989).

The Bonaparte Study. Bonaparte (1989) examined the effects of
cooperative versus competitive learning on the mathematical achievement
and self-esteem of urban second-grade pupils. The three hypotheses were that
cooperative learning was more effective than competitive learning in
increasing mathematical achievement, that cooperative learning was more
effective than competitive leafning in increasing self-esteem, and that the
correlation between self-esteem and mathematical achievement is high and
positive.

Two hundred and forty subjects were included in this study. Bonaparte
(1989) collected data from a population of second grade students living in the
Middle Atlantic Region of the United States. Results indicated that the
analyses of co-variance supported the hypotheses. In addition, a Pearson
Product Moment Correlation was used to determine if there was a
relationship between mathematical achievement and self-esteem. The
hypothesis was supported.

While cooperative learning students achieved with greater self-esteem
than competitive students, Bonaparte's (1989) study may have ignored a

significant fact. Increased self-esteem could be linked to achievement in
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general, not necessarily mathematical achievement and not necessarily

because of the method of instruction.

The Lyons Study. Lyons (1982) stated that although some studies

indicate that cooperative learning enhances achievement, there still remains
the question as to why this is so. Lyons (1982) tested the hypothesis that "a
variable mediating achievement in cooperative learning groups is the extent
to which the students' oral interactions reflect elaborative cognitive
processing of the content of the learning task" (p. 2).

Seventy-nine high, middle, and low ability fourth, fifth, and sixth
grade students were the subjects of this study. Students participated in the
study for 40 minutes for 10 instructional days. Students learned a science unit
during that time. The oral interactions of the students were examined for the
content and level of cognitive processing in the context of performing the
learning activities. Results of Lyons' (1982) study indicated that when
constructive controversy was encouraged in a cooperative environment,
there was significantly greater achievement and greater elaborative cognitive
processing. In other words, students were able to offer more details.

While Lyons' (1982) study was based on the assumption that
cooperative learning increased achievement, it addressed a specific mediating
variable. More such studies might answer the question of why some students
achieve more in a cooperative learning environment.

The Perreault Study. Perreault (1982) conducted a study in which he

compared cooperative learning to noncooperative learning and their effects

on cognitive achievement in junior high industrial arts laboratories.
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Two junior high schools and two teachers participated in this study.
Subjects were randomly selected from two seventh grade industrial arts
classes. The Iowa Test of Basic Skills scores were used to identify two
comparable classes from both schools.

| Both teachers were trained to use cooperative learning and
noncooperative learning techniques. Both teachers utilized experimental
treatments. Perreault (1982) conducted the study over a six-week period,
during which time subjects drew a metric 500 racecar.

A technical advisory committee examined the treatment-specific-
achievement instruments for face validity. The instrument was designed to
assess the dependent variables which were at the knowledge, comprehension,
and application levels taken from Bloom's taxonomy of the cognitive
domain. The author implemented a 2 X 2 randomized blocks design for each
dependent variable. Factors were Teacher A/ Teacher B and cooperative
learning/ noncooperative learning treatments.

Results from a two way analysis of variance of the data indicated that
cooperative learning increased knowledge and comprehension achievement
compared to the noncooperative learning. Application did not seem to be
affected by the treatment. Questions continue to emerge as to why
cooperative learning instruction results in positive effects in some studies
and limited to no effects in other studies.

The Rybczynski Study. Rybezynski (1987) hypothesized in her study, of

cooperative learning instruction, that peer summarization was more effective
than individualization in helping students to learn from their social studies

text.
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Rybczynski (1987) studied sixty-two sixth grade students of average and
above average abilities. During a five-week period, ten lessons were
conducted. Students were randomly assigned to one of three learning groups:
individual summarization, peer summarization, and question answering.
Students were asked to summarize from their text individually, with a peer,
or answer questions. Teachers used scripts for instruction that were designed
by the researcher.

At the end of the study, students from each learning group were asked
to write a recall of two passages from their social studies text. Recalls were
analyzed for determining a summary score and an important ideas score. In
addition, a short answer test was administered for assessment. An analysis of
variance was conducted to determine if groups differed on measures of
learning. The results did not support the hypothesis. On the contrary,
Rybczynski (1987) reported that there was evidence which suggested that
individualization was more effective than peer summarization, or
cooperation.

The Tackaberry Study. Tackaberry (1980) conducted a study to examine

the effects of cooperation as opposed to competition on Hispanic and Anglo
children. According to Tackaberry (1980), Spanish American children score
lower on achievement tests than do Anglo children. She suggested that a
factor which may contribute to this problem may be that Hispanic children
have a low degree of interaction with Anglo children. Further, Tackaberry
(1980) asserted that Hispanic children are never fully integrated into a

classroom environment.
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According to Tackaberry (1980), cultural difference has been identified
as a possible handicap for Hispanic children. Even with the passing of the
Bilingual Education Act, which mandates that bilingual children be taught in
both their native tongue and English, Tackaberry (1980) argued that the
cultural gap has not been bridged. In an effort to seek possible bridges to close
cultural gaps between Hispanic and Anglo children in the classroom,
Tackaberry (1980) examined the effects of cooperative learning. She asked:
Does the cooperatively oriented classroom enhance relations between Anglos
and Hispanics?

Findings indicated that cooperative learning reduced negative cross-
ethnic nominations for playmates and that competition increased the
number of unwanted cross-ethnic peers in math groups. Essentially, the
cooperative treatment reduced strong negative feelings that tend to limit
cross-ethnic interaction and socialization.

This study does not suggest that cooperative learning is a panacea for
bridging cultural gaps. When children were asked to choose playmates,
friends, and work group members, the cooperative intervention did not
increase cross-ethnic choices. In addition, the positive results may have been
a consequence of socioeconomic homogeneity among the students, rather
than the method of instruction. Further study is necessary to address the
issue of socioeconomic heterogeneity and cooperative learning.

Summary. The aforementioned studies examined some of the issues
surrounding peer collaboration in academic education. These issues included
interpersonal dependence, reward structures, achievement, self-esteem,

constructive controversy, and cross-ethnic relations.



28

The studies mentioned were similar in that they examined the effects
of peer collaborative learning, using rigorous research methods. The studies
were different in that they examined peer collaboration with different
emphases. Many of the results were the same: peer collaborative learning
may enhance achievement. If this hypothesis is true, there are still
unanswered questions as to why. Researchers continue to investigate
questions such as: Why is cooperative learning successful with some

students? Why is cooperative learning not successful with other students?

Peer Collaboration and the Teaching of Writing

According to Slavin (1990), peer collaboration is a method of
instruction which combines the learning and the social experience in the
writing classroom. Peer collaboration may be an effective method for the
teaching of writing because students learn to adjust their linguistic choices to
fit the needs of the social context, the writing classroom (Pappas & Brown,
1987). .

Bruffee (1980) described peer collaborative learning in terms of reading
aloud, interviews, collaborative group work, and peer criticism. He described
each term as follows:

1. Reading Aloud. The most important text is the work of the writers,
themselves. In understanding the effectiveness of their peers’
writing, students gain greater insight into how to write more
effectively.

2. Interviews. In this context teachers allow class time for students to

pair off and discuss assignments before they are due. This activity
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provides an opportunity for students to talk through their ideas
before committing them to paper.

Collaborative Group Work. Working in small semiautonomous
groups allows students to share in decision making. Group reports
affirm decisions made, independent of the teacher.

Peer Criticism. Learning how to evaluate one's own writing is
effectively achieved through learning how to evaluate others'
writing.

Bruffee (1980) argued that the eclectic incorporation of the above methods of
collaboration could benefit the quality of students' writing.

Recent research has indicated that writing is inherently a collaborative
activity in the sense that authors write to communicate with an audience
(Brodkey, 1987; Bruffee, 1983; Maimon, 1983). Through the medium of the
written work, a writer interacts with a reader. Kroll (1978) suggested that
students with more advanced social skills are better writers, attributing the
phenomenon to a natural link between speaking and writing. Bruffee (1983)
supported this notion, positing that communication is not complete unless it
has had a response from an audience. As an active audience, peers respond to
one other's drafts in the collaborative classroom (Bruffee, 1983). Maimon
(1983) theorized that students reading and speaking to one another about
writing could enhance their writing skills. Researchers have continued to
examine theories surrounding collaborative learning and writing (e.g.,

Carroll, 1989; Garstka, 1984; Gere & Abbott, 1985; McCleary, 1990; Shepperson,
1989).
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The following studies investigated some of the issues concerning
collaborative learning. These studies were selected for review from a limited
body of research literature on peer collaborative learning and writing.
Further, the following studies on peer collaborative learning and writing

were selected because they underwent rigorous research methods.

The Shepperson Study. Shepperson (1989) examined reading-writing
relations and collaborative learning. The study investigated 48 students in
grades 9-11. Shepperson (1989) collected data through techniques of
participant observation, key informant interviewing, and document analysis.

Participants were remedial students involved in classroom activities
which consisted of silent reading activities (worksheets and games) and
writing activities (projects and journals).

Students were seated in small groups, which developed into
collaborative learning structures. Students talked with one another about
writing. However, according to Shepperson (1989), affective rather than
cognitive learning developed in this setting, because students' discussions
revolved around how they felt about topics for writing, rather than
mechanics. Socialization skills were developed in that students were
interactive, and common writing themes developed from social exchanges
that students had with their peers.

The Shepperson study (1989) examined remedial students whose study
skills may have been weak at the outset. Study skills and achievement may
have been enhanced subtly. Assessment instruments may not have been fine
enough to detect such subtle changes, which may have weakened the results

of the study. Assessment instruments may need to be refined for research in
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the field of writing (McCleary,1990). Another possibility is that the
Shepperson study (1989) students may not have been affected by the peer
collaborative method of instruction.

The McCleary Study. McCleary (1990) conducted a study of the effects of
peer collaboration in the writing classroom. Subjects included 17 students in
a freshman composition class and were studied for one semester.

The 17 students were divided into groups of four or five members.
They were given a pretest essay. Groups spent time planning their papers,
responding to each other's plan, and responding to one another's drafts.
Group members were required to read their drafts aloud. Activity sheets were
given to the students with a checklist of items to look for in drafts.

Posttest essays revealed an improvement of writing. A survey of
students' attitudes toward collaborative work groups revealed that they liked
the experience. McCleary's study involved a small population, which reduces
generalizability and replication. However, more such studies would be a
contribution to the limited body of literature on writing and peer

collaborative learning (Gere & Abbott, 1985).

The Gere and Abbott Study. Gere and Abbott (1985) examined the
language of writing groups at three grade levels, fifth, eighth, and eleventh-
twelfth. They studied these writing groups in order to determine how well
students remained on task in a group learning format and what linguistic
power was available to these students. Here, linguistic power refers to
students' ability to use vocabulary that relates to writing.

Gere and Abbott (1985) studied nine writing groups in regular classes

taught by six different teachers. In this study, the researchers recorded
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through observation notes what was actually said during writing group
meetings. The researchers concluded that students stay on task and actually
write about their discussions with greater linguistic power in writing groups.
However, students may have remained on task because they were cognizant
that they were being examined by the teacher and researchers.

Gere and Abbott (1985) found that students do concentrate on writing
in a group learning format. Further, the researchers found that students'
linguistic power is enhanced in a group learning format which can be
attributed somewhat to the teacher who facilitates and guides the level and
direction of discussion. Gere and Abbott (1985) advocated group learning, or
peer collaborative learning, for the following reasons:

1. Group learning enables students to become conscious of

themselves as writers.

2. The multiple foci of consciousness demonstrate the many

perspectives available to members in a group format.

3. Students form a greater sense of audience in a group format.

4. Student responses to writing range from issues of diction and verb

tense to concerns with coherence and logic.
According to Gere and Abbott (1985), collaborative learning provides a
window into students' writing processes, allowing teachers to observe
students in groups, hearing their criticisms, weaknesses, and strengths in an
open forum. According to these researchers, students concentrate on writing
in a collaborative setting. However, students may have been affected by
virtue of their knowing that they were being studied by researchers. Students

may have performed for researchers, and not necessarily the instructional
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method. Further investigation may lend insight into how achievement is
affected in a cooperative learning classroom (Carroll, 1989).

The Carroll Study. Carroll (1989) examined the effects of cooperative

learning compared with lecture learning on achievement in college-level
written business communication.

Forty-eight subjects were studied; 16 were control students and 32 were
experimental students. A 75-item multiple choice objective pretest and
posttest were administered to both classes at the beginning of the semester
and at the end of the semester to measure students' achievement. A two-
sample T-test was used to analyze data.

Findings indicated that there was no significant difference between the
two learning methods: cooperative and lecture. Both methods were found to
be equally effective. The 75-item objective pretest and posttest may not have
been the best assessment instrument to measure writing achievement.
Cooper and Odell (1977) argued that actual writing samples should be used to

assess students' writing, because objective tests may merely measure students

editorial skills.

The Garstka Study. Garstka (1984) conducted a study which focused on

the effects of group learning on community college basic skills students. A
case study was conducted of an evening English Reading and Writing Basic
Skills class. Garstka (1984) employed ethnographic research techniques for | ,‘
data collection. Data were collected through participant observation, field i
notes, interviewing, and examination of records. ;

Findings revealed that students were more responsive to learning

activities that involved them in group discussion. Garstka reported that a
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large percentage of the students dropped out of the class because of their
different needs for taking the course. A follow-up study to find out why the
students dropped out of the class could lend insight into how the students felt
about group learning and how their feelings impacted on their achievement.
Further, Garstka's (1984) investigation was a case study, with limited
generalizability.

Summary. The aforementioned studies examined some of the issues
surrounding peer collaboration and writing. These issues included group
discussion, attitude toward method of instruction, time on task, and
achievement.

Many of the findings of the above studies revealed that peer
collaboration has positive effects in the composition classroom, but the
studies are inconclusive. While there are many essays addressing peer
collaboration in the composition classroom (e.g., Bruffee, 1986; Kroll, 1978;
Maimon, 1979; Maimon, 1983; Shaughnessy,1977 ), there is a limited number
of studies which actually investigates the area. There remains the question:
What are the effects of peer collaboration on the quality of students' writing?
There is also the question of what happens to studies with nonsignificant

findings.

Peer Collaboration and Socialization

Defined by the Encyclopedia of School of Administration and

Supervision (Gorton et al.,1988), socialization, called social learning is the

process by which individuals acquire self-identity, systems for classifying and
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describing people, social interaction skills, and a sense of belonging to a group.
According to Bruffee (1983), socialization is enhanced in the peer
collaborative classroom. He argued that learning should be an active, social
process. Johnson and Johnson (1990) posited that peer collaboration
enhanced students' interpersonal behavior, called socialization, which could
render positive effects in the classroom. The studies that follow revealed
both similar and dissimilar results.

The following studies investigated some of the issues concerning
collaborative learning. These studies were selected for review from a limited
body of research literature on peer collaborative learning and socialization.
Further, the following studies on peer collaborative learning and
socialization were selected because they underwent rigorous research

methods.

The Hooker Study. Hooker (1988) conducted a study which examined

cooperative learning and socialization with four gifted and talented students.
The students were nine to ten year olds who were taught by an investigator-
designed cooperative learning method. Hooker (1988) investigated changes
in socialization, called interpersonal skills, and changes in attitudes. Modes
of social interaction occurring most frequently among the four students were
(a) interrupting, (b) expanding information beyond what is known, (c)
admitting limited knowledge, (d) paraphrasing, (e) persuading, and (f)
elaborating on ideas.

Hooker (1988) reported that the results of the surveys and transcripts of
the students' dialogue relating to socialization showed a positive change in

the four students. Three of the four students successfully supported their
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peers, while one did but in a lesser degree. All students increased the number
of people they considered friends, including cross-ethnic friends; all students
increased the number of people who considered them friends.

According to Hooker (1988), all four students experienced conflict with
socialization during the peer cooperative activities. However, no two
students attempted to resolve the conflict in the same way. Attempts to
resolve conflict included (a) shaming and chastizing the group, (b) ignoring
the inappropriate behavior, (c) excluding the group member from interaction,
(d) withdrawing or threatening to withdraw from the group, (e) trying to
understand the other's perspective, and (f) changing the mode of operation
that was the problem.

While three of the students did increase their socialization skills, one
did not change his behavior significantly. All four of the students showed a
favorable attitude toward school and toward the peer cooperative learning
experience. Most of the students believed that (a) they had helped others, (b)
they had received help, and (c) their group work was better than their
individual work. According to Hooker (1988), all four students experienced
improved attitudes about themselves and others after the socialization and
group learning experience.

The four gifted and talented students under study had been socialized
and conditioned to the educational system by virtue of the label gifted and
talented. These students had been successful in previous educational
experiences, and therefore, it should follow that they would be successful in

subsequent educational experiences -- which would include the cooperative

experience.
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The Guntermann Study. Finding the opposite, of Hooker's study
(1988), Guntermann (1988) conducted a study which examined the effects of
group learning in a fourth grade class. The sixty students were divided into

Pairs. The students completed two tasks; they programmed two separate

computer programs on two separate days.
Data for social interaction, computer contact, and achievement were

recorded through audio tape recordings, observation notes, and a computer

program evaluation.
Guntermann (1988) utilized a modified version of Bales Interaction

Process Analysis Scale to code students' social interaction. Categories named
were positive social interaction, negative social interaction, questions, and
Statements. Guntermann's study suggested that there was no link between

Socialization and achievement. Slavin (1990) warned that studies can be

Situation-specific and that one study may not be seminal necessarily.

The Prague Study. Prague (1988) hypothesized that cooperative

learning increases students' achievement scores, social skills, and attitudes
toward self, peers, and school. Prague's (1988) study required junior high
school science students, in grades six through eight, to identify and define the

social skills that they considered important to them while working in peer

collaborative groups.
Prague (1988) identified social skills through interviews with 30

Students and through the administration of questionnaires to 465 students

and 6 teachers. The teachers were trained prior to the study.

Specific socialization skills identified by both students and teachers

included cooperating, listening, explaining, involving everyone, being
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courteous, and being patient. Prague (1988) reported that junior high school
students required similar socialization skills while working in cooperative
learning groups.

The Prague study (1988) relied on self-reported data from students to
confirm the hypothesis. A second source of data collection was the teachers.
Perhaps a more rigorous triangulation method of data collection may have
included researcher observations and audio and/or video tape recordings to
further verify the findings. More studies of cooperative learning and
socialization may answer questions regarding how students are socially

accepted in the classroom (Madden, 1980).

The Madden Study. Madden (1980) studied the effects of cooperative
learning on the social acceptance of mainstreamed academically handicapped
students. In this study, a cooperative intervention was compared to a control
group. Each teacher in the study taught a cooperative group and a control
group for a period of seven weeks. The classes were randomly assigned to
treatment.

Madden (1980) examined the relationships between children with
learning problems and their peers in a team learning situation.
Heterogeneously grouped learning teams consisted of 4-5 members. Low
ability and high ability students could contribute equally to the team task.
The reward for good performance was for the team to be named in a weekly
newsletter.

Madden's (1980) findings indicated that mainstreamed academically
handicapped students in the cooperative groups were less frequently rejected

than mainstreamed academically handicapped students in the control groups.
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In addition, the findings indicated that students' achievement and self-
esteem were more enhanced in the cooperative groups than they were in
control groups. The researcher suggested that socialization and friendship
were key factors. Madden (1980) recommended that more research be done to
investigate the effects of socialization and friendship on self-esteem and
achievement. One such study is the Stenberg study (1981).

The Stenberg Study. Stenberg (1981) investigated the effects of

friendship, gender, and communication on cooperative behavior. The 104
subjects were first and second graders in two elementary schools, with a mean
age of 7 years 6 months. A survey was administered prior to the learning
experience and again, two weeks later to assess friendship among the subjects.
Dyads were assigned as (a) friends, each child named the other on both
occasions, or (b) non-friends, neither child named the other as a friend.

Analysis of the data revealed that males made significantly more
choices than females; males tended to have wider friendship groups than
females. Block towers were built by groups in order to establish group
performance cohesiveness. Male non-friendship groups built higher block
towers than female non-friendship groups.

Cooperative performance was gauged in terms of the total number of
blocks per tower. A tower was a stack of blocks. The score was taken after a
15-second time interval. The investigator noted that the block towers that
tumbled over oftentimes received the same score as those towers which were
built with a minimal number of blocks. Because of procedural limitations,

major hypotheses were not supported -- much like the Kenderski study(1983).
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The Kenderski Study. Kenderski (1983) conducted a study which

examined the effects of group interaction, or socialization, on achievement
and attitudes. There were 33 third-grade minority subjects. Groups were
comprised of 3-4 members. Groups were audio-tape recorded for two ten-
minute sessions on two different days.

According to Kenderski's (1983) observations, variables significantly
relating to achievement were group composition, sex, individual
competition, interaction, or socialization, and attitude toward mathematics.
Ethnic background and self-esteem did not affect achievement.

Variables significantly relating to group interaction were individual
cooperation, individual competition, individualization, ethnic background,
self-concept, and attitude toward mathematics.

Kenderski (1983) found that interactive behavior was not stable over
time for individuals or for groups. In addition, she warned that there is need
to clearly define the constructs being measured by cooperation, competition,
and individualization scales. Further research is necessary to understand
group process and socialization and the effects on achievement. Socialization
may impact achievement (Pappas & Brown, 1987).

The Pappas and Brown Study. Pappas and Brown (1987) conducted a

case study of a preschool child and found that an essential factor in becoming
socialized to linguistic patterns is through developing an understanding of
the workings of written language. According to Pappas and Brown (1987),
students learn to adjust their linguistic choices to fit the needs of social
context to which such choices are bound. Pappas and Brown (1987) suggest

that children learn to adjust linguistic choices by written language read aloud.
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The child who was studied by Pappas and Brown (1987) was read to and
then given books to read, which she pretended to read by emulating the
readers who read to her. The researchers generalized that the more read
aloud experiences a student has, the more socialized he/she becomes because
of an increased familiarity with the ways in which authors organize their
linguistic messages. |

The Pappas and Brown (1987) study examined only one child, which
restricts generalizability, as well as replication. While the case study has
merit, it may benefit from other studies for reinforcement.

Summary: The aforementioned studies addressed issues surrounding

peer collaboration and socialization. These issues included attitudes about
self and others, achievement, social skills, social acceptance, friendship,
gender, communication, and linguistic patterns. While there has been
research which suggested that there is a no difference factor in peer
collaboration and socialization, there has been research which suggested

otherwise. More research is necessary to investigate the question: What are

the effects of peer collaboration on the socialization of students?

Peer Collaboration and Student Attitudes
Slavin (1985a; 1985b) posited that peer collaboration may have positive

effects on students' attitudes toward writing. In his book entitled Cooperative

Learning, Slavin (1985b) underscored the effectiveness of group learning. He

asserted that when students spend much of their class time working in four-
to six-member heterogeneous groups, they achieve more and experience

improved attitudes about themselves, their peers, and school.



42

To illustrate his theory, Slavin (1985b) cited a study conducted by
Slavin, Leavey, and Madden (1984). The study investigated the effects of
cooperative learning on attitudes of peers toward mainstreamed academically
handicapped students in mathematics. These researchers studied 504
students in grades 3, 4, and 5.

The students were in six schools and 18 classes, located in a middle-
class suburban Maryland school district. Schools were assigned randomly to
one of three conditions: Team-Assisted Instruction (TAI), Individualized
Instruction (II), and Control.

The TAI students worked in teams on worksheets for team scores and
certificates. The II students used the same materials as the TAI students, but
the II students worked alone. Control students worked in traditionally group-
paced instruction, with small homogeneous teacher-directed math groups.

A pre- and post peer-rating form was given by the researchers to assess
the acception and the rejection of mainstreamed students. A class list was
given to each student who was asked to mark each classmate as best friend or
okay. Analyses of covariance for the academically handicapped subsample
revealed that TAI students were more accepted than control. There were no
signifcant differences between TAI students and II students. An explanation
for this occurrence might be that II students do not work in competition with
other students. The individualization might reduce rejection between peers,
while cooperation might enhance acceptance between peers.

In his book, Slavin (1985b) advocated that cooperative learning
structures must be founded on sound psychological and pedagogical theory.

In addition, he suggested that cooperative classroom practice be rigorously
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evaluated by both practioners and researchers to examine the effects of the
instructional method on students' achievement and attitudes. The studies
that follow address peer collaboration and students' attitudes.

The following studies investigated some of the issues concerning
collaborative learning. These studies were selected for review from a limited
body of research literature on peer collaborative learning and students'
attitudes. Further, the following studies on peer collaborative learning and
students’ attitudes were selected because they underwent rigorous research
methods.

The McCollum Study. McCollum (1988) examined the effects of peer

collaboration on an Algebra II class. McCollum studied two similar Algebra II
classes for three weeks. One class of 24 students was taught using the lecture
method of instruction; one class of 26 students was taught using the
collaborative method of instruction.

Slavin's (1985b) Student Teams-Achievement Division Model (STAD)
was adapted for this study. In the STAD cooperative learning method,
students are grouped into four- or five- member heterogeneous learning
teams. Teams consist of high, middle, and low ability students, male and
female, and students of various racial or ethnic backgrounds. Each team
represents a microcosm of the entire class. Students work together on
worksheets to achieve team scores.

At the beginning of the study, a teacher-researcher developed pretest of
25 items was administered to measure achievement. At the conclusion of the
study, a teacher-researcher developed posttest of 25 items was administered to

measure achievement. To assess students' attitudes a questionnaire was
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administered at the end of the treatment. Results indicated that the lecture
method of instruction produced higher achievement scores, although the
collaborative method of instruction produced more positive attitudes.

McCollum (1988) recommended the development of additional
materials for further research. Moreover, another source of data collection
might have been through observations to note students interactive patterns.
Their interactive patterns may have provided some answers as to why the
achievement tests scores were different.

The Davis Study. Finding similar results that McCollum (1988) found,

Davis (1988) studied the effects of peer collaboration on student achievement
and attitudes in mathematics for 75 days, for 43-minute periods. The study
was designed to investigate whether or not there are significant differences in
attitude and achievement in students who use group process skills of think
aloud and summaries.

Subjects included 104 seventh grade students of average ability. There
was a treatment group and a control group; both groups were instructed peer
collaboratively. In a series of group cooperative lessons, the treatment
students were asked to think aloud and orally summarize lessons.

Achievement and attitudes were measured at the end of a 25-day
problem solving unit. Achievement was measured by the Jowa Problem
Solving Project Tests. Attitudes were measured by a classroom life
questionnaire, addressing the following: (a) teacher academic support; (b)
teacher personal support; (c) student academic support; (d) student personal

support; (e) goal interdependence; (f) resource interdependence; (g)
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cooperation; and (h) alienation. The results indicated that there were no
significant differences in achievement and attitudes.

The researcher observed the treatment and control groups. He
reported that there were differences between the two groups' interactive
patterns. The treatment group was more verbal, more interactive, more
concerned about others in the group, and more process-oriented, using think
aloud means to solve problems.

A pretest at the beginning of the study and a posttest at the end of the
75-day study may have revealed different findings. Further, a follow-up study
to examine retention of learned material could be beneficial to research in
peer cooperative leaning.

The Carney Study. Carney (1988) examined the effects of cooperative

learning on the acquisition of keyboarding skills, with a focus on the extent to
which students' attitudes toward their peers changed as a consequence of the
cooperative learning experience.

Two schools participated in the study, with a total of 119 fourth grade
students. At school A, three fourth grade classes participated; there were two
experimental groups and one control group. At school B, two fourth grade
classes participated; there was one experimental group and one control group.

Keyboarding rate was measured before, immediately after, and ten
weeks after the keyboarding unit. A questionnaire was administered before
and after the keyboarding unit to measure students' attitudes toward their
classmates.

The results showed no difference between students learning in a

cooperative classroom structure and students learning in a traditional
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classroom structure. The results showed no difference in students' attitudes
in the cooperative group and the traditional group. However, keyboa'rding
skills may be more motor skill dependent and may be less affected by
cooperative learning than a discipline emphasizing conceptual skills. The
motor skill dependency of keyboarding in computer courses may limit peer
interaction. On the other hand, perhaps the peer cooperative method of
instruction had no significant effect on CAI students (Tanamai, 1989).

The Tanamai Study. Tanamai (1989) investigated the comparative

effects of cooperative and individualistic uses of computer-assisted
instruction (CAI), in regard to achievement and attitudes.

Sixty-two undergraduate Fine Arts students participated in this three-
week study. Students' participation was based on matched scores on pretests.
Students were assigned to cooperative and individualistic instruction
through random selection. Cooperatively instructed students worked in
small groups in the Design Basic Studies course. Individualistically
instructed students worked alone in the Design Basic Studies course.

Pre- and posttests indicated no differences in achievement. In addition,
pre- and posttests indicated no differences in attitude toward computer use
between cooperative and individualistic uses of CAI. Students' attitudes
toward method of instruction were not assessed. In terms of achievement,
Computer-Assisted Instruction with cooperative learning was not
significantly different than Computer-Assisted Instruction with
individualistic learning. However, students' preference for method of

instruction may have added a beneficial dimension to the study.
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The Kacer Study. Kacer's study (1989) did measure students' attitudes
toward method of instruction. Kacer (1989) examined the impact of small
group instruction on attitude and achievement of students learning
Computer applications. She asked two questions in the study: How does
small group learning of computer applications affect individual

achievement? How does small group learning of computer applications

affect individual attitudes?
Subjects involved forty-nine students randomly selected to work as

members in dyads or individualistically. Three computer applications were
demonstrated in class during each of the three consecutive weeks:

wordprocessing, spreadsheets, databases. After each demonstration, the

Students met in their respective instructional condition (dyads, individuals)

to complete an assigned task. A performance test was administered after each

of the three units.
Results indicated that there was no difference in performance between

students working in dyads and students working individualistically. Further,

questionnaires were administered before and after instruction to measure

students' attitudes toward the computer and instruction. Results indicated

No significant difference.
The no difference factor may be a direct consequence of the subject

Matter, rather than the methods of instruction. As mentioned previously,
computer instruction may involve more motor skills of the student, which
May be acquired more individualistically. Further investigation may answer

emergent questions regarding cooperative learning and students' attitudes.
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The Lang Study. Lang (1983) studied the use of cooperative learning to

determine if the use of Slavin's Teams-Games-Tournament (TGT) would
increase academic achievement and improve attitudes toward economics
among college students. TGT is a group method of instruction which
involves worksheets and academic games to master subject matter. Team
members compete with opposing groups at tournament tables where there is
a reader of questions.

Subjects involved sixty students in an intact class of microeconomics.
Tests to determine ability level of the groups indicated that the groups did not
differ. Students were randomly assigned to two groups. A post-test was
administered to the thirty students in the control group (lecture) and to the
thirty students in the experimental (TGT) group.

Students participated in the study for a ten week quarter. All students
met together for a class lecture until the fifth day. Then students were
divided into two groups: the TGT group and the control group. The TGT
group participated in cooperative learning, using team study and
competition. The control group participated in the study using the same
study materials on an individual basis for lecture-discussion.

Achievement was measured by a 50-item modified version of the Test
of Understanding College Economics. Attitude toward economics was
measured by a 20-statement Likert-new survey, Survey of Attitude Toward
Economics. Findings indicated that Slavin's TGT had no significant effect on
achievement or attitudes.

Lang (1983) stated that the small sample size resulted in too few people

in each ability group and unequal cell frequencies. This may have caused the



49

lack of Slavin's TGT treatment effects. According to Slavin (1990), TGT
should enhance achievement and attitudes.

The Slavin and Karweit Studv. Slavin and Karweit (1984) examined

the effects of three instructional methods on mathematics achievement and
attitudes.

The three instructional methods included an individualized model,
Team-Assisted Individualization (TAI); an ability grouped model, Ability
Grouped Active Teaching, (AGAT); and a group-paced model, Missouri
Mathematics Program, (MMP). There was also an untreated control group.

Two randomized field experiments on pupils in grades 4-6 and 3-5
were conducted for 16 and 18 weeks, respectively.  An analysis of variance on
achievement scores indicated that in both experiments, TAI and AGAT
exceeded MMP. Findings on the effects of methods of instruction on attitudes
toward math indicated that TAI was favored.

In a later publication by Robert Slavin (1987), he warned that ability
grouped class assignment is the least effective form of instruction. Slavin
(1987) warned against ability-group class assignment, arguing that it could be a
harmful method of instruction because of the narrow attitudes that students
develop in homogeneous grouping.

Slavin (1985b) argued that cooperative learning had significant impact
on achievement and attitudes, affecting relationships between and among
races, sexes, and cultures. Slavin (1980) explained his theory in terms of
performance cohesion. Performance refers to individual and group
productivity on a given task. Cohesion refers to the affective domain of

behavior of students liking one another. According to Slavin (1985b),
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students achieve on a given task because they like one another. Slavin
(1985b) argued that collaborative learning has positive effects on students’
attitudes.

Slavin (1980) explained the no difference factor in research studies
results from possible limitations in measurement instruments. Slavin (1980)
argued that achievement and attitudes may not have been adequately
measured in studies reporting no difference between cooperative learning
and competitive learning. According to Slavin (1983), students learn from
other students, which can be modeled in the writing classroom. More
research is necessary. There are inconsistencies in research findings.

Summary. The aforementioned studies addressed issues surrrounding
the effects of peer collaboration on the attitudes of students. These issues
included achievement, attitudes, and interactive patterns.

Many of the findings of the above studies revealed that peer
collaboration has positive effects on students' attitudes, but some of the
studies reported no effect. For example, the McCollum study (1988) reported
results indicating that the lecture method of instruction produced higher
achievement scores -- the collaborative method of instruction produced more
positive attitudes. The Kacer study (1989) reported results indicating no
difference in students' achievement or attitudes. The Slavin and Karweit
study (1984) reported results indicating students favoring peer collaborative
learning.

There are inconsistencies in the findings of the studies. There is

enough evidence to suggest that peer collaboration and students' attitudes
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should be investigated further to address the question: What are the effects of

peer collaboration on students' attitudes?

Chapter Summary

Chapter II reviewed the research literature focused on peer
collaboration, peer collaboration and the teaching of writing, peer
collaboration and socialization, and peer collaboration and students’ attitudes.

The literature on peer collaboration examined some of the issues
surrounding peer collaboration and interpersonal dependence, reward
structures, achievement, self-esteem, constructive controversy, and cross-
ethnic relations. Many of the studies reported results which indicated that
peer collaborative learning may enhance achievement. There remains
unanswered questions: Why is collaborative learning successful with some
students? When is collaborative learning not successful with some students?

The literature on peer collaboration and writing examined some of the
issues surrounding group discussion, attitude toward method of instruction,
time on task, and achievement. Many of the studies reported results which
indicated that peer collaborative learning may have positive effects on the
quality of students' writing. However, the limited number of studies of peer
collaborative learning and writing render the results of the literature
reviewed in this chapter inconclusive. There remains the question: What
are the effects of peer collaboration on students' writing?

The literature on peer collaboration and socialization examined some
of the issues surrounding attitudes about self and others, achievement, social

skills, social acceptance, friendship, gender, communication, and linguistic
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patterns. While some of the research results indicated that peer collaboration
enhanced socialization, some of the results indicated a no difference factor.
The inconsistencies of the results heighten the question: What are the effects
of peer collaboration on the socialization of students?

The literature on peer collaboration and students' attitudes examined
some of the issues surrounding achievement, attitudes, and interactive
patterns. Some of the research results indicated that peer collaboration may
enhance students' attitudes, but again, there were inconsistencies in the
findings. Further research is necessary to address the question: What are the
effects of peer collaboration on students' attitudes?

Chapter II reviewed the research literature focused on peer
collaboration, peer collaboration and the teaching of writing, peer
collaboration and socialization, and peer collaboration and student attitudes.
Chapter III will present the methodology used to investigate the effects of peer
collaboration on community college freshmen's writing, on their

socialization, and on their attitudes toward writing.
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CHAPTER III

Methodology

The purpose of this chapter is to present the methodology used to
investigate the effects of peer collaboration on the quality of college freshman
composition students' writing, on their socialization, and on their attitudes
toward writing. The data collected were elicited from four sources: the
students, the key informant, the teacher, and the observer. This triangulated
method of inquiry was adopted for data collection to clarify, verify, and
reinforce the interpretation. ~Data were utilized to reveal emergent patterns
of socialization of students with students and students with the teacher,
affecting the quality of writing and attitude toward writing. The various
techniques and instruments used to gather and interpret the data are
described in the chapter as follows: (a) statement of the research questions; (b)
design; (c) population; (d) procedures; (e) instruments and materials; (f)
validity and reliability; (g) analysis, synthesis, and interpretation; (h) and pilot

study.

Research Questions

Three questions were asked in this study:
1. What are the effects of peer collaboration on the quality of
community college freshmen's writing?
2. What are the effects of peer collaboration on the socialization of

community college freshman composition students?
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3. What are the effects of peer collaboration on community college

freshmen's attitudes toward writing?

Design of the Study
The study was designed to gather data relative to the effects of peer

collaboration on the quality of community college freshmen'’s writing; the
effects of peer collaboration on the socialization of community college
freshman composition students; and the effects of peer collaboration on
community college freshmen's attitudes toward writing.

The researcher chose an intact composition class to study. The class

was typical of other compositon classes at the college and yielded important

data.

Attitude Survey

Pre- and Post-surveys were administered to students participating in
the peer collaborative composition course at the beginning and end of the
semester. The pre- and post-surveys were exactly the same survey, except the
pre-survey was labeled Survey A; the post-survey was labeled Survey B (see

Appendix A, pp. 159-160). The survey was designed to elicit students'

attitudes toward writing.

Writing Samples
Writing samples in the narrative mode were obtained from all
students at the beginning and end of the semester. The narrative mode was a

pattern of development taught in the standard curriculum. Prompts used
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were similar to those utilized in the Maryland Functional Writing Test, in
that they were simple, directive, and topic-specific (see Chapter IV, p. 122).
Procedure. The procedure for scoring was practiced by two raters on 30
pieces of student writing samples similar to the samples used in this study.
Training of the raters was conducted by an active member of the Northeast
Regional Conference on Teaching English in the Two-Year College, who had
trained under Lee Odell. Training time was 4 hours. Raters did not mark
corrections on the paper. Spending no more than two minutes on each
writing sample, the raters achieved an interrater reliability of .90. Raters were
given 10 anchor papers to rate, and 9 times out of 10 they reached a consensus.
Consensus between the raters was achieved by assessing a writing sample on

the items listed in the modified analytic scale.

Holistic Scoring. Writing samples were scored holistically by two
raters, using a modified analytic scale modeled after Cooper and Odell's
(1977). The scale listed prominent characteristics of writing in the narrative
mode. The characteristics ranged from 0-4 points and were described in some
detail. These points were identified along a scoring line for each characteristic
(see Appendix B, p. 166).

Holistic scoring is a "guided procedure for . . . ranking written pieces"
(Cooper & Odell, 1977, p. 3). Holistic scoring remains controversial because it
occurs impressionistically. However, holistic scoring was the preferred
method of measurement over a machine-scorable objective test or a
frequency count of word or sentence elements, because a human respondent

is a natural link to writing. Moreover, Cooper and Odell (1977) argued that a
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machine-scorable objective test may measure editorial skills, rather than
writing skills. |

Validity. According to Cooper and Odell (1977), holistic scoring is a
valid instrument of measurement, because scores are based on actual student
writing samples. Raters responded impressionistically to student writing
samples and reached a concensus about the assigned scores. Raters' responses
were guided by a list of prominent writing characteristics. The holistic rating
scale was designed to check a student's writing for clarity, diction,
organization, and punctuation.

Reliability. The procedure for scoring was practiced by two raters on 30
pieces of student writing samples, similar to the samples used in this study.
Raters did not mark corrections on the paper. Generally, spending no more
than two minutes on each writing sample, the raters achieved a scoring
reliability of .90. Scores were indicated for the levels of writing ability denoted
on the rating scale: 0 indicated a limited to no ability level; 1 indicated a low
ability level; 2 indicatea an average ability level; 3 indicated an above average

ability level; and 4 indicated a high ability level.

Key Informant Interviews

Three informal, impromptu interviews were conducted with a key
informant, a selected student, who freely interacted with peers and the
teacher. The key informant was a student who was willing to participate in
interviews with the researcher, because she wanted to learn more about the

research process (see Appendix D for interviews, p. 224).
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Observations

Out of a total of 30 class sessions, eleven class sessions were observed
and audiotaped by the researcher. Recorded on paper and audiotape were
student-student interactions, student-teacher interactions, and teacher-
student interactions (see Appendix C for transcripts, p. 169). The eleven class
sessions were selected because of the particular topics of writing instruction
(see Appendix E for syllabus, p. 238). Other class sessions were not selected

because of guest speakers and library tours, etc.

Analysis and Synthesis

All data collected were analyzed and synthesized to determine
emergent patterns of student-student socialization, student-teacher
socialization, and teacher-student socialization which may have affected the
quality of students' writing and students' attitudes toward writing. Recurrent
themes were noted and labeled under specific categories. Each category
represented an approximate percentage of the observation notes. Percentages

were derived from subjective demarkation of the number of sentences, which

demonstrated specific themes.

Validity and Reliability

Validity and reliability were achieved through triangulated data
collection. Interviews were conducted with a key informant student, at least
three other students, and the teacher to address emergent themes within the

classroom. Observation notes were recorded on paper and audiotape.
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Population/Setting

Students
A small population, an English composition class at a rural

community college, was chosen to be studied in some depth. There were five
males and ten females in the class. There were three black females; the rest of
the students were white. An undetermined number of students were JTPA
students. The mean age of the class was 31.

The study was conducted at a small rural community college; all
students attending the community college were commuters. The college was
built for the purpose of serving a five-county area of commuters in the

"traditionally strong liberal arts and sciences, career, occupational, and

technical curricula . . ." (College Catalog,1987-88, p. 4). The total student

population was 2,023 in January 1988. The total number of freshmen

attending the college during the fall 1987 was 1,417. Entering college students
were not required to take an ACT or SAT test.

The college for this study was selected because of an educational
interest that the researcher possessed for a rural community college, which
serves many students from rural families. In addition, the researcher taught
at the college and had access to classroom research. This researcher noted that
a majority of the students at the College must work in order to pay tuition
and commuting expenses, which oftentimes precludes much peer
socialization. Students attend class and, in most cases, leave campus

immediately after class to go to work. Class time is usually the only
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opportunity for most students to socialize with their peers at this rural
community college.

The College programs are divided into two major categories: Career
Programs and Transfer Programs. Most transfer students continue their
studies at Salisbury State University and University of Maryland. Other
transfer students continue their studies at Towson State University,
Washington College, and colleges outside the state of Maryland.

The College programs are taught by 38 full-time teaching faculty. The
number of faculty holding Doctoral degrees is 14; the number of faculty
holding Master's degrees is 21. Three full-time faculty hold certification in
their respective areas of expertise. Adjunct faculty are appointed on a

semester-by-semester basis.

Instructional Method

The class for this study was selected because of the use of peer
collaboration. Generally, English composition was taught as a lecture course;
however, the college was seeking alternative methods for teaching
composition in order to address the serious writing deficiencies characteristic
of college students across the nation. The number of students taught, using
the lecture method of instruction as the primary teaching strategy, was
generally 30. The number of students taught using the peer collaborative
method of instruction was reduced to 15 in order to accommodate peer
collaboration as the primary teaching strategy. A peer collaborative teaching

strategy relies upon student interaction for composition instruction.
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Course

"English Composition 101" was a freshman level composition course
required by all degree programs. The English faculty designed this
composition course, which was a course that adopted the process approach for
teaching students how to write themes. Using a step-by-step approach,
students were taught to write in the following modes of discourse: narration,
description, compare/contrast, process, definition, and persuasion. In
addition, students were required to write an expository research paper in
which they incorporated many of the skills they learned to use in the various
modes of discourse. A step-by-step approach was likewise used to teach
students how to conduct library research for the purpose of writing an
expository research paper. Students were required to turn in bibliography
cards, note cards, a topic outline with thesis statement, and at least two drafts
of the paper. The course was designed to prepare students for writing in other

college courses, as well as for writing in their respective careers.

Study

The study was designed to gather descriptive data of a small, rural
sample of a community college composition class. An intensive study of a
small sample may benefit the population being studied, yielding internal
validity, and may have additional benefits as a model for replication with
other similar populations. Although generalizability is limited by this study,
because of a small sample, detailed, more specific information is an important
advantage. For this purpose, this researcher chose a small sample of a

population to study in some depth for one college semester.
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Teacher

There were three full-time faculty in the English department at the
College. The three English faculty held Master's degrees. The teacher who
used the peer collaborative method of instruction was one having 15 years of
composition teaching experience at the community college level. She
received an A.B. degree in 1966 in English and Religion. She received an
M.A. degree in 1970 from a major university, where she majored in English.
She earned 15 credits beyond her M.A. in English and Education. She agreed
to participate in the pilot and the present study in order to contribute to the

advancement of composition research.

Instruments and Materials

Attitude Survey

One survey form, modeled after Spradley’'s (1979) and White's (1986),
prescriptions, was developed for the purpose of this study (see Appendix A,
pp. 159-160). The same survey was administered at the beginning and end of
the semester, Survey A and Survey B. The results were compared at the close
of the semester.

The survey was designed to elicit students’ attitudes toward writing
before and after the peer collaborative learning experience. In addition, data
regarding sex, race, age, GP.A., income per year, expected grade in the course,
and attendance were elicited from students on the survey. The statements

were worded so that they would not prompt the student to answer in any

prescribed way.
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Validity. The survey was checked for validity by two composition
teachers, each having ten years of teaching experience, a director of
institutional research, and a former director of institutional self study,
currently a vice president of a community college. The survey was deemed to
have face validity, since it purported to measure attitude toward writing,
dealing with relevant content in this area.

Reliability. The survey was checked for reliabilty, or repeatability, in a
pilot study of composition students similar to those in this study. Results

were comparable from both samples of the population.

Writing Samples

Writing samples were obtained from the students at the beginning and

at the end of the course. The writing samples were written in the narrative
mode. Prompts used were similar to those utilized in the Maryland
Functional Writing Test, in that they were simple, directive, and
topic-specific.

Holistic Scoring. Writing samples were scored holistically by a panel of

two raters who had at least five years of composition teaching experience.
The raters were impartial, disinterested parties who agreed to participate in

this study for the purpose of advancing educational research.

Key Informant Interviews

Interviews were developed from observational notes taken by the

researcher from the course objectives, textbooks, class sessions, and student

writing samples. Sources such as Spradley's (1979) The Ethnographic
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Interview, and Spindler’s (1982) Doing the Ethnography of Schooling were
consulted. Interview questions were designed to obtain information in both
direct and indirect ways. Interviews were held with a key informant, a

selected student, at the beginning, midway through, and at the end of the

course.

Observation Forms

The forms (see Appendix C, p. 169) which were used for recording

observations, by the researcher, were structured in accordance with those
prescribed by Spradley (1979), and White (1986). The form was structured with
two columns, headed Observation and Interpretation. When patterns began
to emerge, the form was versatile to allow specific items to be checked which
were relevant to this study.

An open-ended category system was devised whereby any observation
could be categorized as being essentially either student or teacher behavior,
and then designated as verbal or nonverbal, positive or negative. At the end
of the form space was allotted to accommodate observer comments and
insights. The observer reported anything that she believed was relevant to
this study of peer collaboration and its effects on the quality of students’
writing, on the socialization of students, and on students' attitudes toward
writing.

The observation form was kept simple in order that a detailed record of
verbal and nonverbal responses by each student and the teacher could be

maintained. Further, the simple form permitted a wide range of themes to
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be recorded, such as what students said to one another, what students said to
the teacher, what the teacher said to students, the tenor of the statements, and
even if the teacher and students referred to one another by first name, last
name, or by a sobriquet. Details recorded on the observation form were
compared with the results of other instruments and materials utilized in this

study.

Researcher

The researcher was the classroom observer and participated in this
study, being a primary instrument for data collection. She had ten years of
composition teaching experience. She held a Bachelor's degree in Education
with a concentration in English, a Master's degree in English, and was
working toward a doctorate in Education. The researcher was a primary
instrument for collecting, analyzing, and synthesizing data.

While it was not the intention of the researcher to impose a set of
normative standards on this study, she brought to this study many
assumptions of what is effective student-student, student-teacher, and
teacher-student interaction. These assumptions formed a backdrop for this
study and interpretation, but they by no means imply that there is any one
way to interact effectively in the classroom. Conversely, a strong personal
voice brought to this study was a conception of worthy educational practice.
Caution was taken to record and describe the reality of the classroom under
study having to do with student socialization as it may have affected the

quality of students' writing and their attitudes toward writing.
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_Procedures

Peer Collaborative Method

Single Group. The peer collaborative method of instruction studied
contrasts many of the previous studies of group instruction in that there was
a single group of 15 students, with unplanned subgrouping. The teacher
assumed the role of task facilitator, guiding the group into discussion which
primarily was student-dominated.

Writing Assignments. Students were given writing assignments listed
on the course syllabus (see Appendix E, p. 238), which the teacher briefly
introduced in class. Most writing assignments were written outside of class,
since class time mainly was devoted to each student reading his/her own
writing to the group, while the other group members followed along on a .
photocopy, provided by the writer. Immediately following the reading, group
members discussed the strengths and weaknesses of the essay. Moreover,
each student was responsible for presenting constructive criticism to peers,
orally and in writing. While students read essays silently, they jotted down
brief comments to be discussed immediately after the reading.

Seating Arrangement. During the readings and discussions, students
sat in a circle so they faced each other. The teacher also sat in the circle, as a
facilitator to involve students in a predominantly student-oriented class
discussion, hence the peer collaborative method of instruction. The peer
collaborative method of instruction with a single group and facilitator is a
unique teaching strategy, since most peer collaborative classes are divided

into two or more groups functioning simultaneously.
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Observation

Eleven Classes. During the 15 weeks of a semester, there were two one

and a half hour sessions of class time scheduled per week for English
Composition 10l. The English composition course met two days a week,
Tuesday/Thursday, for a total of 30 class sessions. Eleven of the 30 sessions
were selected to observe, based on the objectives for instruction of the various
modes of writing which were delineated on the course syllabus. During each
observed session, notes were taken in log format on the socialization relative
to the quality of students' writing and students' attitudes toward writing.
Notes taken were clarified by an audiotape recording of the 11 observed

sessions.

Validity and Reliability

Attitude Survey

The survey was constructed for the purpose of this study (see
Appendix A, p. 157). The survey was designed to elicit students' attitudes
toward writing before and after the peer collaborative learning experience.
The survey administered to the students, adopted from a Likert-type scale,
was designed to reflect change in students' attitudes toward writing.
Statements on the survey were generated by the English faculty at the
community college.

Validity. The survey was checked for validity by two composition
teachers, each having ten years of teaching experience, a director of
institutional research and a former director of institutional self study,

currently a vice president of a community college. The survey was deemed to
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have face validity, since it purported to measure attitude toward writing,
dealing with relevant content in this area.

Face validity "refers to the evaluator's appraisal of what the content of
the test measures” and directly impacts upon the interpretation of the data
(Borg & Gall, 1983, p. 276). Face validity is a subjective evaluation of the items
OT content of a measurement. A panel of four experts deemed the attitude
Survey to have face validity.

Reliability. The survey was checked for reliabilty, or repeatability, in a

pilot study of composition students similar to those in this study. Results

were comparable from both samples of the population.

Writing Samples

Writing samples were scored holistically by two raters, using a modified
analytic scale designed by Cooper and Odell (1977). The scale listed prominent
Characteristics of writing in the narrative mode. The characteristics ranged
from 04 and were described in some detail. These points were identified

along a scoring line for each characteristic. (See Appendix B, p. 166).

Holistic Scoring. Defined by Cooper in the preface of Cooper and Odell

(1977), holistic scoring is a "guided procedure for . .. ranking written pieces"
(p. 3). Holistic scoring occurs impressionistically. The procedure for scoring
Was practiced by two raters on 30 pieces of student writing samples similar to

the samples used in this study. Nine out of ten times, the raters agreed on the

writing scores.
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Other times the raters discussed the writing and arrived at a concensus.
Raters did not mark corrections on the paper. Generally spending no more
than two minutes on each writing sample, the raters achieved a scoring
reliability of .90.

Validity and Reliability. Holistic scoring was the preferred method of

measurement over a machine-scorable objective test or a frequency count of
word or sentence elements, because a human respondent is a natural link to
writing (Cooper & Odell, 1977). Further, holistic scoring is a valid method of
measurement in that scores are based on actual student writing samples. The
holistic scoring method of measurement was practiced on 30 composition
students’ writing samples by two raters. The raters found similar results.
Therefore, the holistic scoring method of measurement was determined to

have reliability.

Interviews/Observations

Interviews with students and classroom observations were also
methods of data collection. Informal interviews were conducted with a key
informant, a student freely interacting with peers and teacher, who was
willing to report information to the researcher. In addition, informal,
impromtu interviews were conducted with at least three other students and
the teacher. Observations were conducted during eleven of the thirty class
sessions for collecting information relevant to peer collaboration and its
effects on the quality of students’ writing, on their socialization, and on their

attitudes toward writing.
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Analysis of Observations. In addition to observations, the researcher

conducted analysis of the number of sentences in the observation notes. The
Purpose of this analysis was to provide an approximate assessment of the

PToportion of sentences devoted to emergent themes.

Triangulation

Surveys, writing samples, interviews, and observations are
components of triangulation. According to Wolcott (1977), effective

fieldwork, ethnography, depends on "triangulation" which is often referred

to as the "multi-instrument approach."
The need for verification is everpresent in an ethnography to

determine how the data collected ties in with existing knowledge and theory.
Validation of significant propositions can result from a multi-instrument or a
Multi-perspective approach to collecting data. Triangulation is a validating

Procedure to affirm that the data are demonstrably empirical.

For example, the results of the writing samples were tested against the
Perceptions of the teacher; the perceptions of the teacher were tested against
the Perceptions of students; the perceptions of students were tested against

Perceptions of the observation records: notes and audio recordings.

Consensus. A consensus, derived from data collected, using the mult-

instrument approach, bears impact upon the repeatability or reliability of the

work. The results of the survey were compared with interview and

Observational notes to verify whether the measure discriminated adequately,

thus determining the reliability of the measurement. These varied methods
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of collecting and analyzing data are referred to as triangulation, which aids in
ruling out some of the extraneous factors which can confound a stud};.
Because of the nature of an ethnographic study, replication and
generalizability are impaired.

There are questions such as: Would another researcher have reached
the same conclusions about the same classroom culture? Would another
researcher, analyzing only the raw data, reach the same conclusions? The
field researcher must view a social reality which is infinitely complex. While
evidence may support internal validity, external validity is limited in that
each researcher will view a classroom culture from a different angle (Miles &
Huberman, 1984).

The written interpretation is the result of analysis and synthesis of
valid and reliable data, derived from what the researcher understood to be a

reality of the classroom culture, to defend a proposition scheme, an

hypothesis.

Analysis, Synthesis, and Interpretation of Data

Qualitative Research

Analysis, synthesis, and interpretation of data result in educational
criticism. Educational criticism has three major components: description,
interpretation, and evaluation. Though logically distinct in theory, these
three components are rarely distinct in practice.

For instance, what a researcher chooses to describe is partially

dependent upon an evaluative judgment of what he/she deems worth
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describing (White, 1986). Data collected in a study are a final analysis of a
complex interactio'n among three major components of criticism. Descriptive
data of qualitative research do not simply appear before the researcher. In
essence, they are inferred.

Qualitative research yields rich data which can be confirmed,
tested, and substantiated. Miles and Huberman (1984) asserted that "
concepts without corresponding facts are hollow, just as facts without
concepts are, literally, meaningless" (p. 229). Miles and Huberman (1984)
argued that researchers should use an eclectic method of data collection,

which utilizes various methods of analyzing, synthesizing, and

interpreting data.

Researcher

The researcher analyzed, synthesized, and interpreted data exploring
what they meant and if and how they may bear implications for further study.
There was a focus on transcribing observation notes and listening to
audiotaped sessions of peer collaborative classes, with attention to notes
taken during the student interviews and notes taken on pre- and post-
collaboration writing samples and surveys.

An effort was made to discern salient educational themes in the
classroom as a culture. This process of reflection was not linear, but
recursive. That is, earlier data were studied against data collected in the latter

stages of this study. Earlier data were discarded when deemed irrelevant to
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emergent themes and an hypothesis, which presented themselves in the

latter stages of this study.

Because of the exploratory nature of ethnography, the researcher's
perspective may have changed because of time spent in the classroom
(Spindler, 1982, p. 28). Clarity of themes and an hypothesis were wrought at
the expense of time and energy spent on taking notes, analyzing them,
synthesizing them, and interpreting them. Such is the nature of
ethnographic research, which seeks to discover what salient generalizations

are extant in a classroom culture for the purpose of highlighting implications
for educational improvement.

Pilot Study

During the Spring semester of 1988, a pilot study was conducted of
an English Composition 101 class which consisted of one teacher and 15
students.

Teacher. Three interviews with the teacher were conducted
immediately before, during, and immediately following the semester to gain
a perspective on her thoughts and feelings regarding peer collaboration. She
reported that such a teaching method required more time than the English
Composition 101 lecture courses in that she spent much time personalizing
the course to fit the needs of the individual students, while recognizing the
need to maintain high standards. She noted that there was much pressure to
pace the course to fit the 90- minute time constraint of each class session,

since class sessions were discussion sessions which had no outlined



73

beginning, middle, and end as might a lecture course. Moreover, she

expressed concern about student affective needs, which required the

sensitivity of an alert facilitator who must redirect the focus of the discussion
if a student felt overwhelmed by the analysis of his/her writing. By the end
of the semester, the teacher believed the peer collaborative experience to be a
profitable one for the students and, therefore, a worthwhile investment of
her time and efforts.

Procedure. Students were required to write most of their essays outside
of class, since class time was devoted to reading students' writing and
analyzing it. Individual writers read their own essays aloud while other
students read silently, marking strengths and weaknesses of the essay.
Immediately following the reading, 2-3 minutes were given for the students
to reread and analyze the essay. On a volunteer basis, students then proffered
comments about the essay read.

Survey. Survey A revealed a mean score of 3.1; Survey B revealed a
mean score of 4.4. While student survey respondents initially indicated
apprehension about participating in a peer collaborative learning
environment, follow-up surveys reflected that students enjoyed the
experience and that they believed their writing had improved because of it.
Some students said they would be reluctant to recommend the method of
instruction to others unless those students understood its intensity. When
asked if they believed other students could benefit from a peer collaborative
learning experience, most students replied "strongly agree." Most believed

that because of the instructional method, their writing received more

SUETTLE Y TR EX Mo owmowmoeed T RITT



74

iﬂstruc:tional time and that the instruction was more individualized than in
jecture courses. A limitation of the peer collaborative experience was that
gtudents felt they were under pressure to perform each day, because of the
gmall number of students in the class. Many students wrote under the
scomments" section that they would recommend the peer collaborative class

only to students who really wanted to learn to write.

Writing Samples. Writing samples were taken from the students

at the beginning and end of the semester and scored holistically. The
average score was 2.1 at the beginning and 2.2 at the end of the semester.

While there did not appear to be any major difference, it should be noted

that holistic scoring affords a minimal view of change. Difference

reflected more visibly in the surveys eliciting students' attitudes toward

writing.

Key Informant Interviews. The key informant provided an additional
perspective to the researcher. The key informant reported that initially,
students were uncomfortable with peer collaborative learning, feeling "put
on the spot,” but after the third week of classes, students seemed to relax.
Students arranged their desks in a circle at the outset of every class. By the
third week, the circle became smaller. The key informant reported that there
was less apprehension about volunteering to give constructive criticism. By
the end of the semester, all but one student eagerly participated in the

democratic, active learning method. However, other students, according to

the key informant, cajoled him into participating.
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Observations. At the beginning of the semester, the researcher
observed that students appeared reticent about actively participating in the
peer collaborative learning experience. After the third week, students
appeared to be more socially interactive, and they actively participated in the
learning experience. Students participated in discussion about the writing
assignments, without visibly having to be coerced by the teacher. By the end
of the semester, students appeared to be cohesive, in that they laughed with
one another and openly discussed topics about their writing, as well as their
personal lives.

Analysis and Synthesis. Students reported that they enjoyed writing

much more by the end of the semester than at the beginning of the semester,
because of the audience's role in building their confidence and writing skills.
By the end of the semester, only one student was no longer in attendance,
attesting to low attrition. The pilot study justified its worthiness in that the
quality of student writing improved and students' attitudes toward writing
improved. Students claimed that these changes were the result of the active
participation offered by a peer collaborative method of instruction, since they
actually read their own writing to an audience of peers. In addition, the
audience of peers responded, offering immediate feedback about the writing.
Further investigation of a similar population could add more insight into
what happens in a peer collaborative classroom and how it affects the quality
of student writing, the socialization of students, and students' attitudes

toward writing.
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Chapter Summary

Chapter III presented the methodology used to gather descriptive data
for investigating the effects of peer collaboration on the quality of college
freshman composition students' writing, on the socialization of students, and
on their attitudes toward writing. Chapter IV will report the analysis of the

data collected from the investigation.
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CHAPTER IV

Data Analysis

The purpose of this chapter is to analyze data collected from the

Mvestigation of the effects of peer collaboration on the quality of community
college freshman composition students' writing, on their socialization, and
O their attitudes toward writing. Three questions were asked in this study:

1. What are the effects of peer collaboration on the quality of

community college freshmen’s writing?

2. What are the effects of peer collaboration on the socialization of

community college freshman composition students?

3. What are the effects of peer collaboration on community college

freshmen's attitudes toward writing?

Data were collected from four sources: the students, the key
informant, the teacher, and the observer. The various techniques and
Methods used to organize and analyze the data are described in this chapter
Under the following categories: (a) survey A; (b) writing sample A; (c)

Observation notes; (d) audio-taped notes; (e) key informant interviews; (f)

Survey B; (g) writing sample B; and (h) summary.

Attitude Survey A

Scale
A survey was administered to the 15 students during the first week of

the course to elicit responses which would reflect the students’ attitudes

,,,,,
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toward writing (see Appendix A, pp.159-160). In addition, students
responded to statements addressing attitudes toward writing frequency,
writing in other courses and career, writing as being easy and grades in

English, attendance, and peer collaboration.

Survey A provided students’ numerical responses, utilizing a scale
with a range of 1-5 (1- Strongly Disagree; 2- Disagree; 3- Neither (neither agree
nor disagree); 4- Agree; 5- Strongly Agree; and DK- Don't Know). Number 1
indicated a strong dislike for writing, and 5 indicated a strong like for writing.

The DK response was counted as having no value.

Statement Mean Scores

Statement mean scores are listed under Table 1 (pp. 80-81). The mean
of the subjects' responses to statements addressing liking and enjoying
writing was 3.15 (.31). Henceforth, standard deviations will be included
within parentheses. The mean of the subjects' responses to statements
addressing writing frequency was 3.1¢ (.19). The mean of the subjects’
responses to statements addressing writing in other courses and career was
4.13 (.58). The mean of the subjects' responses to writing as easy and grades
was 2.69 (.23). The mean of the subjects' responses to attendance was 2.76
(1.20). The mean of the subjects' responses to peer collaboration was 4.13 (.18).

All fifteen student responses were averaged together, except those
students who responded DK, for Don't Know. The DK responses were

counted as having no value and were not included in the mean scores. The



,,z)

79

total mean of the statement mean scores was 3.29 (.66). Table 1 lists actual
statements, clustered according to topic, mean scores, standard deviations,

and DK responses.

Subject mean scores for survey A are listed in Appendix A, p. 161.

Analysis of Survey A Responses

Statements 1, 3, 4, 5, 7, 12, 14, and 15 addressed students' attitudes
toward writing. The mean score of these statements was 3.15 (.31). There was
a total of 11 DK responses.

Statements 9 and 11 addressed students' writing frequency. The mean
score of these statements was 3.14 (.19) . There was a total of 0 DK responses.

Statements 8, 10, and 19 addressed students' attitudes toward writing in
other courses and their careers. The mean score of these statements was 4.13

(.58). There was a total of 0 DK responses.

Statements 2, 13, and 17 addressed students' attitudes toward writing as

easy and grades. The mean score of these statements was 2.69 (.23). There was

a total of 3 DK responses.

Statements 6 and 18 addressed students' attendance. The mean score of
these statements was 2.76 (1.2). There was a total of 9 DK responses.
Statements 16 and 20 addressed students' attitudes toward peer

collaboration. The mean score of these statements was 4.13(.18). There was a

total of 12 DK responses.
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Table 1

Statement Mean Scores on Survey A

(Standard Deviations are within Parentheses)

80

Statement
Likes/Enjoys Writing Mean Score DK
1. [Ilike to write essays. 329 (83) 1
3. Ienjoy developing paragraphs. 2.77  (93) 2
4. English courses are enjoyable. 313 (.99) 0
5. Tenjoy creating transitions. 2.80 (.92) 5
7. Tlike my peers to read my writing assignments. 293 (1.07) 1
12. Ienjoy talking about my writing with my teachers.  3.20 (1.31) 1
14. Ienjoy talking about topics that I plan to write about. 3.50 (1.16) 1
15. 1like my teachers to read my assignments. 3.60 (1.18) 0
Mean 315 (31) 11
Writing Frequency
9. 1 write in a journal often. 3.00 (1.20) 0
11. T use my writing ability every day. 3.27 (1.10) 0
Mean 3.14 (19 0
Writing in Other Courses and Career
8. Learning to write will help me in my other courses. 4.40 (1.06) 0
10. Writing should be a requirement in other academic
courses. 3.47 (1.36) 0
19. Learning to write will help me in my career. 453 (.64) 0
Mean 413 (.58) 0
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Table 1 (Continued)
i .
| Statement Mean Scores on Survey A
i (Standard Deviations are within Parentheses)
|
| Statement
|
Writing as Easy/Grades Mean Score DK
2. Writing essays is easy. 243 (94) 1
13.  Choosing topics to write about is generally easy
for me. 2.87 (1.25) 0
17. Iget good grades in English. 2.77  (.93) 2
Mean 269 (23) 3
Attendance
6. Irarely miss more than three classes during
one semester. 1.91 (.83) 4
18. I never miss more than 3 classes during a semester. 3.60 (1.43) 5
Mean 276 (1.2) 9

Peer Collaboration
16. I would recommend peer collaborative learning

to my friends. 4.00 (94 5

20. Peer collaboration could help other students to
improve their writing. 4.25 (1.16) 7
Mean 413 (.18) 12

Composite Mean 3.29 (.66)
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Results from Writing Sample A

Prompt

During the first week of class, students were asked to write a narrative
essay. The prompt, modeled after criteria set by the Maryland Writing Project
(Project Basic Office, 1985), read as follows: "Write a well developed essay

telling a story about an incident which drastically changed your attitude

toward a person."

Scoring

The 15 essays were scored holistically by two raters, having at least five
years experience in teaching composition. A modified analytic scale designed
from Cooper and Odell (1977) focused on skills emphasized in the English :
Composition 101 course taught at the community college. The scale listed
Prominent features of writing emphasized in the English Composition 101 :

i
;

COurse. A rating was indicated by a 4 or 3, high, 2, medium, 1, low, and 0,

s ssyneiE

indicating no observable presence of the feature. A 4.0 rating scale was
Modeled after the letter grades of A-F, with respective quality points. The
values of high, medium, and low were used as a general means to describe a
Student's rating, and thus quality of writing. The subjects’ total number of
Quality points were averaged to assess the students' quality of writing on a 4.0
Scale. The analytic scale was adopted because of the attention to specific
features of writing and distinctions made regarding the quality of writing.

The scale listed clarity, diction, organization, and punctuation as prominent

features of narrative writing (see Appendix B, p. 166). The total points
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fanged from 0-4. The items, as they were listed on the rating sheet, are listed
om 0-4. :

in Taple 2.

Results

Writing sample A scores are listed in Appendix B, p. 167. The average

le.
Score of the subjects was 1.86 (1.13) on a 4.0 scale

Table 2

Holistic Scoring Scale
\\g‘

L. Clarity (Are the ideas clearly stated?)

D i ?
2. Diction (Are words used appropriately?) | |
. i €10
3. Organization (Are the ideas arranged in a recognizable shap
* rg

i (6] the
gUlde rea , te t

whole?) - | ?
Punctuation (Is punctuation appropriately utilized in the essay?)
unctuation

Observation Notes

Recurrent themes emerged from students'’ behav1or. arj: s::le:tcs :
i s D
choices of essay topics (see transcripts of observatloxT notes:izn i}; o
169). The researcher noted themes from the group mt.er.ac ’ -
“©llaboration, The definition of socialization and specific themes

initi socialization, with
inclug d under the following categories: (a) definition of ,
€d under
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illustrations; (b) individual and group response; (c) females' and males' roles;
(d) minorities' and special students' roles; (e) nonverbal communication; and
(f) problem solving. Each category includes an approximate percentage of
theme representation in the observation notes. Percentages were derived
from subjective demarkation of the number of sentences, which
demonstrated specific themes. If totaled, percentzges will exceed 100%
because of the overlap in themes. That is, students' interaction was complex

in that it consisted of more than one theme at one time.

Socialization

Definition. Defined by the Encyclopedia of School Administration and
Supervision (Gorton et al., 1988), socialization, caled social learning, is the
process by which individuals acquire self confidence, systems for classifying
and describing people, social interaction skills, and a sense of belonging to a
group. Socialization among students was the focus of the observation notes.
Illustrations of the definition for socialization are below.

Self Confidence. By the third week of the semester, the process of

socialization within the peer collaborative classrcom became apparent.
During the process of socialization, students appeared to be developing self
confidence among a group of peers. Self confidence seemed to be coupled
with camaraderie, in that students appeared to reach a level of informality
which permitted dialogic interaction. Students seemed to be confident
enough in themselves to relate to one another informally. Students sat in a

circle; the room resembled a dining hall, where s:udents sit at close proximity
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to one another and socialize in a group. Through socialization, students

seemed to be developing self confidence.

During the socialization, group members acquired the self confidence
to refer to one another by first name; many used familiar, affectionate
nicknames when referring to one another. For example, Stuart soon became
Stu. Susan became Sue, and Annette became Net. Nicknamed students
seemed to accept their peer collaborative classroom identity. There were no
apparent objections to using nicknames. According to the teacher, nicknames
seemed to be characteristic of the group's informal identity. The teacher said,
"I believe they are indicators of how students feel about themselves and one
another. Nicknames are students' ways of being social with one another to
achieve a sort of identity within the group" (see Appendix D, p. 233).
Nicknames appeared to be linked to self confidence, in that students felt
comfortable enough to relate to one another informally. The use of familiar,
affectionate nicknames seemed to be part of the process of socialization in this
peer collaborative classroom.

By the fourth week, humour seemed to become part of the
socialization process to form a group identity. Sometimes humour appeared
to be used to temper criticism having to do with weaknesses of a student's
writing. For example, while Susan read her essay, she stumbled over certain
sentences. She laughed saying they were too long and she needed a breath

before punctuation indicated that she could take one.
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Stuart joked that Susan could read her writing to "practice underwater
swimming," meaﬁing that she had to hold her breath for long intervals while
reading because of improper punctuation (see Appendix C, p. 207).

Another time, Annette joked, "That's okay; we're in delinquent
spelling class" (see Appendix C, p. 208).

Another time a student joked, "Women [have] no place on a
workboat" (see Appendix C, p. 217). Humour comprised approximately 30%
of the sentences on the pages. Humour seemed to be a significant element of
socialization within the peer collaborative classroom. The teacher suggested
that humour within the peer collaborative classroom enhanced the group's
cohesiveness. The teacher said, "Jokes sort of help the students bond with
one another. Students are friendly with one another through joking" (see
Appendix D, p. 233). Students were friendly with one another through
humour, which seemed to be characteristic of the socialization process to
form group identity.

Before the fifth week, the group's identity of being informal seemed to
promote self reports of errors and weaknesses. Students recognized their own
errors and weaknesses in the writing. For example, Annette told her peers
during a reading that she knew her transitions were weak because she,
herself, was having difficulty making connections between the ideas:

"I had problems with transitions, for sure." Annette reported that she
was having difficulty writing. "I had a problem with writing that paper,"
Annette confessed (see Appendix C, p. 178). Students often asked questions,

having to do with their own writing weaknesses.
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"I have problems with tense, too. Mrs. B., what do you do with
pronouns that don't match nouns as far as tense?" (see Appendix C, p. 185).

Students appeared to pose criticism in question form, sometimes
saying, "I want to ask a question for me. . . like she used. . . what should I do?"
(see Appendix C, p. 181).

Self-reporting of errors and weaknesses comprised a relatively small
percentage of the sentences on the pages. Students' self-reporting was
noteworthy because of its possible link to self and group identity, affecting
students' writing. The teacher said that she encouraged students' reports of
errors and weaknesses in writing, because she believed self-reporting could
enhance identity. The teacher said, "Jokes . .. accompany self-reporting of
errors; they seem to enable students to feel more comfortable with their roles
as writers in a group. I encourage jokes and self-reporting of errors" (see
Appendix D, p. 234). Through self-reporting, students seemed to be
developing self-identity as writers, as well as group identity. Students also
seemed to develop a sense of classifying and describing people.

Classifying and Describing Other People. Within the collaborative
classroom, students seemed to separate into two social groups, one JTPA
group and one self-paid group. A misuse of standard English seemed to be
employed by students belonging to the JTPA group, while the self-paid group
seemed to employ standard English. Intentional misuse of standard English
by JTPA students occurred after the third week when students appeared to be
comfortable in the classroom. Intentional misuse seemed to be indicated by a

change in intonation and loudness of the words.
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For example one JTPA student, Yvonne, wrote a compare/contrast
composition about JTPA students and self-paid students, in which she
addressed negative attitudes of what appeared to be opposing factions in the
classroom. Apparently, Yvonne felt that she and her cohorts were being
discriminated against because their tuition had been provided for by a special
grant.

Yvonne prefaced her reading with the statement: "This ain't what you
might be expectin' (see Appendix C, p. 187). Nonstandard English was
employed at the outset of the reading, perhaps to prepare Yvonne's peers for
the difficult lesson they were about to receive.

The composition appeared to be written to say that there was an
inherent problem which prevailed over the classroom at times, and Yvonne
wanted to end the misunderstandings which caused it. While the essay was
being read, Yvonne's peers read copies of Yvonne's paper silently along with
her, as they fidgeted in their seats.

Yvonne read, "Paying students need to open their eyes instead of their
mouths. . .." No one else spoke. (see Appendix C, p. 187)

After the reading, Yvonne appeared to apologize, "I thought there
needed to be somethin' read, since others know [of this problem]" (see
Appendix C, p. 188). Yvonne seemed to speak with confidence, explaining to
her peers in her own choice of words that there was a problem which needed
to be resolved.

Yvonne's choice of words, at times, was a combination of nonstandard

English and profanity (see Appendix C, p. 188). No one expressed objection to
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her word choice, thus making it acceptable for the occasion. Her use of the
English language seemed to indicate her security in an environment which
Permitteq Open discussion of student concerns. A debate ensued, which
addressed 5 problem and possible solutions.

Mark, a self-paid student, seemed to apologize for the

misuﬂderstanding, "I guess I never really knew there was a difference" (see

Appendix C, p. 188).
A minority student stated, "I don't know what a financially funded
*fudent is." There seemed to be some confusion. (see Appendix C, p. 188)

During the three-minute, silent reading of Yvonne's paper, students
Whispered to one another, evidencing opposing factions which had not been
4S8 visible to the researcher before the reading of the composition. Some
Students whg were not governmentally funded expressed that they were
offended by Yvonne's composition.

Annette: "We don't think we're better than you!"

Frank: '1 didn't even know you were JTPA students.”
Yvonne: "There have been several comments coming from that side

of the room about us comin' here for free. And we, on this side of the room
Wanted to g you that it's not easy for us to be here" (see Appendix C, p. 188).
Yvonne's writing had explained to her peers that before most JTPA
Students coylg leave home for class, they had to feed, bathe, and clothe
children, taking some to a sitter, others to meet a school bus. Yvonne seemed

to be telling her peers that JTPA students worked hard before coming to
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college, for no pay, and that perhaps JTPA students had a right to an
education -- even one paid for by a government grant.

Yvonne argued, "We have children and must get them off to school in
the morning before coming to class -- because [God] knows, we don't want
them to suffer what we have" (see Appendix C, p. 187).

Self-paid students seemed to be sympathetic, expressing their feelings
through facial features and whispers. However, many of the students did not
seem convinced that the JTPA students were any different than self-paid
students.

Annette: "You think we don't work? Well my parents do not pay my
tuition. I have to do house chores in order to reimburse my mom and dad
for college tuition" (see Appendix C, p. 189).

Mark: "T work at a fast food chain to pay my college expenses” (see
Appendix C, p. 189). Other students joined in the dialog to express that they
worked to pay their expenses. The classroom was tense and uncomfortable
for at least twenty minutes, but afterward a bonding seemed to occur between
the groups, the JTPA students and the self-paid students. According to the
teacher, "The students got to know one another on a more informal level,"
because of Yvonne's essay which described and classified the two groups that
she observed to be existing in the class (see Appendix D, p. 234). Classifying
and describing other people comprised approximately 90% of the sentences
on the pages. The teacher believed that the students' ability for classifying

and describing other people enhanced students' social interaction. The
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teacher said, "I think [the students] may have grown from the skills that it
took to 'mend those fences™ (see Appendix D, p. 234).

Social Interaction . The controversy over Yvonne's essay seemed to
cause tension in the classroom, which required social interaction. The
teacher often redirected the focus of discussion, when students seemed to be
at a loss as to what to do.

For example, after Yvonne's reading, the teacher joked, "No one had
any trouble understanding what Yvonne was trying to say, I suppose.”

Annette responded, "I am upset by the paper” (see Appendix C, p. 189).
Other students appeared to be uneasy. After much discussion the teacher
redirected students' attention to the technical devices used in the writing.

The teacher asked, "How could Yvonne have said this better?" (see
Appendix C, p. 190).

Students seemed to follow the teacher's example in abandoning any
further discussion which might continue the controversy. The day's lesson
seemed to include more than a study of writing. The teacher seemed to
demonstrate social behavior to the students on how to exit a difficult
situation. JTPA students and self-paid students joined together in regaining a
shared purpose for the reading of the essay. Its content was discussed
extensively which led to its mechanics, organization, and tone. The focus
shifted from content to mechanics; the choice of words and disposition of the
class shifted to a more formal level. The shift seemed to require social

interaction among the group members.
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The JTPA students and the self-paid students seemed to share a

Cohesivenegs because they learned more about one another, specifically how
€ach gr oup felt about how tuition was paid. After class, Yvonne and Annette

walked together -- talking and smiling. One student, Susan, proudly

Announced that she and her peers did not lack for topics about which to write

(see Appendix C, p. 190).
Another student smiled and shook her head from side to side, saying,

"You never know what's going to happen in this class" (see Appendix C,
P-190). The teacher suggested that the tension between the two groups
enthanced gocja] interaction. She said, "While we were very uncomfortable
With the topic and the language used by Yvonne, the conflict had a positive
Outcome" (see Appendix D, p. 234). The problem between the JTPA and the
Self-paid students appeared to be resolved through social interaction. Social
Interaction comprised approximately 75%-80% of the sentences on the pages
Sense of Belonging to a Group. Students, seated in a circle, appeared to
be closer to one another in ways other than proximity. They had a common
80al, and they seemed to like working together for the purpose of learning
how ¢o write. Students seemed to like to write for one another. In their
Writing they were willing to share personal experiences with one another,
Which seemed to provide a warm learning environment. One example of

this sharing was the student who shared private anecdotes about being a

Waterman's daughter.
One reason this particular anecdote was noted was that Eastern Shore

Watermen and their families have a reputation for being private people who
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distrust thoge whom they refer to as outsiders. Anyone who is not a native

Eastern Shoreman is considered an outsider. Cindy's positive attitude toward
her peers seemed to prompt her to trust them enough to share water

adVentures that were rarely shared with non-natives.

In her writing, Cindy explained the routine of the waterman.

She read, "To be a successful clammer you must first get up very early,
way before sun up. You should eat a big breakfast, preferably hot. Dress very
warm if it's winter time and pack a hearty lunch. Carry a large thermos of
Coffee and cigarettes if you smoke" (see Appendix C, p. 216 and Appendix F,
b- 24e). Cindy later described her waterman father, telling of the ritualistic
thermos of coffee (the blacker, the better), the idling motor of the old pickup

truck that sheltered the clammer who surveyed the "cam” water

Sur Tounding his clam boat.
Cindy also told that the clammer had outsmarted the keen eye of the

"Marine man" by placing the small clams in the bottom of the basket and the
larger Ones on top -- representing his catch of the day.
"The old timers," Cindy explained, "weren't used to no rules for

“Atehin' clams.” She winked and smiled at her peers. A warm laughter filled

the classroom as Cindy spoke of the Eastern Shore waterman -- “a dying

breed" (see Appendix C, p. 217).

Joyce exclaimed, "T loved it!"

Stuart teased, "Do you clam with your father?”

Cindy quipped, "Often!" (see Appendix C, p. 217).
The class pressed her to tell more about the life of the clammer.
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Cindy concluded with, "After you pick your limit, head on in. Gossip
with all the old watermen about your catch. Unload your boat and take your
clams to market" (see Appendix C, p. 217 and Appendix F, p. 246). Every
member of the group seemed to be actively involved in the class discussion,
asking questions and even telling a few stories they had heard about
watermen. In an interview with the researcher, the teacher suggested that
students liked writing about topics that they could share with their peers.

According to the teacher, sharing topics seemed to be a catalyst for
promoting group membership. The teacher said, "Students need to feel
comfortable with the topics that they write about -- after all in the peer
collaborative class, there is a rather active, participating audience. I find that
students like to find topics that they want to share with their peers" (see
Appendix D, p. 234). Shared topics seemed to affect the group's sense of
belonging. Sense of belonging to a group comprised approximately 80% of the
sentences on the pages. The students appeared genuinely interested in
socializing with one another about personal experiences, which seemed to be
indicative of students sharing a sense of belonging to the group.

Socialization is defined in terms of (a) self confidence, (b) classifying
and describing people, (c) social interaction, and (d) a sense of belonging to a
group. Through socialization, within the peer collaborative classroom,
distinct themes emerged: (a) individual and group response, (b) females' and
males' roles, (c) minorities' and special students' roles, (d) nonverbal
communication, and (e) problem solving. These themes are discussed and

illustrated in the following sections.
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Individual and Group Response. Individual response refers to a

reaction by one member of the group. Group response refers to a reaction by
more than one member of the group. In the peer collaborative classroom
each individual student was held accountable to the group of peers, the
teacher, and self for reading and writing assignments. By the end of the
fourth week, students seemed to be engaged in analyzing writing to prepare
individual and group responses. Students were required to become familiar
with their textbooks. For example, during silent readings students referred to
their English handbook, dictionary, and notes in order to make corrections on
their peers' papers.

Modeling of this behavior was demonstrated by the teacher. In
addition, stronger students modeled behavior for weaker students.
Immediate feedback was necessary to present to the author of the essay, so
students could not delay in looking up rules and words in reference sources.
Further, not only were students responsible for determining what was weak
in a peer's paper, students were responsible for suggesting how to strengthen
specific words, sentences, paragraphs, and essays. Students were responsible
for responding both individually and as a group.

At the beginning of the class period, individual students promptly
placed their desks in a circle to form a contingent group. Usually one student
initiated the dissemination of papers, saying, "I'll go first this time; I want to
see what you all think about my story" (see Appendix C, p. 200). After the
teacher entered the room and took her seat in the circle, one of the students

instructed his/her peers to "follow along silently" (see Appendix C, p. 200).
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Students appeared to work independent of the teacher. The students took
their cue and responded to their peer's request. During the reading,
individual students used their pens to mark on the paper as they recognized
strengths and weaknesses, critical to the group discussion after the reading.
Through individual and group response, students offered one another
feedback.

Joyce, during the reading of a peer's paper, wanted to know how to spell
the word "field," so she immediately searched her dictionary for the correct
spelling (see Appendix C, p. 192). She circled the word, and later corrected her
peer, instructing the group that "i-e" words were problematic for most writers.
Later, Yvonne, a take charge type, instructed Kevin and the group on how to

spell the word, "accommodate."

Kevin responded somewhat defensively, with his shoulders back and his

head cocked, "Oh yea?" (see Appendix C, p. 208).

Annette came to the rescue of Kevin and the group with humor, "That's
okay; we're in delinquent spelling class" (see Appendix C, p. 208).

Kevin laughed and corrected his spelling, saying, "I should have looked
that up" (see Appendix C, p. 208).

Tonesia seemed to sum up the group's feelings, "It's embarrassing to
spell a word wrong in this class -- you have to face your friends" (see Appendix
C, p- 209). She grinned. Individuals seemed to temper their comments for the
benefit of the group. According to the teacher, students responded to one

another's writing as individuals and as a group during the socialization
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€xperience of peer collaboration for the purpose of enhancing the quality of
Writing,

At the end of the semester, the teacher had a backlog of students'
€Ssays, so she divided the class into four small groups. Since the students
were familiar with the process of collaborative learning, they immediately
began reading and responding to one another's paper. They did not depend
On the instructor for guidance; they acted independently as they offered
“Onstructive criticism to their peers. The teacher briefly sat in on each group,
acting a5 facilitator. Sometimes she asked questions about writing mechanics,
If the Students seemed unable to respond to a certain question, the teacher
Would tell them where to find the answer; otherwise, the students acted
individually and as a group to analyze one another's writing.

Students seemed to become individual and group learners. They
Teferred to the English handbook and dictionary -- and even reminded the
teacher of what rules had been stressed during previous sessions. They made
Notations on peers' writing. They proffered immediate feedback in an open

diSCUssion, explaining strengths and weaknesses of the writing (see Appendix
C P. 208). The theme of individual and group response comprised
apPl’oximately 75%-80% of the sentences on the pages. Students actively
Participated jn learning to write, as individuals and as a group, even while

“Ontroversial themes emerged: females' and males' roles.
males' and Males' Roles. There were 10 females and 5 males in the

Fe

class. The 2:1 ratio between females and males in the class presented

differences in opinion, which seemed to be based on gender. Topics such a
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baseball, teen pregnancy, contraception, changing oil in a car, and sewing a
Pillow seemed to result in debates between the sexes. The aforementioned
topics occurred by the seventh week of the semester. For example, after Greg
read hijs €ssay on baseball, there was banter among the males about the game.
Most of the females remained silent until Cindy complained that she was

"absolutely lost" in the discussion.
Greg's response was that he "thought everybody knew a little

SOmething about baseball” (see Appendix C, p. 195).
A visible difference of opinion seemed to result between the female

Students and the male students. Mark was appalled that anyone could be so

Uninformed about sports.
Mark asked Annette, "Where have you lived all your life? Baseball is
the American sport!" (see Appendix C, p. 195). Susan protested, arguing that

tennis coulg be considered the American sport and that one was not

UnAmerjcan just because she did not understand baseball. While the female

Students and the male students debated the issue, neither appeared to be
Offendeq. They seemed to enjoy rehashing an age-old issue. According to the
teacher, socialization in the peer collaborative learning environment seemed
t0 permijt open debate, which may have affected the quality of students’
Writing and their attitudes toward writing (see Appendix D, p. 235).

Other topics which provoked gender roles to be more distinctive were
the issues of teen pregnancy and contraceptives. Tonesia read her essay on

Preventing teen pregnancy, which suggested that both females and males

shoulqg guard against it. Tonesia read, "Both sexes are responsible -- boys and
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girls" (see Appendix C, p. 204). The discussion resulted in distinct lines
between those who thought the responsibility of using contraceptives rested
more with the female and those who thought the responsibility rested more
with the male.

The female students and the male students verbally dueled. A
consensus formed: Both the teenage female and the teenage male should
share an equal responsibility for using contraceptives. The group was spirited
and maintained a positive attitude. Students seemed to actively participate in
class discussion, socialization, which may have affected the development of
written communication skills.

The teacher said, "There is always going to be the battle of the sexes, so
students need to gain a better understanding of where they stand on various
issues" (see Appendix D, p. 235). According to the teacher, the controversial
female versus male issues seemed to encourage the students to socialize with
one another in the peer collaborative classroom.

Another topic which seemed to divide the genders dealt with car
maintenance. Joyce read her essay on the process of changing the oil in a car.

When she read the title of her essay, Keven winked at Mark who
smiled as if to say, "How can a woman write about such a process usually
viewed as a man's job?" (see Appendix C, p. 218).

When Joyce completed her reading, Kevin confessed, "I'll bet she can
do it better than I can!" (see Appendix C, p. 218).

Apparently, the content of the paper convinced the males that females

have the ability to perform oil changes just as do males. The teacher said,
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"After the essay on car maintenance, students seemed to have a better
understanding of one another. You could say they respected one another's
point of view" (see Appendix D, p. 235). The teacher suggested that the
discussion which followed the reading seemed to unite the genders in the
classroom, making them respectfully aware that gender had little or no effect
on one's ability to change oil in a car.

Annette's essay on how to sew a pillow seemed to create a division
between the genders. While the females were willing to learn to change oil
in a car, it appeared that the males were not willing to learn to sew a pillow.
Greg drummed his fingers on his desk as Annette read through terms such as
basting, staystitching, seam, and gather. He rolled his eyes at Kevin, who
grinned as if in approval of his peer's rudeness. Annette stumbled over
many of her words. She seemed to be nervously responding to her audience.

After the reading Annette was dismayed saying, "It's not a good essay,
anyway." Susan tried to comfort her saying, "I found it very informative,
since it's been a long time since I've sewn" (see Appendix C, p. 214). The
males had little to say, although their long audible sighs hurried the group on
to the next essay. The teacher suggested that while the writing topic of sewing
did not unite the genders, it appeared to aid them in better understanding
their audience. The teacher said that writing for a diverse group, such as
males and females, may "have a bearing on audience awareness" (see
Appendix D, p. 235). Since the male members of the audience did not appear

interested in the topic, there was a concession made -- students moved

quickly to the next essay, and to a different topic.
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The 2:1 ratio between females and males in the class presented
differences of opinion, which seemed to be based on gender. The theme of
females ang males comprised approximately 10% of the sentences on the

Pages, Topics such as baseball, teen pregnancy, contraception, car
Maintenance, and sewing seemed to result in debates between the sexes.

Open debate seemed to permit students to express their differences of opinion

*-and in some cases, students agreed to disagree.
The socialization within the peer collaborative learning environment

Seemed to permit open debate, which may have affected the quality of
Students' writing and their attitudes toward writing. The teacher said, "I

think debates [between the sexes] encourage students to participate in class.

Debates are a way of socializing in the real world, so to speak" (see Appendix

D, p. 235). The students seemed to benefit from the experience, including

Minorities and special students.
Minorities' and Special Students' Roles. Minorities and special

Students routinely registered for their course selection on the campus, which
includeq this English compositon course. The peer collaborative instructional
Method is dependent upon the interaction between and among students.
Minoritjes and special students experienced an equal part in the educational
€xchange. Minorities, while at the outset of the semester grouped together,
integrated with the other students as the semester progressed. Students
Seemed to become comfortable with one another; racial discrimination was

10t apparent in the peer collaborative classroom. The topic, such as the
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previously discussed issue of teen pregnancy, aided in illustrating this
observation.

For example the student, Tonesia, informed the group, in her writing,
that the problem of teen pregnancy was not indigenous to any one race or
socioeconomic group. Tonesia said that the problem of teen pregnancy was
not limited to one race or socioeconomic group (see Appendix C, p. 204).
Minority students and others agreed that the issue exceeded the bounds of the
aforementioned factors and was one to be reckoned with before American
society reached a crisis.

The teacher said, "Students socialize with one another in this peer
collaborative class, so they get to know one another, and they do not seem to
allow race to be a problem. It is a problem in America, and I don't deny its
existence. But it truly does not seem to be a problem in the peer collaborative
class. Students must work together to achieve a common goal." (see
Appendix D, p. 236).

According to the teacher, while racial discrimination continues to
survive in American society, it seemed to diminish in this classroom while
minority and other students worked together to achieve a common goal --
students were working to improve their writing through socialization in a
peer collaborative class.

Special students also actively participated in the peer collaborative

class. During the fourth week, Stuart, a student with multiple sclerosis,

wheeled his chair to class, strategically placing it where he could be visible to
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all his peers. Previously, he had been placing his wheelchair behind another
student, where he was not visible (see Appendix C, p. 184).

He later confided in the researcher that the class was so comfortable to
him that he felt it was therapeutic. Stuart said, "I like this way of learning.
I'm involved at all times -- talking to other pecple about writing and
everything. It's like therapy!" (see Appendix D, p. 232). He was excited when
he told the teacher and the researcher, that he appreciated the peer
collaborative learning experience, believing he had benefitted from it
extensively. The teacher said, "[Stuart] represents all the others. . . . He seems
to like the group activity and has benefitted a great deal from it" (see
Appendix D, p. 236). According to the teacher, Stuart's testimony about his
experience, as well as his success in the course, seemed to reflect other
students' attitudes toward the course and writing.

Greg, a student with a speech impediment, read his essays although he
had difficulty pronouncing words having "r" sounds. At the beginning of the
semester, he stumbled over many of the "r" wards, but as the semester
progressed, during the fifth week, his reading seemed to improve, and he
seemed to relax more (see Appendix C, p. 182). His face did not appear to
redden and his hands did not appear to tremble after the fifth week. He had
not informed the teacher about his handicap, so it was never directly
addressed.

However, the other students were aware of Greg's handicap and
seemed to approach his writing with positive emphasis -- even when there

were writing weaknesses to be discussed. Gregseemed to appreciate the

““““
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feedback and his writing seemed to improve. The teacher said that
oftentimes, Greg would "thank his peers"for their comments (see Appendix
D, p. 236).

Susan, a student with a self-reported emotional handicap (see
Appendix D, p. 180), began the course saying that she could not read in front
of the class. No pressure was placed upon her, but she was told to do the best
she could. When it came her turn to read, she was asked to try. She did. Her
face grew red from her neck up, and her fingers trembled (see Appendix C,

p- 180). Each time, however, she grew less nervous.

Once, she hesitated saying, "I just don't think I can do it." (see
Appendix C, p. 180) Her peers were aware of her handicap and they cheered
her on before she read, and after she read they actually applauded (see
Appendix C, p. 180). In her case, success seemed to breed success. In an
interview with the researcher she stated that the class was the "best thing" for
her (see Appendix D, pp. 227).

Dawn, another student with an emotional handicap, entered the
course with a note from a psychologist saying that she should not be required
to give oral presentations. The teacher and the researcher were perplexed as
to what to do with her, so the teacher approached her outside of class
reiterating what the researcher had advised the class concerning the peer
collaborative teaching strategy.

Dawn insisted on staying in the class, preferring it to the traditionally
taught course which was offered on the same days during the same time.

Dawn never read her essays aloud in class, and she rarely spoke about others'.
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She did, however, respond nonverbally, shaking her head in affirmation,
smiling, frowning, etc. For example, during Cindy's reading of her essay on
the habits of a waterman, she seemed to enjoy what was expressed. Dawn
smiled during the reading as her eyes took in the words (see Appendix C,

p. 218).

Afterward, Dawn looked at Cindy and smiled with approval. When
another student commented on how cleverly the essay was written, Dawn
looked at Cindy and nodded her head. During Annette's reading of the rough
draft of her research paper, there was a lack of transition at one point. Dawn's
eyebrows furrowed and she looked up at her peers, indicating that something
was wrong. Others appeared to recognize her signals and responded verbally
(see Appendix C, p. 214).

During an interview with the researcher, Dawn extolled the many
advantages of peer collaborative learning.

When queried about whether or not she would register for another
peer collaborative learning course, Dawn replied, "Absolutely, I learn more
this way" (see Appendix D, p. 230). According to the teacher, Dawn's attitude
toward writing was positive, and the teacher believed the socialization in peer
collaboration helped Dawn to improve the quality of her writing. The teacher
said, "I think socializing and camaraderie with the students actually helped
Dawn to improve her writing" (see Appendix D, p. 237).

The peer collaborative classroom seemed to maximize the socialization
between and among the students, including minorities and special students.

The theme of minorities and special students comprised approximately 35%



106

of the sentences on the pages. Minorities and special students experienced an
€qual opportunity for exchanging ideas with their peers for the purpose of
learning to write in the peer collaborative classroom. Minority and special

Students mixed with their peers, which reflected in both verbal and

Nonverbal communication.

Nonverbal Communication. Nonverbal communication appeared to

be Prevalent in the peer collaborative classroom. Students seemed

COmpassionate toward one another as human beings. Students could touch
One another. For example, moments before Mark read his essay Annette
Patted his arm, offering him encouragement. She did not communicate
Verbally, but her gestures seemed to provide an expression of compassion for

another human being, which seemed to aid Mark, who was a red head with

fair skin that revealed his blood flow when he grew nervous. Annette looked i)
!

him in the eyes and smiled; he returned her gesture and began reading his

€ssay -- seemingly with confidence (see Appendix C, p. 198).
The teacher noted that a camaraderie appeared to exist among the

Students, which appeared in their nonverbal communication. The teacher
Said, "[The students] seem to share an affection for one another and show it

Oftentimes without words" (see Appendix D, p. 233). Students' nonverbal

COmmunication seemed to demonstrate affection which may have bonded

the group together for the purpose of learning how to write.
The student called Cindy is a prime example of how the students

interacted with one another using nonverbals and touch. Cindy always

angled her chair in the circle and sat on one leg. Her demeanor was
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exemplary in that she smiled at her peers across from her, while her right
arm almost touched her neighbor's. She usually presented constructive
criticism with an audible clearing of the throat which seemed to indicate the
humble position that she took (see Appendix C, p. 215). Her caricatured
gestures infectiously evoked smiles and even laughter from her peers.

In an interview with Cindy, a JTPA student, she told the researcher, "I
needed these guys or I never would have made it. I'm a high school dropout
-- I never thought I could learn how to write. Besides I was bored sittin' in
those classes where you had to just listen and take notes. I mean I take notes
in this class but I talk a lot, too" (see Appendix D, p. 229).

When the researcher asked Cindy if she thought she could succeed in
classes without her peers, she responded with, "Of course -- I know I can do it
now. Your peers give you faith in yourself' (see Appendix D, p. 229). Cindy's

| confidence level seemed to be enhanced because of her experience with peer
1 collaborative learning. Cindy thought that the quality of her writing
improved because of the peer collabortive method of teaching.

At the close of the interview, she winked and touched the researcher's

\

|

} arm saying, "I never knew teachers were just people who taught." Cindy
smiled, offering the researcher a nonverbal communication of appreciation
| (see Appendix D, p. 229). The theme of nonverbal communication
comprised approximately 15% of the sentences on the pages. Nonverbal
communication seemed to be an element of the socialization process within

the peer collaborative classroom, which also yielded to problem solving.
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The teacher oten delivered a problem solving task

Problem Solving.

to the peer collaborative g

ask the students to analyze the organization of the essay, naming the method

roup. After each student reading, the teacher would

of introduction, the thesis statement, some transitional words and phrases,

and method of conclusion. Students were required to examine each essay,

marking its components, for the purpose of evaluating strengths and

weaknesses and to suggest ways to make the essay more effective. While each

student presented suggestions to the group, each was responsible,
individually, for solving the problem of finding ways to improve the essay.

Near the end of the semester, when the teacher divided the group into
four subgroups, she asked the students to examine each other's writing. The
teacher said, "I believe that subgrouping works only after students have been
trained or socialized to working in a group, without constant teacher
direction" (see Appendix D, p. 237).

According to the teacher, the small groups worked effectively to
analyze each student's writing, itemizing its components and addressing
strengths and weaknesses, which was a task of problem solving. Each student
seemed to actively participate. Whether in the large group or small group,
students debated over issues of strengths and weaknesses and how to
improve the communication in the paper.

Based on group interaction, observation notes seemed to indicate that
students learned that there is no one way to write an essay. The multiple
perspectives of the peer collaborative class demonstrated the lesson. Susan,

explained the lesson: "But that's not the only way [the idea] could be stated."
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Susan told her peers, "I like [the essay] -- but we're here to learn better ways to
write" (see Appeﬁdix C, p. 187).  Usually there was a consensus formed about
issues of mechanics, but almost always students were obliged to solve
problems, providing solutions as to how and why an essay could be
improved.

The teacher said, "[Students] are given a problem and solve it quite
readily.” She continued, "Students seem to like solving problems, and I
think it helps them to become more effective writers" (see Appendix D,

p- 237). The teacher suggested that the problem solving tasks seemed to lead to
more positive attitudes toward writing and a higher quality of writing among
students experiencing the peer collaborative learning course in composition.

Problem solving tasks appeared to be characteristic of peer collaborative
learning. Class assignments were only one level of problem solving, which
existed on various levels for students sharing a common task, coming from
diverse backgrounds and abilities. For example, Yvonne presented a problem
when she addressed the conflict between JTPA students and self-paid
students. When she confronted the problem, her peers were visibly
uncomfortable.

Students were faced with the problem of how to react to Yvonne's
essay. There was much disagreement, accompanied by tense moments of
debate, which was handled responsibly by all parties. Students expressed their
views without shouting. An understanding seemed to result from students

joining to solve the problem.
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Another problem-solving task was introduced when the teacher was
unable to attend class because of illness. Annette expressed discontent
because she had worked hard on an assignment and wanted teacher feedback.
Other students echoed Annette's sentiment. When the substitute teacher
disseminated instructions to the class, the group banded together. for the
purpose of solving the problem of the next assignment. Students, in small
groups of 3-4, read the instructions, and peers participated in discussing what
strategy they would use for the next writing assignment (see Appendix C,

p. 197).

Although the group was faced with the problem of a break in their
routine because of the teacher's absence, they solved it by working together on
a new problem. Also, without being told to do so, students read one

another's essays offering constructive criticism.

Students in the peer collaborative classroom were faced with problem
solving tasks on a multitude of levels. They were faced with a weekly writing
assignment which introduced a variety of problems that each student had to
deal with both independently and collectively. The problem of selecting a
topic and tone were seriously considered by the writer, because the peer
collaborative audience represented a multiple perspective which critically
addressed the message of the writing. According to the teacher, audience was
another form of problem faced by the students with each writing assignment,
since the audience was not a undefined entity. The teacher said that "the peer

collaborative audience is a live [one]" (see Appendix D, p. 235). The audience
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was an entity that would react to the writing, engaging in communication

with the writer concerning the strengths and weaknesses of the writing.

According to the teacher, "Students are faced with the problems of

having to determine what method of introduction best suited a particular
topic, diction, method of discourse, paragraph development, transitions, and
method of conclusion” (see Appendix D, p- 237). Mechanics and content were

major considerations for each student in the peer collaborative class.

Both mechanics and content presented problem solving tasks assigned

to each student, and each student was required to solve the problems as

individuals and as a group. The theme of problem solving comprised

approximately 25% of the sentences on the pages. The teacher suggested that

the problem-solving tasks enhanced sociaiization and seemed to contribute to
improving the students' quality of writing and their attitudes toward writing.
Summary. Socialization is a process defined in terms of (a) self-
identity, (b) classifying and describing people, (c) social interaction, and (d) a
sense of belonging to a group. Socializaticn seemed to be key to the
development of the peer collaborative group in which emergent themes
became apparent. Emergent themes were (a) individual and group response,
(b) females' and males' roles, (c) minorities' and special students' roles, (d)
nonverval communication, and (e) problem solving. The socialization
experienced by the students in the peer ccllaborative classroom may have

affected the quality of these community college freshman composition

students' writing and their attitudes toward writing.
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Audiotaped Recordings

Eleven Sessions

The eleven class sessions observed by the researcher were usually tape
Tecorded in order to clarify recurrent themes which emerged. The researcher
listened to and took notes from audiotaped recordings approximately two to
three days after the observed session in order to gain a greater perspective of
what took place inside the classroom. Audiotaped recordings were measured

48ainst observation notes and interview notes for clarification and

exemplification.

Student Awareness

Audiotaped recordings appeared to be noted by the students.

Cindy, on the first day of observation, asked, "Are you going to tape

us?" She pretended to object, and when this researcher asked her if she

Minded, Cindy said, "No, not really" (see Appendix C, p. 171).
Others looked at the researcher rolling their eyes, feigning to be afraid.

Some seemed to be somewhat ill at ease with the audiotaping at first.

When the researcher asked if anyone objected, Susan said, "Not at all --
we're just giving you a hard time" (see Appendix C, p. 172). The researcher
turned on the recorder and began taping. The teacher noted that in minutes
the group seemed to have forgotten that it was on. During subsequent
Observations, the click of the recorder seemed to receive less notice by the

Students. Most students seemed to take little, if any, notice of the recorder.
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Restrictions

Restrictions for audiotaping were placed on the researcher, however, by
a student with an emotional handicap. On occasion, Dawn would ask the
reésearcher not to audiotape on a certain day or during certain minutes of a
class session, Complying with the request, the researcher pressed the stop
button on the tape recorder and continued to write detailed notes based on
the observation. The student's request was honored without question, since

it was the researcher's ethical responsibility to avoid impeding the teaching-

Iearning process, as well as to observe human rights.

Key Informant Interviews

Selection |
This researcher selected a student to assume the role of key informant.

The selection was based on a student's ability to freely interact with peers and

the teacher and the student's willingness to provide information to the

Tesearcher. Susan was selected because she seemed to be articulate and did not
hesitate to ask her teacher and peers questions. She appeared to easily interact

with group members, and she agreed to provide information to the

] : .
Tesearcher. The researcher was not aware of Susan's emotional handicap

when she was selected, but it did not appear to cause any serious problem

with her acting as a key informant. Three interviews were conducted with the

informant. All three were conducted informally (see Appendix D for

interviews, p. 224).
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Questions and Responses

The role of the key informant was to provide information about her
Peers to the researcher. During each interview, the student was asked three
questions: What are your feelings about the peer collaborative class? How do

You think your peers feel about the class? Would you and your peers prefer

to be in a traditional lecture class?
First Interview. During the first interview, the student responded to

the first question that she was apprehensive about the teaching strategy

because it required the students to teach one another, actually sharing writing
assignments. She said, "I'm not sure about this class — I can't read in front of
4 whole group of people" (see Appendix D, p. 225). Responding to the second
Question, she told the researcher that her peers agreed with her. She said, "I

think everyone is afraid of writing - and reading in front of the class is

Worse!" (see Appendix D, p. 225).
In response to the third question, the informant told the researcher

that she preferred the traditional lecture course because she was accustomed
to the lecture teaching strategy. She said, "I think I like regular teaching
better. I'm used to it." However, she reported that several of the other
Students, especially the JTPA students, preferred the peer collaborative

Strategy because they were "more comfortable” in the classroom (see

Appendix D, p. 225).
Second Interview. During the second interview, the informant was

asked the same three questions: What are your feelings about the peer

Collaborative class? How do you think your peers feel about the class?
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Would you and your peers prefer to be in a traditional lecture class? The

Student responded to the first question that she was somewhat apprehensive
about the teaching strategy, because she had difficulty reading aloud to her

Peers, but she was "surviving." She said, "I'm surviving -- but I still don't

like reading in front of people” (see Appendix D, p. 226).
Responding to the second question, she told the researcher that her

Peers were enjoying the experience -- that they seemed to have gotten used to
Teading aloud to their peers. She said, "Everyone else seems to like it -- they
adjusted to it quickly.” Susan still continued to have reservations about the

Peer collaborative method of instruction, because she did not like to read

aloud in front of other people (see Appendix D, p. 226).
In response to the the third question, the informant told the researcher

that she preferred the collaborative teaching strategy to the traditional lecture
Strategy, despite her discomfort with reading aloud to her peers. She said she
was "Working on the problem" and with more experience she hoped to
Overcome it, She said, "I ended up liking to read in front of the class -- I just
Needed more practice at it" (see Appendix D, p. 227). She, again, reported that
her peers preferred the peer collaborative strategy because of the flexibility of
the class and the personal, individual attention given to each student. She

Said, "My friends really like the class!" (see Appendix D, p. 227).
Third Interview. During the third interview, the same three questions

Were asked: What are your feelings about the peer collaborative class? How

do you think your peers feel about the class? Would you and your peers

Prefer to pe in a traditional lecture class? The student responded to the first
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question that she was no longer apprehensive about the teaching strategy,
since she had gained so much from the experience. She reported that she
"apparently needed the experience of reading aloud" to her peers, because she
no longer felt the intense discomfort about doing it (see Appendix D, p. 227).
Susan seemed to be more comfortable with reading aloud in front of her
peers; thus she seemed more comfortable with the peer collaborative method
of instruction.

Responding to the second question, she told the researcher that her
peers were enjoying the experience -- that "they liked reading to their peers"
(see Appendix D, p. 227). In response to the third question, the informant told
the researcher that she and her peers much preferred the collaborative
teaching strategy to the traditional teaching strategy, because of the flexibility
of the class, the personal, individual attention given to each student, and
because the students "had experienced English Composition rather than

English Composition experiencing [them]" (see Appendix D, p. 228).

Attitude Survey B

A survey was administered to the 14 students during the fourteenth
week of the course; survey B was worded exactly the same as survey A. The
student responses were different in the fourteenth week than they were in
the first week. Since one student withdrew from the course because of a job
conflict, 14 students remained to respond to the survey.

The mean of the subjects' responses to statements addressing liking

and enjoying writing was 3.66 (.40). The mean of the subjects' responses to
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Statements addressing writing frequency was 3.97 (.15). The mean of the
Subjects’ responses to statements addressing writing in other courses and
career was 4.23 (.41). The mean of the subjects’ responses to statements
addressing writing as easy and grades was 3.43 (.19). The mean of the subjects'
Tesponses to statements addressing attendance was 3.00 (.30). The mean of the
Subjects' responses to statements addressing peer collaboration was 4.36 (.21).
The Composite mean of the statement mean scores on survey B was 3.75 (.5).
The statement mean scores on survey B are listed under Table 3 (pp. 118-119).

The mean score of the subjects was 3.74 (.78). The subject mean scores

On survey B are listed in Appendix A.



Table 3

Statement Mean Scores on Survey B
(Standard Deviations are within Parentheses)

Statement
Likes/Enjoys Writing Mean Score DK
1. TIlike to write essays. - 386 (1.10) 0
3. I enjoy developing paragraphs. 3.29 (1.07) 0
4. English courses are enjoyable. 3.79 (1.05) 0
5. 1enjoy creating transitions. 286 (1.10) 0
7. Tlike my peers to read my writing assignments. 3.93 (1.14) 0
12. I enjoy talking about my writing with my teachers.  3.86 (1.10) 0
14. I enjoy talking about topics that I plan to write about. 3.64 (1.34) 0
15. Tlike my teachers to read my assignments. 4.07 (997) 0
Mean 3.66 (4) 0

Writing Frequency

9. I write in a journal often. 3.86 (1.10) 0
11.  Iuse my writing ability every day. 4.07 (1) 0
Mean 40 (.15 0
Writing in Other Courses and Career

8. Learning to write will help me in my other courses. 4.36 (1.01) 0

10. Writing should be a requirement in other academic
courses. 3.77 (1.42) 1
19.  Learning to write will help me in my career. 4.57 (1.09) 0

Mean 423 (41) 1



Table 3 (Continued)

Statemen; Mean Scores on Survey B :
(Standard Deviations are within Parentheses

119

\

5% Mean Score DK
Writin as Easy/Grades 321 (1.12) 0
2. Writing essays is easy.
. : ly eas
13. Choosing topics to write about is generally easy 3.50 (1.51) 0
for me, 3.57 (1.16) 0
7.1 8et good grades in English.
343  (19) 0
Mean
Attendance
\\\ .
6. 1 Tarely miss more than three classes during 279 (153) 0
One semester. ) 321 (1.67) 0
18, 1 Never miss more than 3 classes during a semester.
Mean 3.00 (3) 0
Peer Collaborati
<ker oration tive learning
I6. 1 would recommend peer collabora 421 (1.31) 0
to my peers,
tudents to
20.  Peer collaboration could help other s 4.50 (1.09) 0
Improve thejr writing.
Mean 436 (21) 0
3.75 (.5

Composite Mean
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Analysis of Survey B Responses
Statements 1, 3, 4, 5,7, 12,14, and 15 addressed students’ attitudes toward

. .4). There was a total
writing. The mean score for these statements was 3.66 (4). T

of 0 DK responses.

Statements 9 and 11 addressed students' writing frequency. The mean

score for these statements was 4.0 (.15). There was a total of 0 DK responses.

Statements 8, 10, and 19 addressed students' attitudes toward writing in

other courses and their careers. The mean score of these statements was 4.23

(.41). There was a total of 1 DK response.

Statements 2, 13, and17 addressed students’ attitudes toward writing as as

easy and grades. The mean score of these statements was 3.43 (.19). There was a

total of 0 DK responses.

Statements 6 and 18 addressed students' attendance. The mean score of

these statements was 3.00 (.3). There was a total of 0 DK responses.
Statements 16 and 20 addressed students’ attitudes toward peer

collaboration. The mean score of these statements was 4.36 (.21). There was a

total of 0 DK responses.

Analysis of Surveys A and B

A comparison was used to analyze Survey A and Survey B. The results
were as follows:

Statements 1, 3, 4, 5, 7, 12,14, and 15 addressed students' attitudes
toward writing. The mean of statements 1,3,4,5,7,12,14, and 15 in survey A
was 3.15; the mean of statements 1,3,4,5,7,12, 14, and 15 in survey B was

3.66. The difference was 51.
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Statements 9 and 11 addressed students' writing frequency. The mean
of statements 9 and 11 in survey A was 3.14; the mean of statements 9 and 11
in survey B was 4.0. The difference was .83.

Statements 8, 10, and 19 addressed students' attitudes toward writing in
other courses and their careers. The mean of statements 8, 10, and 19 in
survey A was 4.13; the mean of statements 8, 10, and 19 in survey B was 4.23.
The difference was .1.

Statements 2, 13, and 17 addressed students’ attitudes toward writing as
easy and grades. The mean of statements 2, 13, and 17 in survey A was 2.69;
the mean of statements 2, 13, and 17 in survey B was 3.43. The difference was
74.

Statements 6 and 18 addressed students' attendance. The mean of
statements 6 and 18 in survey A was 2.8; the mean of statements 6 and 18 in
survey B was 3.00. The difference was .25.

Statements 16 and 20 addressed students' attitudes toward peer
collaboration. The mean of statements 16 and 20 in survey A was 4.13; the

mean of statements 16 and 20 in survey B was 4.36. The difference was .23.

Results from Writing Sample B

Prompt

During the fourteenth week of class, the 14 students were asked to
write an essay written in the narrative mode of discourse. A similar prompt
to the one used at the beginning of the semester was provided by the

instructor. The prompt was modeled after the Maryland Writing Project
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(Project Basic Office, 1985). It read as follows: “Write a well developed essay -

telh‘ng 4 story about a childhood memory whi

ch shaped your attitude toward
4 per Son, place, or thing."

Scoring

The €ssays were scored holistically by the two raters who scored the |5
€Ssays of Writing Sample A.

Resuyg

The scores are listed in Appendix B, page 156. The aver age score of the

Subjects yas 2.4 (.93) on a 4.0 scale.

Chapter Summary

The burpose of this study was to examine the effects of peer
COHaboration on the quality of community college freshman composition
Students: Writing, on their socialization, and on their attitudes toward
Wriﬁng- An analysis of the data was conducted to forge an hypothesis.

Survey A revealed a 3.25 mean score for the peer collaborative
SUbjects; Survey B revealed a 3.74 mean score, a difference of .49. Writing
*3Mmple A Tevealed a 1.86 average score for the peer collaborative subjects;
Wriﬁng Sample B revealed a 2.35 average score, a difference of .49.

Observations of the socialization in the peer collaborative classroom
Tevealeq €mergent themes: (a) individual and group response; (b) females'
“Nd maleg: roles; (c) minorities' and special students' roles; (d) nonverbal

c —_— ;
Ommumcatlon; and (e) problem solving.
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Chapter IV presented the analysis of the data. Chapter V will present
summary, conclusions, implications, recommendations, and limitati'ons
found from the investigation of the effects of peer collaboration on the quality
of community college freshman composition students' writing, on their

socialization, and on their attitudes toward writing.
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CHAPTER V

Summary, Conclusions, Implications, Recommendations, and Limitations

The purpose of this chapter is to present a summary of the problem,
conclusions and implications, recommendations, and limitations that were
found from the investigation of the effects of peer collaboration on the quality
of community college freshman composition students' writing, on their
socialization, and on their attitudes toward writing. Three questions were
asked in this study:

1. What are the effects of peer collaboration on the quality of

community college freshmen's writing?

2. What are the effects of peer collaboration on the socialization of

community college freshman composition students?

3. What are the effects of peer collaboration on community college

freshmen's attitudes toward writing?
Peer collaboration was investigated for its effectiveness as a method of
instruction in the composition classroom.

This chapter will report (a) a summary of the problem, (b) conclusions

and implications, (c) recommendations, and (d) limitations.

Summary of the Problem

Composition instruction is in need of reform and currently is being
modified (Brodkey, 1987; Bruffee, 1986; Daiute, 1985; Hillocks, 1986; Slavin,

1985a). According to researchers, composition instruction is being modified in
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an effort to teach students to write more effectively. One means to modify
composition instruction may be to include peer collaboration as a method of
teaching. Although peer collaborative learning has been used often as a
method of teaching revision to undergraduates, still little is known about the
interaction among group members. A better understanding of what
transpires between and among peers joined for the purpose of learning how
to write could derive from data provided by qualitative research on peer
collaborative learning.

An analysis of research data could be conducted to form an hypothesis
to suggest that peer collaborative learning in English composition, under
certain conditions, exerts a positive influence on freshmen students learning
to write at the community college level.

Peer collaborative learning is a method of instruction, structured so
that students interact, or socialize, with one another to practice behavior that
is modeled by peers and teacher. Peers and teacher mutually interact with one
another. What occurs during the interaction and how it affects the quality of
students’ writing, students' socialization, and students' attitudes toward
writing requires investigation. This was the focus of the study. If
composition instruction is in need of reform, peer collaborative learning
could be one means to address the problem of teaching students how to write

more effectively.

Conclusions and Implications

Given the design and small population of this study, observations

suggest that peer collaboration, within the conditions of this investigation,
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has the potential to improve the quality of students' writing. In addition, the
implications of this study suggest that students' socialization and attitudes
toward writing can improve within the peer collaborative classroom. Specific
implications are discussed in the paragraphs that follow, addressing (a)
Writing Attitude Surveys A and B; (b) observation notes; (c) Writing Samples
A and B; (d) audiotaped notes; and (e) key informant interviews. The three
research questions are listed below:
1. What are the effects of peer collaboration on the quality of
community college freshmen's writing?
2. What are the effects of peer collaboration on the socialization of
community college freshman composition students?
3. What are the effects of peer collaboration on community college

freshmen's attitudes toward writing?

Sample Writings A and B

Sample Writings A and B addressed the first question: What are the
effects of peer collaboration on the quality of community college freshmen's
writing? Writing Sample A was compared with Writing Sample B. Writing
Sample A revealed a 1.86 (1.13) average score for students before they
experienced the peer collaborative learning method. Writing Sample B
revealed a 2.35 (.93) average score for students after they experienced the peer
collaborative learning method. There was a difference of .49. The holistic
scoring scale may not be as discriminating as other instruments. The

difference appears to be positive.
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Although holistic scoring was the preferred method of measurement,
holistic scoring has major shortcomings. Holistic scoring was the preferred
method of measurement over a machine-scorable objective test or frequency
count of word or sentence elements, because a human respondent is a natural
link to writing. Holistic scoring is widely used among writing researchers
(Cooper & Odell, 1977) because raters are human beings reacting to other

human beings’ writing. Moreover, holistic scores are based on actual student

writing samples.
However, holistic scoring is not without its shortcomings. One major

shortcoming is that holistic scores are characteristically general, rather than
specific. Thus fine points regarding specific strengths and weaknesses are
not necessarily registered in the holistic scores. Holistic scores may present

a limited view of students' actual writing strengths and weaknesses.

Holistic scores may present a limited view of the differences between

students’ scores.

Observations
Observation notes addressed the second question: What are the effects

of peer collaboration on the socialization of community college freshman

composition students? Socialization is defined in terms of (a) self confidence,

(b) classifying and describing people, (c) social interaction, and (d) a sense of

belonging to a group. The peer collaborative method of instruction seemed to

enhance socialization.




128

Self Confidence. Students appeared to develop a self confidence among
a group of peers. Students appeared to gain a self confidence within the group

through camaraderie. Camaraderie became apparent as peers sat at close
proximity to one another in the circle, designed for socialization. During
socialization, peers quickly referred to one another by first name, and some

used nicknames (see Appendix C, p. 184). Self confidence and camaraderie

seemed to grow out of the socialization. Students seemed to become familiar
with one another, which seemed to enhance self confidence. Students

became familiar with one another and sometimes used humour to offer both
criticism and support. They gently joked about errors, and they rescued one
another with humour, when criticism appeared to cause some students to
become defensive. Students seemed to_become familiar with themselves and
with one another through the use of humour (see Appendix C, p. 193).
Humour seemed to yield to a self confidence (Peck, 1978) in a group of peers.
Self confidence seemed to yield to self-reporting of writing errors and
weaknesses.

Students' self-reporting of writing errors and weaknesses was
noteworthy. Students often reported their own errors and weaknesses
while examining a peer's essay. Students asked questions about their peer's
essay, in an effort to prevent making the same errors in their own writing
(see Appendix C, p- 185). Through socialization, students seemed to develop
a self confidence, which reflected in their camaraderie, use of humour, and

self-reported writing weaknesses. While developing a self confidence,
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Students alsq appeared to be developing a sense of classifying and describing

People,

Classifxing and Describing People. Students' sense of classifying and

deSCribing people became apparent in the peer collaborative classroom.

While in the peer collaborative classroom, the students seemed to

S€parate into two groups. Some of the students described their differences
as JTPA Students and self-paid students. Differences resulted in classifying
One another, as one student described the us and them factions.

While factions formed, they quickly seemed to dissipate. When one
Student described a separation, her peers appeared to unite, in an effort to
Tegroup without the separation (see Appendix C, p. 191). The united students
Seemed to want to classify and describe themselves as one group. Students
Were individuals, who seemed to want to be one group in a peer collaborative

Class that emphasized social interaction.
Social Interaction . The peer collaborative learning method

“femed to emphasize social interaction among the students and the
feacher, Students and the teacher socially interacted to highlight the quality
Of the v iting, also pointing out weaknesses of the writing. When

Problem arose, students and the teacher socially interacted to solve the

Problems,
The division between JTPA students and the self-paid students was one

; e
Problem wherein a peer seemed to need comforting. Students and th

ial
teachey socially interacted in order to solve the problem. Through soci
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interaction, problems were addressed about the quality of writing and about

the members of the group.
Another problem became evident when one student's spelling was

corrected by a peer. Another student comforted the student by joking, saying
that they were members of a delinquent spelling class (see Appendix C,
p- 208). Students seemed to become socially responsible in the class. Social

interaction seemed to be key in the peer collaborative composition class,

which yielded to a sense of belonging to a group.

Sense of Belonging to a Group. There seemed to be a sense of

belonging to a group among the members in the peer collaborative classroom

In the class, students sat in a circle and formed one group. The group had a

common goal of learning more about the quality of writing. Group members
seemed to like socializing with one another to share topics and knowledge

about writing. Students shared personal experiences and beliefs with their

writing.
Sharing experiences and beliefs seemed to be a catalyst for promoting

group membership. The group actively socialized in a dialogic exchange to

express ideas about writing topics and method (see Appendix C, p. 208). A

sense of belonging to a group seemed to be maximized during the

socialization in the peer collaborative class.
Socialization is defined in terms of (a) self confidence, (b) classifying

and describing people, (c) social interaction, and (d) a sense of belonging
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to a group. Socialization seemed to be enhanced in the peer collaborative
classroom. Through socialization, distinct themes seemed to emerge to
become characteristic of the peer collaborative class: (a) individual and
group response, (b) females' and males' roles, (c) minorities' and special
students' roles, (d) nonverbal communication, and (e) problem solving.

Individual and Group Response. Individual and group response
seemed to promote self confidence as students engaged in socialization.
Individual students were responsible for writing their own essays and
analyzing their peers' essays, hence individual response. The group of
students were responsible for determining elements of weak writing and
suggesting elements for strong writing, hence group response (see Appendix
C, p. 208). Individual students and the group of students focused on specific
words, sentences, paragraphs, and essays.

Individual and group response seemed to be key in the peer
collaborative learning method. Students did individual assignments and o
group assignments, writing and analyzing essays. Roles of individual
students within the group were sometimes determined by gender.

Females' and Males' Roles. Females and males seemed to assume

gender roles in the peer collaborative class. The 2:1 ratio between females and
males in the class presented differences in opinion, which seemed to be based
on gender. Topics such as baseball, teen pregnancy, contraception, car
maintenance, and sewing seemed to result in debates between the sexes. In
some cases, students agreed to disagree when there did not appear to be a right

answer during the debate (see Appendix C, p. 216). For example, when male
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students seemed to lack interest in the essay on sewing, both male students
and female students quickly moved on to the next essay, not belaboring the
issue.

Open debate between females and males seemed to permit students
to express their differences of opinion in the peer collaborative class.
Females and males seemed to openly express gender-related opinions
during debates. Such debates could be beneficial to students in the real

world, composed of females and males, and even minority and special

students.

Minorities' and Special Students' Roles. In the peer collaborative

class, minority and special students joined other students to become one
group. The peer collaborative method of learning seemed to yield to a
camaraderie among students. Students tended to unite with their peers,
ignoring prejudice based on racism and physical and emotional
handicaps.

The peer collaborative class maximized the interaction between and
among students so that minorities and special students experienced an equal
part in the educational exchange. Minorities, while at the outset of the
semester grouped together, integrated with the other students as the semester
progressed (see Appendix C, p. 177). Students seemed to become comfortable
with one another, despite racial and other differences.

Special students also actively participated in the peer collaborative

classroom (see Appendix C, p. 192). Physical handicaps, speech
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'Mpediments, and emotional problems seemed to blur because of the

C@maraderie of the students, which was observable -- even in nonverbal

Communication.

Nonverbal Communication. Nonverbal communication seemed to be
Nonverbal Communication

Prevalent in tpe peer collaborative classroom. Students used various
Methods of communication, which included nonverbals and touch to express
their thoughts to one another. Students seemed to wink at one another and
fouch one another as a means to show support for their peers’ efforts toward
Quality Writing (see Appendix C, p. 214). The group bonded together for the

Purpose of learning to write and they seemed to show it through nonverbal

““Mmunjeation.
The Peer collaborative learning method seemed to yield to time spent

Ol s0cig] interaction, thus human compassion was expressed while students
learneg more about quality writing. Nonverbal communication seemed to be

an element of socialization within the peer collaborative classroom, which

also yieldeq to problem solving.

Problem Solving. The peer collaborative method of instruction
. .
Seemed (g encourage problem solving. Students were responsible for

“naly zing the organization of an essay, naming the method of introduction,
the thesig staternent, some transitional words and phrases, and method of
“Onclusion (see Appendix C, p. 221). Students were required to examine each
Sssay, marking jts components, for the purpose of evaluating strengths and
Weaknesseg and to suggest ways to enhance the quality of the essay. All

» - d
Students were responsible for solving the problem of improving an essay, an
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they seemeqd to actively participate in the process of peer collaborative

Iearr‘u'ng,
Further, students were faced with the problem of learning how to deal

With one another as human beings in the face of adversity. They solved such
Problemg responsibly by openly discussing issues. At times a consensus could
be r eached; other times, students agreed to disagree. In the peer collaborative
classroom, students socialized to solve problems, while they improved the
Quality of their writing, and they seemed to like it. The peer collaborative

Method of instruction seemed to encourage problem solving, a component of

SOcialization,
Socialization appeared to be key to the success of the peer collaborative ";

Method of instruction. Students freely interacted with one another and the
teacher in ap effort to improve the quality of their writing (see Appendix C,
P- 195), Moreover, students seemed to enjoy socializing with one another,
and they seemed to enjoy the writing assignments. The social interaction was

diotape recorded, addressing the question: What are the effects of peer

Couaboration on the socialization of community college freshman

C ..
OMmposition students?

%de Surveys A and B

Writing Attitude Surveys A and B addressed the third question:
Wha are the effects of peer collaboration on community college

- ses i A was
freshInen‘s attitudes toward writing? Writing attitude survey

©OMpared with writing attitude survey B. Because of the small population,
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the differences were not tested statistically. Interpretations of the results are
as follows:

Statements 1, 3, 4, 5, 7, 12, 14, and 15 addressed students' attitudes
toward writing (see Appendix A, pp. 159-160). Students' responses, when
Survey A was compared with Survey B, suggest a positive difference. Only 4
out of 15 students responded to these questions in Survey A, which may
reflect that many students did not know enough about their attitudes toward
writing to respond to this cluster of statements before the peer collaborative
learning experience. Also, the students may have been reacting to the format
of the survey. Eleven more students responded to Survey B than to Survey
A. This may reflect that students' attitudes toward writing improved after
the peer collaborative learning experience. After the students experienced
peer collaborative learning, their attitudes toward writing seemed to
improve.

Statements 9 and 11 addressed students' writing frequency (see
Appendix A, pp. 159-160). Students' responses, when Survey A was
compared with Survey B, suggest a positive difference. After the students
experienced peer collaborative learning, their writing frequency seemed to
improve.

Statements 8, 10, and 19 addressed students' attitudes toward writing in
other courses and their careers or intended careers (see Appendix A, pp. 159-
160). Students' responses, when Survey A was compared with Survey B,
suggested a positive difference. One less student responded to Survey B than

to Survey A, which may reflect that the student was uncertain about writing
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i .
T other courses and /or in his/her career. Also, this could be the student's
react .

€action to the format of the survey. After the students experienced peer

C . ) . oy .
ollaboratlve learning, their attitudes toward writing in other courses and

the:
heir careers seemed to improve.
Statements 2, 13, and 17 addressed students' attitudes toward writing as

being €asy and students' attitudes toward their grades in English (see
“APPendix A, pp. 159-160). Students' responses, when Survey A was
“OMpared with Survey B, suggest a positive difference. Three more students
Tesponded to Survey B than to Survey A, which may reflect that students
became Iore comfortable with the survey after the peer collaborative |
learning experience. After the students experienced peer collaborative J:; 1
Ieaming, their attitudes toward writing as being easy and their attitudes ‘ '
‘owarg grades in English seemed to improve.

Statements 6 and 18 addressed students’ attitudes toward
attendance. Students' responses, when Survey A was compared with ‘
*Urvey B, suggest a positive difference (see Appendix A, pp. 159-160). Nine :
More Students responded to Survey B than to Survey A, which may reflect
that Students became more comfortable with the survey after the peer
CollabOrative learning experience. After the students experienced peer
“Ollabor ative learning, their attitudes toward attendance to class seemed to
improve,
Statements 16 and 20 addressed students' attitudes toward peer
CC'HabOI‘ation (see Appendix A, p. 159-160). Twelve more students responded

to , " attitudes
SUrvey B than to Survey A, which may reflect that students' atti
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towarg beer collaboration improved after the peer collaborative learning
®XPperience, After the students experienced peer collaborative learning, their
Attitudes toward peer collaboration seemed to improve.
Writing attitude Surveys A and B also were compared across the
different clusters of questions. This comparison seemed to suggest that the
Students attitudes toward writing improved after the peer collaborative

learn;
AIning experience.

Audiotape Recordings

The eleven class sessions observed by the researcher were audiotaped,
eXcept on those few occasions when one student requested that the recorder
be tur Ned off. Other students were aware of the tape recorder also, though

€Y all seemed to be less aware of it as the class proceeded with the day's
fesson, The audiotape recording seemed to have minimal impact on the
Students' behavior.
Audiotape recordings were played approximately two to three
days after the observed sessions in order for the researcher to gain a
Sreater Perspective of what took place inside the classroom. Audiotape
fecor dings were measured against observation notes and interview notes
for darification, Ope example of this clarification was when the student
“lled Cindy cleared her throat in an unusual manner. It seemed as though
€ was just clearing her throat, upon initial observation.
The tape recorder signaled a forceful sound, which was later observed

' be Cindy’s method of gaining attention from her peers. She cleared her
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throat almost every time she was offering constructive criticism which

fOcused on the weaknesses of a writing. The tone of her throat Clearing,

Tecorded op tape, seemed to indicate that she was jesting in an effort to soften
the bgyy of the noted weaknesses in a peer's writing. Audiotape recordings

“ptured Sounds that contributed to the interpretation of the observation

n , . .
Otes and key informant interviews.

\Key Informant Interviews

Key informant interviews addressed the question: What are the
effects of peer collaboration on community college freshmen's attitudes

fowarg Writing? Three informal interviews, asking the same three
Questiong were conducted with a key informant: What are your feelings

out the Peer collaborative class? How do you think your peers feel about
the clagqr Would you and your peers prefer to be in a traditional lecture

About Peer collaboration. While the informant preferred a traditional lecture
lass, her peers preferred peer collaboration, according to the informant. The
formant hag been familiar with traditional lecture and had never

®Xper ienced peer collaborative learning, and she indicated concern about the
“Nfamijar mode of instruction. Many of her peers had experienced the
tradiﬁonal mode of instruction but had been unsuccessful in school. The
Peers seemed to have associated lack of success with the traditional lecture

llaborative
Tode and preferred a more informal environment that the peer co
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classroom offered. At the beginning of the semester, the informant seemed to

dislike the peer collaborative learning method, while other students seemed
to like the peer collaborative learning method.

The second interview indicated that the key informant was
apprehensive about peer collaboration. Her peers seemed to be enjoying the
mode of instruction. Both the key informant and her peers preferred peer
collaboration to the traditional mode of instruction. Students enjoyed the
informal structure, flexibility of protocol, and personal attention afforded by
peer collaboration. In the middle of the semester, the informant seemed to
like the peer collaborative learning method; the other students also seemed to
like the peer collaborative learning method.

The third interview indicated that the key informant was no longer
apprehensive about the peer collaborative mode of instruction, and she and
her peers enjoyed it. All the students liked the comfort in the peer
collaborative classroom, as well as the personal, individual attention. At the
end of the semester, the informant and the other students seemed to like the
peer collaborative learning method.

The three interviews with the key informant seemed to indicate
that the students enjoyed the peer collaborative learning experience in
the composition class. While the key informant seemed to be
apprehensive at first, she gradually preferred the peer collaborative
learning method to the traditional lecture method, because of the informal

structure, flexibility of protocol, and personal attention afforded by peer
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collaboration. Findings from the key informant interviews were supported
by triangulation.

Attitude Surveys A and B, observation notes, Writing Samples A
and B, audiotape recordings, and the key informant interviews indicated
that students' writing quality improved, students' socialization was
enhanced, and students' attitudes toward writing improved after the peer
collaborative learning experience in freshman English Composition 101. The

investigation of peer collaboration resulted in recommendations.

Recommendations

As a result of this investigation, the following recommendations seem

warranted by this study:

1. Further research is needed to study the effects of peer collaboration
on community college freshman composition students, using
fewer questions on the survey instrument. Many of the questions
on the survey used in this study were general rather than specific
to writing in English composition. For example, general questions
that referred to writing frequency, writing in other courses and
careers, writing as easy and grades in English, and attendance to
class could have been eliminated.

2. Further research is needed to study the effects of peer collaboration
on students who have been trained for the peer collaborative
classroom, with a clear set of guidelines. Training students to learn

to write in a peer collaborative classroom should be a priority,
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according to Schultz (1989/1990). More investigation of how
students could be trained to learn in a peer collaborative classroom,
with a clear set of guidelines, may be beneficial.

. Further research is needed to study the effects of peer

collaboration on students, whose teacher has been trained for the
peer collaborative classroom, with a clear set of guidelines.
Training teachers to teach writing in a peer collaborative classroom
should be a priority, according to Schultz (1989/1990). More
investigation of how teachers could be trained to teach writing in a
peer collaborative classroom, with a clear set of guidelines, may be
beneficial.

. Further research is needed to study the effects of peer
collaboration, with a more indepth analysis of the target population
of community college freshman composition students. There is a
limited body of research literature devoted to the effects of peer
collaboration and community college freshmen composition
students. Further study is necessary to investigate peer
collaboration and community college freshmen composition
students.

- The present study of the effects of peer collaboration on
community college composition students could serve as a model
for further study. The present study is valid because of the

triangulated method of data collection and analysis. More valid
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studies are needed in peer collaborative learning and composition.
There is a limited body of research literature in this area.
As the list of recommendations may suggest, there were limitations to
the investigation of the effects of peer collaboration on the quality of
cdmmunity college freshman's writing, on their socialization, and on their

attitudes toward writing.

Limitations

This study has limitations which are listed below:

1. One community college freshman composition class was studied.
A control group could be benefidial in order to note the differences
between the two groups: the treatment group and the control
group.

2. The class was not randomly selected because of administrative
limitations. The class was assigned to this researcher by the
administration.

3. The results of the study cannot be generalized to other community
colleges' freshman composition classes. Because of the absence of
randon selection and the small population, generalizability was
restricted.

4. The Hawthorne Effect may have been present. This researcher
conducted a pilot study of peer collaboration and composition
which seemed to yield positive results, so this researcher may have

been affected by the pilot results.
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5. While audiotaping did not appear to affect most students after the
first few minutes of a class session, students were aware of its

use. Student awareness of the audiotaping may have affected the

Students.
Below s a summary of the investigation of the effects of peer

ollaboration on the quality of community college freshman's writing, on

thejr Socialization, and on their attitudes toward writing.

Chapter Summary

The purpose of this study was to investigate the effects of peer
Collaboratiop on the quality of community college freshmen's writing, on

thejr SOcialization, and on their attitudes toward writing. An analysis of the

data wag conducted to form an hypothesis which suggested that peer
collaborative learning in English composition, under certain conditions,
eXerts a Positive influence on freshman students learning to write at the
Commum'ty college level. The data collected in this study suggest that in a

: !
Peer Collaborative learning environment, community college freshmen's

Wriﬁng improved, their socialization was enhanced, and students liked

Ieaming to write.
Survey A revealed a 3.29 (.66) mean score for the peer collaborative

Subjects; Survey B revealed a 3.75 (.5) mean score, a difference of .46. The

ifference suggests that students’ attitudes toward peer collaborative learning
Changed after the peer collaborative experience, and that they liked peer

COHaboration more after they experienced it.
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Writing Sample A revealed a 1.86 (1.13) average score for the peer
collaborative subjects; Writing Sample B revealed a 2.35 (.93) average score, a
difference of .49. The difference suggests that students' quality of writing
changed after the peer collaborative experience, and that students' writing
improved after they experienced peer collaboration.

Observation notes revealed emergent themes: (a) individual and
group response; (b) females' and males' roles; (c) minorities' and special
students' roles; (d) nonverbal communication; and (e) problem solving.

The theme of individual and group response comprised approximately
75%-80% of the sentences in the observation notes. Students seemed to
participate actively in learning to write, as individuals and as a group.

Females' and males' roles comprised approximately 10% of the
sentences in the observation notes. Students seemed to participate in open
debate over gender issues.

The theme of minorities' and special students' roles comprised
approximately 35% of the sentences in the observation notes. Students
seemed to experience an equal opportunity to exchange ideas in the peer
collaborative class. Minority and special students seemed to interact with
their peers.

The theme of nonverbal communication comprised approximately
15% of the sentences in the observation notes. Nonverbal communication
seemed to be an element of socialization within the peer collaborative class.

The theme or problem solving comprised approximately 25% of the

sentences in the observation notes. Problem solving seemed to enhance
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Sodialization and seemed to improve the quality of students’ writing within

the peer collaborative class.
Observation notes and key informant interviews supported the results

of the Surveys and writing samples. The data suggest the hypothesis that peer
collaboration, under certain conditions, can have positive effects on the
Quality of community college freshmen's writing, on their sodalization, and

On their attitudes toward writing. Peer collaboration can be an effective

Method of instruction in the composition classroom.
As stated in the recommendations, this study could serve as a model

for other studies on the effects of peer collaboration in community college

freshmen composition students. The limited body of research in this area

indicates 4 need for further study.
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Ianuary 24, 1989

FI‘GShman Composition Students

Chesapeake College
Box g

Wye Mills, Mp 21679

Dear Student-

This Seémester [ am
Methog of

€ effectg
On the qua

eer collaborative
tudy of the peer ¢ describe
' conduct a s ose is to de
| planning 1tjzh Composition. My P“{gwar d writing and
instructlor; 1{; Enngon on students’ attitudes
of peer colla oraton
1y of students e t least one student.
. interview a he be inm‘ng
sions and in . ou at the beg
APl to (o serve ten class Sxiiing samples, wrltt;’;r ?’le);, I plan to have you
Iso, Plan to assess ﬂt\;loe Zn d of the semester. d one at the end of the
TR el
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Semeg ter
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Sincerg y,

Shir ley Thompson
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STUDENT SURVEY A & B

P : .
€ase identify yourself by filling in the blanks below:
Household Income:

Arried___ Single Separated

Age 0-10,000

segx 10,000-20,000

Rac 30,000-50,000

Ma'e 50,000-More

Crejdqr . Work hours per week
PAlts this semester____ Total Number Credits

Expected Grade in
Composition

iate response to the statements listed

Direcy :

eloe‘f,honS: Circle the most appropr
- The numbers correspond to the following responses:

ther (neither agree nor disagree)

I‘Stmngly Disagree 2-Disagree 3-Nei
' 4-Agree 5-Strongly Agree DK-Don't Know
L Tlike to write essays. 12345DK
2, Writing essays is easy. 12345DK
3 Lenjoy developing paragraphs. 12345DK
% English courses are enjoyable. 12345DK
> Lenjoy creating transitions. 12345 DK
° ier;reeslt}"e :ﬁss more than three classes during one 2345 DK
7. 1like my peers to read my writing assignments. 12345 DK
8. Learning to write will help me in my other courses. 12345DK
12345DK

9. P
I write in a journal often.
10 Writi i
- Writin i t in other academic
COursegE,;, should be a requirement ! 12345DK



11,
12,
13
14,
15
1e.

17,

I8,

19,

20,

160

12345DK

Fuse my writing ability every day.
Ienjoy talking about my writing with my teachers. 12345DpK

Choosing topics to write about is generally easy forme. 12 3 4 5 DK

Ienjoy talking about topics that I plan to writeabout. 12 3 4 5 DK
Ilike my teachers to read my assignments. 12345 DK
ive learning to
rIn ;fo’;iii 5§.commend peer collaborative g 12345 DK
I'get good grades in English. 12345DK
I'rarely miss more than 3 dlasses during a semester 12345DK
Learm'ng to write will help me in my career. 12345 DK
I_’eer collaboration could help other Astudents to 12345 DK

Improve theijr writing.

COMMENTS,
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Subject Mean Scores on Survey A

Subject Mean Score

1 3.4
2 3.0
3 2.6
4 3.3
5 1.9
6 3.2
7 4.2
8 2.5
9 2.5
10 2.6
11 3.2
12 2.6
13 3.8
14 3.5

1.4

—
18]
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Students' Scores on Survey A

Statements

6 17 18 19 20

Subject 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 839 1011121314151
443552

2443135344423

1 3

2 211113153455555-3-55
> 33433-452243344---4-
4 423441-52444345-4355
> 32-3--35234-2-3--35-
¢ 323432255534444-235-
7 55333354355555554155
8 3213-245412334242-5-
2 3234--34233322453-4-
10 2224212525211224255-
1 43332132343214353555
12 3233-22453322224253-
1 43334345453445543244
e 433432354 33433434443
15 22111132221-45

- - - 1 - -
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Subject Mean Scores on Survey B

Mean Score
3.7
4.7

Subject
1

3.3
4.5
2.2

3.8
4.7
2.6
4.4

O
oo} 3 N Ul o~ w o

2.6

—
()

4.3

—
—

3.8

—t
N

3.9

—
[S8)

4.2

—
(N




Students' Scores on Survey B
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Statements

Subject1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20
1 33 2214453 25434554 455
2 555445553 55555555 255
3 3 3 34 23132 24455432 35 14
4 4 4 2533555 55555454 555
5 222323334 12211221 224
6 343 445545 54412353 155
7 555541555 45455555 555
8 2 22211342 -3423443 154
9 5 4 4523555 55444454 555
10 4 23331425 33122313 421
11 4 4 4 3 44 453 54555555 155
12 53 443 4354 33443344 255
13 523531454 44433553 555
14 4 2 4 441454 55444554 555
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HOLISTIC SCORING

Rating Scale

Instructions:

Rater, please rate the student's essay, utilizing the 4-point scale below. If the
student's essay is satisfactory in the following area, give one point for each.
The student receives no point in an area for which the essay is unsatisfactory.
Note: No more than 2 minutes should be spent on evaluating an essay.

(Critical marking is not necessary.)

Student's Identification Number:

1. Clarity (Are the ideas clearly stated?)
2. Diction (Are words used appropriately?)
3. Organization (Are the ideas arranged in a

recognizable shape to guide readers, helping
them to see how ideas, parts relate to the whole?)
4. Punctuation (Is punctuation appropriately

utilized in the essay?)

*Inter-rater reliability checks were conducted on practice essays and on two

sets of narrative essays written for the pilot study.



Subjects’ Holistic Scores on Sample Writing A

Subject

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12
13
14
15

Score

2
1
1

'ANN

© oW
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Subjects' Holistic Scores on Writing Sample B

Subject Score

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12
13
14

2
2
2
3
2
4
2
3
3

1

4
2
2
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Administration of Questionnaire A and Writing

Sample A

January 24, 1989

Objective: Course Introduction

Students Present: 15

—

Observation:
Lintrodyceq the peer collaboration study
to the class. Students looked somewhat
bewildered, with widened eyes. Students
Sat rigidly facing me, the speake.. Some
took notes, They smiled and noddc
their heads when I asked them if they
Would be willing to participate in the
Study. One woman (heavy, with dark
hair) said, “Thisill be fun — huh?”
Some of her peers nodded in agreement.
One student Jooked scared, as she
Mocked 3 frown, theﬁ smiled. When I
handeq out the questionnaire, students
Quickly read through the questions,
Jotting down answers. Immediately

fOUOWing the administration of the

QUestionnajre, the teacher instructed the

Students' attitudes: fear

and perhaps negative,

Students' attitudes: fear

and perhaps negative,



Students to write a sample essay for the
Study. She said, "This essay is for the
Tesearch project, only, and will not be
8Taded." She wrote the instructions on
the board: Write a well developed essay
telling a story about an incident which
dr astically changed your attitude toward
4 person (250-500 words). The heavy
Student, with dark hair, asked, "And you
Sy this essay won't be graded?” The
teacher smiled, "Not this one.” The
Students began shuffling through papers
and backpacks, searching for their
WIiting tools. One boy drummed his
fingers on his desk. Another student
was Squinting her eyes, staring at the
blank page. Within minutes, all
Students were writing. As the students
finisheq their writing, Cindy asked me,
the Tesearcher, "Are you going to tape
Us?" She pretended to object. She was
asked, "Do you mind?" She said, "No,
Tot really.” Others looked at her, rolling
their eyes and pretending to be afraid.

171

Students' attitudes: fear

of writing seemed to be

linked to grading.



Students were asked if they objected to
being taped. While some appeared ill at
€ase, Susan acted as spokesperson,
Saying, "Not at all, we're just giving you
2 hard time." After the writing
assignment, students sat spaced apart
from one another, rigidly watching the
teacher. The teacher gave her office
Rours, "Il be in my office Monday
through Thursday, 9:00-9:30, and
Monday/ Wednesday from 1:30-3:00. If
'™ not in my office, Il be in H-108
ha"ing coffee.” She laughed. Students
laugheq, Students' eyes looked straight
forwarg, their eyes shifting sideways to
look a¢ other students, from time to
me. Two fermales talked with one

q
Nother, one saying, "I don't know about

this." The other responded with, "Me
feither.” The teacher explained the
“Ourse further, emphasizing expository
Wriﬁng‘ She explained, "In other words,
You will not pe writing poems."
Sfudents looked at the teacher and then
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Lecture style teaching:

Students look straight
ahead -~ at teacher,

with limited student

socialization.

Prior to peer collaborative

experience, students

have a fear of writing.




looked down at the syllabus. They did
N0t look at one another. All students
feMained quiet. The teacher talked.
Students took notes. No questions were
asked. The teacher explained the course,
IOOking at the faces. One (black) student
Stiled at the teacher, when she
Mentioned journal writing. Then the
teacher said, "No tests, no exams in this
course.” Most students smiled at the
teacher. One (black) student said, "Yay!"
“Under her breath. Teacher continued
talking, “Attendance is vital to a peer
“ollaborative class. . . ." The teacher then
went on to explain the research paper.
One student asked, "Will the research
Paper have to be typed??" Another
Student asked, "Will it require
f00tnotes?" Teacher answers. One
Student nibbled on her pen as the teacher
falked. Another jiggled his leg. All
Students were attentive to what the
teacher was saying. They looked directly
ther. The teacher shifted the topic back
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Lecture style teaching:

limited socialization.

Lecture style:

appear nervous.

Students



to peer collaborative writing: "In this
class we will learn to write as a team.
You will write your themes at home and
bring them in so your peers can read
them, Then, you may make revisions to
your themes, after input from your peers
And me, and turn them in for a better
&Tade." Some of the students nodded in
PProval; one smiled at the other. The
teacher explained the peer collaborative
Procedure: "I will not be lecturing to you
‘as Tam noy, I"ll sit with you in a drcle
nd we will talk about writing together.”
One Student grinned at the student
S€ated across the aisle. Then the teacher
3Ssigned the first writing assignment in
the examples mode of discourse: Write a
well developed essay giving 3 examples
of television shows that distort reality.
Tl accept anything other than
Cartoons.” Students laughed. One joked,
"Not cartoons. . .." Teacher laughed,
"Let's not talk about cartoons.” The

teacher wrote the prompt on the board:

174

Peer collaboration defined:

Team learning.

Students’ attitudes toward

peer collaboration positive.

Students' attitudes toward

peer collaborative learning

seem positive.



Many television shows distort reality.
Give 3 examples using concrete details —~
Names of characters, scenes, etc. (At least
Onhe page) The teacher explained that the
Students would have enough time to
begin the essay, but they would have to
cOmplete it at home. “Will we be graded
On this essay?" one student asked.
Teacher: "Yes, this one will be graded.
And since jt js your first, we'll keep it
short - one page. One student
“Omplained, "A whole page?” and under
her breatp mumbled, "I can't write a
Whole page.” Students began writing,
but one student loudly wadded up her
Paper and threw it in the trashcan.
Another student shuffled about looking
for his paper in a backpack (book bag)-
There were many sighs; papers were
Shuffled and wadded; and one student
fapped his pen on the desk. Students

Were preparing to write.
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Students' attitudes toward

writing seem negative

prior to peer

collaborative learning.



February 9, 1989
Objective: Narrative/Descriptive
Students Present: 15

176

Observation:

Students gathered in a dircle and sat with
one another. Laughter could be heard as
the teacher walked into the classroom.
The teacher returned thesis statements to
students. All were attentive, looking at
the teacher as she spoke. Some students
sat with arms around chairs, their legs
stretched out. Some students nodded
their heads and smiled at the teacher, at
one another. Teacher smiled back. She
asked who would read first. Frank
complained, "I don't want to read my
paper out loud." "Me either," cried
another student. Still another asked,
"We don't have to if we don't want to,
do we?" The teacher smiled, "Well I'd
really like everyone to at least try."
Annette asked, "Will you grade our

papers today?" Teacher said, "Yes, you

Socialization seemed to

enhance in peer
collaborative learning

arrangement -- a circle.

Students' attitudes toward

reading their writing
seemed negative before
the peer collaborative

experience.

Students' attitudes seem




will receive a grade on your paper today,
after you read it to the class." Annette
(blonde student) said, "Then I'll read
first.” She nervously read, stumbling
over some of the words. Dawn frowned
and furrowed her brows, indicating
discord -- something was wrong with the
writing. Other students recognized her
signals. Dawn exchanged frowns with
some of her peers. The teacher asked
Kevin to close the door, calling him by
name. Another student said, "Thanks,
Kevin." Three black students sat together
in the drcle. Students freely discussed
the main point of Annette's essay. One
male student said, "I liked all the details.
But on the second page, maybe you could
change the word 'walks' to ‘'walked' and
it would make more sense." Other
students chimed in with their
comments. There was active dialog
going on back and forth in the dircle.
Students looked at one another as they

spoke. The students began talking about
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positive toward receiving
immediate feedback, a
component of peer

collaborative learning.

Nonverbal communication.

Socialization among peers
seemed positive. Systems

for classifying people/

racial segregation at

outset of peer
collaborative experience

(minorities).

Socialization among peers

seemed positive.



the topic, when the teacher redirected the
focus to the thesis statement: "Where is
the thesis statement?” There was a
moment's pause. . . . "I think it is in the
first paragraph.” The teacher asked the
student to read it. She did. Another
student said, "Yea, that's what I thought,
too." The teacher said, "Good detective
work! Now, how clear is the thesis
statement?” There was discussion about
the clarity. One student said
apologetically, "I didn't think it was that
clear. It was kinda vague." Annette
confessed, "I had a problem with writing
that paper.” The teacher asked, "In that
middle part where you stumbled?”
Annette: "Yes, I think so... Idon't
know exactly what the problem was. . .. I
had problems with transitions, for sure.”
The teacher said, "Okay, let's everyone
help Annette find the problem, so she
can correct it." A male student said, "I
really liked your paper. But maybe on
page 2 after . .. you could stop this

178

Socialization among students

devoted to quality of writing.

Self-identity; group

identity: self-reported

errors.

Socialization among students

devoted to gualitz of
writing.



sentence and begin a new one here." He
looked at her as he spoke. Kevin
interjected, "Also on page 2, there is no
paragraph break." "oh yea," said
Annette, "but where should I break?"
Yvonne advised, "Well maybe you could
break right after the word. . . ." Mark also
made a suggestion, as did another
student. The circle was active with
dialog. The teacher reminded the
students, "Make sure you write your

" comments on your copy of Annette's
essay, so you can give them to Annette."
Yvonne said, "Some of the lines seem
jumbled with too many words." As she
spoke, she looked at the teacher — not
Annette. Cindy commented that she
thought "the language in the lines
seemed more conversational, 'like went
to leave,' instead of 'leaving.” The
teacher clarified, "Yes, there is what is
referred to as colloquial language, or
language that is usually spoken rather

than written.” Susan asked, "Could this
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Individual and group

response/independent,

critical thinking.

Individual and group

response/independent,

critical thinking.

Classifying people:

Student limits eye contact
to teacher (nonverbal

socialization).

Socialization among students

and teacher devoted to

quality of writing.




have been made clearer if. . . .?* Annette
took notes on her peers' comments. She
Tesponded with a smile and a nod to
Susan. Then the teacher asked, "Was
ASPeuing a problem?" Some of the
Students laughed . . . . Cindy confessed,
"We all have that problem!" The
teacher agreed. Specific spellings were
discussed. Students referred to their
dictionaries, Soon the teacher asked for

the next Paper to be read. . . .. "Susan's.”

Susan hesitated, "I just don't think I can
do it." Sysan rendered, "T have a lot of
anxiety about having to read out loud -
shOrtness of breath, and all, but I'll try."
Susan’s face and neck were red. Her
hands trembled and so did her voice.
After she read the last word, a few of her
Peers applauded. One said, "Good!"
Another said, "I can relate to that.”
Susan patted her chest in relief. During
the silent reading, Kevin whispered to a
beer, 'T am impressed.” The teacher

3sked, "Dg you have any comments for

180

Socialization: self-

identity; group identity.

Classifying people/

handicapped (emotionally)

student was supported

by the group.

Socialization . Self-
identity; group identity;

sense of belonging.



Susan?" Yyonne answered, "It's great! I
€an relate to what she says.” Others
Praised the writing. Frank said, 'T have a
QUestion about the first sentence.
Yvonne explained, "The point she is
trying to make is... I also havea
Problem with apostrophes. . . ." The
teacher referred students to English
handbogg. Yvonne said, "Good, I want
to know for myself. I have a problem.”
The teacher consoled her, "It is not just
Your problem. We all have a problem
Wwith apostrophes sometimes.” Kevin
laughed, "yqy should have looked at
Your Little Brown Handbook for that
license plate.” Students laughed (inside
Joke). One student patted Yvonne's
Shoulder, There was more discussion
about writing. Cindy raised the point
about Tepetition, "There are too many
800ds. Mark said, "I liked them." Then
Mark said, "I have a question for me. .
like she used. . . what should I do about

T®Petition?" The teacher responded.

181

Socialization: group

support.

Peer collaboration:

Team learning.

Nonverbal communication:

Touch: Sense of

belong’ng.

Self-identity; group

identity.



Students took notes as teacher and
students talked. One student
(handicapped) sat outside the circle. He
contributed to the dialog - though
reluctantly at first. He did not speak as
soon or as often as some of the others.
The topic involved age--teenagers--the
generation gap. There was much
laughter. Cindy looked at Susan and
said, "That's how mommies feel!"

Susan said, "I understand what you

mean. Next paper: Greg's. The teacher

asked Greg to read. He agreed to do it,
but rolled his eyes at Frank. Greg
stumbled over the "r" words. Susan

comforted him, "I enjoyed that essay; it

was an adventure!” Yvonne yelled, "But

when you see it's going to rain, get the
hell out of the water. . .." She was

addressing the content. Yvonne rolled

her eyes and said, " S _ _ _." The teacher

nervously laughed at the profanity.
Susan talked seriously about ideas

expressed, redirecting the flow/tone of
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Classifying people/

handicapped student

(with MS) sat outside
the group at outset of
peer collaborative

experience.

Socialization: Classifying
and describing people

(age).

Socialization: Casual

idiolect.



the discussion. The topic of the essay
Concerned thunderstorms and how
Many could go on at one time. The
teacher redirected the focus of the
discussion to paragraph development.
One student Iooked to her English
handbook. Yvonne commented that she
liked Greg's paper. He responded with a
gentle, "Thank you." The students were
dismissed after the teacher told them
that they had run out of time. She told
the students that they would continue
their discussion of writing when they

Teturned,
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Individual and group

Independent,

response.

critical thinking.

Students' attitudes

twoard course: They

had to be reminded to

leave; sense of




March 16, 1989
Objective: Cause/Effect

Students Present: 14

184

Observation:

The circle had changed. Students were
closer and more freely interacted with
one another. Stu, (as Stuart was
affectionately called by his peers), in his
wheelchair, had moved to become part
of the circle. In addition, men and
women were interwoven, rather than
clustered together by gender. Further,
black students were interwoven with
other students. Black students were no
longer clustered together by race. There
was informal interaction among the
students before the teacher arrived.

For example, one black girl sat chatting

and smiling with a white girl. When the

teacher arrived, she sat in the circle. The

students were prepared to read their
papers, already circulating them to one

another. One student volunteered to

Self-identity: group

identity: Handicapped

student sat inside the
circle with his peers.
Nicknames were
affectionately employed
by the student.

Racial integration of

black students with

white students; sense

of belonging (minorities
with others).

Students' attitudes were

more positive toward

reading their writing.



read first, without having to be called on
by the teacher. During the reading of
students' papers, all students acitively
participated, reading along and taking
notes. One student said, "l have
problems with tense, too. Mrs. B., what
do you do with pronouns that don't

match nouns as far as tense?" Another

asked, "I want to ask a question for me. . .
like she used. . . what should I do?"
During the critical analysis, students
offered criticism on content,
punctuation, diction, and organization.
There was criticism accompanied by
laughter. There was direct eye contact
between students. For example, when
Stu critiqued Cindy's essay, he looked
her directly in the eyes from across the
circle. Annette, (affectionately called Net
by her peers), chimed in with, "I like it
the way Cindy has it." Others examined
the point being made, looking at the copy
of Cindy's paper in front of them. Joyce

said she thought Stu made a "good
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Peer collaboration:

Active particpation.

Self-identity; group

identity: via jokes and

laughter; sense of
belonging.
Individual and group

response/independent,

critical thinking.
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point." Joyce read her essay next. All Individual and group

students actively participated during the response/independent,

reading, marking the papers. All eyes critical thinking.

faced downward. Pens rigorously
stroked the paper. The essay was neatly
typed but riddled with error. During the
2-3 minute session for silent reading, all
students participated, diligently writing.
The teacher prompted responses by
asking questions. The students had been
looking down, reading until her prompt.
Students were asked, "What is the main
point of the essay?" Students began
offering criticism about the paper. For
example, Annette said, "She did not

explain what is meant by 'house’ or

‘apartment. Joyce responded, looking Active socialization
at Annette, "I meant that. . . ." Stuart devoted to guality of
said, "Well I think it would be better to writing.

say. . .." Mark said, "Do you think that it

could be written. . .?" Susan said, "But
that's not the only way it could be stated.
.." Stu and Sue, (Susan was nicknamed

by her peers), could not agree on the



discussion about phrasing. The teacher
offered her view to break what seemed to
be a standoff. The teacher then
instructed the students to return the
copies to Joyce. Susan told Joyce that she
liked the paper: "I like it — but we're
here to learn better ways to write." Joyce
shook her head and smiled at Susan.
She agreed, "Right." The next student to
read her paper was Yvonne, who wrote
about JTPA (Job-Training Partnership
Act) Students vs. Paying Students, a
paper written in the contrast mode.
Yvonne pointedly volunteered to read
her paper . She said, "This ain't what
you might be expectin'." She read,
"Paying students need to open their eyes
instead of their mouths. . . . We have
children and have to get them off to
school in the morning before we can
come to class. . .. Christ knows we don't
want them [the children] to suffer what
we have." No one else spoke. All

students were tensely quiet after the

187

Positive socialization:

social interaction skills.

Classifying and

describing people.

Problem solving.




reading. Students shifted their eyes at
one another, studying the faces of their
peers. Yvonne spoke, "I thought there
needed to be somethin' read, since others
know about this, too. I mean Christ I
thought you should know." Yvonne's
diction grew vulgar, as she attempted to
describe the conflict between JTPA
students and the others. Mark sighed
and stated, "I guess I never really knew
there was a difference.” A minority
student said, "I don't know what a
financially funded student is." There
was confusion. During the silent
reading, students began whispering to
one another. Finally, Annette retorted,
"We don't think we're better than you!"
Frank argued, "I didn't even know you
were JTPA students.” Yvonne
complained, "There have been several
comments comin' from that side of the
room about us comin' here for free. And
we, on this side of the room wanted to

tell you that it's not easy for us to be

188

Classifying and

describing people.

Problem solving.

Problem solving.




here." She continued, "Damn it, we
can't help it the way we are." Annette
was visibly perturbed, fidgeting in her
seat, flashing her eyes, shaking her head:
"You think we don't work? Well my
parents do not pay my tuition. Ihave to
do house chores in order to reimburse
my mom and dad for college tuition."
Mark was less visibly irritated, but
wanted to make a point: "I work at a fast
food chain to pay my college expenses."
Factions seemed to emerge. There was
continued controversy regarding
Yvonne's essay. Finally, the teacher
joked, "No one had any trouble
understanding what Yvonne was trying
to say, I suppose." Mark reiterated, "I
guess I never really knew there was a
difference." The teacher said, "We don't
want to stereotype groups. In writing,
the writer must be careful to take an
objective tone - otherwise the writer,
you, will antagonize the other side, your

audience." Annette remarked, "I was
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Self-identity:

Casual, informal idiolect.

Self-identity.

Problem solving,

Jokes to soften the
tone of the problem

presented.



upset by the paper. .. .. " The teacher
asked, "How could Yvonne have said
this better? Let's look at the
diction/tone." Content was abandoned
somewhat to examine the paper's
mechanics, organization. Students
offered constuctive criticism. When
class ended, Yvonne and Annette walked
out together; they were talking and
smiling. Susan said, "Well we don't lack
for topics in this class." Another student
.smiled and shook her head from side to
side, saying, "You never know what's
going to happen in this class." (After
class, Stuart and the teacher talked.
Stuart was excited abo{n the class. He
smiled and said, "This class is sort of
therapeutic for me. It's like being a
member of a team. We can all talk
whenever we want to and about almost
anything we want to. I've never had a
class like this before. And I can actually
say that I am learning more about

writing.")
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Problem solving. Social

interaction skills. Self-

identity; group identity.

Problem solving. Social

interaction skills, Sense

of belonging.




March 23, 1989

Objective: Compare/Contrast

Students Present: 13

191

Observation:

Stuart's paper was passed around while
students chatted quietly. I arrived a few
minutes before class to watch students
interact. Surprisingly, Yvonne and
Annette were talking with one another --
although they were across the room
from one another. Their loud
conversation and laughter invited others
to join in as students entered the
classroom. This interaction was different
from the interaction observed during
and after the reading of Yvonne's essay
about JTPA students. Yvonne was
teasing Annette for "being so skinny; she
could eat anything she wanted and not
get fat." When the teacher arrived,
Stuart read his paper about green beans.
After the silent reading, students

expressed delight in the essay, despite the

Social interaction skills.

Social interaction skills.

Sense of belonging.
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topj
Pic on green beans. One student said,

The deSCn'pﬁon is good — reminds me Self-identity; gxloup
;)f John Denver's songs about country identity; cohesiveness.
.Ife." Joyce said, "I like the paper, too, but Sense of belonging.
'St the line '3 minutes to the second’ a

trite .
€Xpression?" The teacher answered

that ;
1t could be, but she wasn't sure if it

detr
acted from the content. Cindy said Socialization devoted to
she gj )
did not think it did, but asked the quality of writing.
Uestion. »r.
uestion; Is 'lay' right? It dudn' sound Idiolect.
right.n

Yvonne asked, "Should it be that
Wayon . .
Y¢" Stu said he meant to write "lie."
Th
© teacher responded with an answer

an . e
da Question to teach the students the Socialization devoted to

Co . (s
fTect form and to quiz them quality of writing.

i .
mmedlately after. Unlike during

Preyj . .
Vious sessions, students did not wait

to
Be calleq upon. They did not raise

the;
€Ir hands, pyt spoke at will, making for

Sm . ) . .
©oth dialog. . . democratic learning. Individual and group

response; independent,

J .
oYce asked, 'Is ‘field" spelled with ‘ie’ or

'e.'7" o [ ]
'" She had circled the word on the critical thinking.

Social interaction skills,

Paper. Joyce corrected her peer

ex s » e d
plalnmg that "-e" words were a Indwldual and group



Problem for most writers. Another
Student agreed. The teacher confirmed
the correct answer. Another student was
Jooking up the word in the dictionary.
Joyce, 4 minority student, sat between
two white students. Joyce read with
COnfidence her paper about self-esteem,
falking about the detriments of low and
the benefits of high. During the silent
reading, two students whispered about
the Content of the paper: "I feel the same
Way at times, " The teacher asked the
Students what they thought of the
“Ontent. Joyce kidded, "Well ain't ya
§0nna say nothin'?" Yvonne answered
that there were times that she felt exactly
What the Paper said. Other students
8reed with Yvonne. The teacher
directeq the students to look at the
“"8anization, Mark said, "I think this is
Joyce's best paper so far." Frank, "Me,
f00.” The teacher said,"You are right. I
M Very pleased with the organization of

t .
his Paper. Joyce has come a long way-
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response/independent

critical thinking.

Self-identity; group
identity: Racial
Sense

integration.
of belonging.

Socialization:
Camaraderie. Sense of
belonging, informal

idiolect.

Quality of writing

improved.



In
fact, You all have." Students smiled at

:Jne nother, proudly. Susan spoke,
You knoyw I think we've been very
Teative 4t picking out topics.” The
teacher said, "You are right; I never
thought of that, Sye." Cindy said, "We
Are gettin' better and better!" The teacher
Said, "We've become a good team." The
flext Paper read was Greg's. While Greg
f€ad, his Speech impediment was noted
(hag difficulty pronouncing “r"), but he
Tead wih confidence, unlike at the
f?gl‘mung of the semester. (His hands
did not tremble.) During the silent
l'eading, Annette took out her book
®htitled Improving Spelling to look up a
word, ghe then made corrections on
Gr €8's paper, Scanning the room, I saw

€a
ch student examining Greg's paper.
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Self identity; group
identity. Nicknames
were used and accepted
by the group.

Quality of writing

improved.

Handicapped student
(with speech impediment)
read with confidence -

group identity. Sense

of belonging.

Individual and group

identity; independent,

critical thinking.

Frank Wrinkled his nose and slitted his
€Yes. Frank leaned over to Mark and
*ked Mark what did he think. He
S€emed confused about something he

w, :
3S reading in Greg's paper. Mark



::uspered’ "I think he meant to say. .. ."
for;t:Vb(:) male s.tudents bantered back and
footbau ut topic of the essay: baseball vs.
N - The female students remained

nt until Cindy complained, " I'm
télbsolutely lost." Greg complained, "I
hought everybody knew a little
:::::ng about baseball. Mark
lved oy - - . and asked, "Where have you
A your life?? Baseball is the
.lal:j::m sport!” Kevin and Frank

. . Susan said, "Now wait a
:::::, tennis could be considered the
Amen.c an sport. And it is not un-
basebanan to not know anything about
the & and football." The males and

‘ Males scrapped about the
“8nificance of the games. Neither side
“emed to win the debate. Neither side
“®eMed to mind. Students just laughed
3t one another for not agreeing. When
the topic discussion had been exhausted,
the teacher focused on the mechanics of

the yrie:
Writing. Stu wanted to know about 2

Classifying people/

females vs. males.

Classifying people/

females vs. males.

Self-confidence;

group identity.

195



sentence that he considered a fragment.
Students examined the line for a subject
and verb, to discover that there was no
verb — the line was, indeed, a fragment
sentence. When the class was dismissed,
students lingered still talking to one
another about writing; some were still
talking to the teacher about writing.
Almost fifteen minutes passed before the

room was cleared of students.

Socialization - sense

196

of belonging.



April 4, 1989
Object
Jective: Research Paper Drafts

Students present: 14

197

\

Obse”'ation:
Y there was a substitute teacher.

The Students were instructed to form
Smalj 8roups and analyze one another’s
®SSay. While Annette complained that
She wap ted feedback from the teacher,
Other Students echoed Annette's
Sentiment, Students formed small
fmups. In a short time, the room was
Umnu'ng with students offering one
ANother Criticism on how to write
;ffecﬁ"ely. Students referred to
‘Conaries and textbooks to find
Mswers to problems that arose in the
f;oup. For example, Stuart said, "Net,
R0t sure but I don't think you can
Hse Single quotation marks like that.”
He' Teferred to his textbook to confirm his
Point. o¢her students followed his lead.

The
Peer made the suggested correction.

Self-confidence: group

identity. Nicknames

were accepted and used

by the group.

Problem solving.

Individual and group

response/independent,

critical thinking.

Self-reporting.

Individual and group

response/independent,

critical thinking.
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ther about

Stu
th dents consulted one ano
e nex . ‘
. t assignment. Others read to oné
oth .
er without being told to- Stud

aided
one another. Before Mark (red
te patted his

ents

Nonverbal communication.

h .
air) read his essay, Annet
arm
, as ;
N she often did. His red face grew
me :
what pink; he appeared to be

comfo
rted. Students aided on€ another.
k read, Net

s red face

Fo
r example, before Mar

batted his arm, as usual. Hi
class

gre .
W pink, as usual. When the
left

period
ended, some of the students

for thei
elr
next class. Others stayed on and
gense of pelonging-

COntin
u o
ed their discussion of writing:




April 13, 1959

Obiecss
. Jective. Research Paper Drafts
o
ftinued and process Papers
Students pragent. 13

\
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ObSerVation:
The beginning of the class period was
ddr €ssed to teaching students methods
of dC’Cumentation of the research paper
(ap Prox. 25 Mminutes). A straight lecture
Methog Was utilized. The desks
remained in straight rows. The students
Temainey quiet as the teacher talked.
.hen Students wished to speak, they
15 their hands, Syart wanted to ask
2 Question and raised his hand, patiently
Waiﬁng for the teacher to call on him.
hen ¢q teacher asked questions,
*tudenys Seemed reticent to respond —

“ven Shy. The personality of the class
Qhanged from previous times. At 11:25
the “lass was told by the teacher that it
"as Okay for them to form their circle.

Ctte appointed herself to go first, "T'll

Lecture devoted to

quality of writing.

Lecture strategy seemed

to limit socialization.

Peer collaboration seeemed

to enhance socialization.



go first this time — I want to see what you
think about my story.” Annette
enthusiastically passed around copies of
her paper — standing up to do so. She
took her seat and instructed her peers to
“follow along" with her reading. As
students read, there was little sound
except Annette's voice. At some points,
Annette corrected her own mistakes. For
example, Annette corrected, "I know I
should have used the offset indention

- for that quotation. It is long. But I didn't
know how to footnote it." The teacher
interrupted, "All right, we'll make note
of that and come back to it." The reading
took several minutes (approximately 15),
which seemed long, but the students
appeared interested, circling words and
making notes in the margins. The topic
of the paper involved oral
contraceptives. After the reading, Stu
said, "That's a long paper!" The teacher
asked, "Does anyone have any

suggestions for Annette to shorten her

200

Self identity; group
identity; sense of

belonging.

Self identity; group

identity; self-reported

errors.
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paper?" Stu laughed, "She could single- Sense of Belonging;
space it!" Others laughed at his joke. jokes.

"Let's look at the organization and

substantiation,” instructed the teacher.

‘There was much dialog among the Group identity - team
teacher, Annette, Stu, and Mark for a work. Quality of
time about organization and mechanics. writing.

While Mark said Annette's conclusion

should be her introduction, Stu did not

agree and gave his reasons. Other

students were attentive, watching and .

listening to their peers. Annette looked

at her silent peers and said, "Please, tell Self identity; group
me what you think — I need your help to identity.

get a better grade.” Cindy spoke up about

transitions; Stu addressed the same

weakness in the writing. Annette teased,

"You should come to my house and

tutor me." Stu laughed. Mark Social interaction skills.

contributed to the dialog, "Remember
Annette about presenting both sides —
yours and the opposite point of view?"
Annette giggled, "Oh yea . . . I forgot."

Stuart teased, "But we are still trying to



shorten the paper.” Annette asked
where she should cite the experts. Stuart
answered her question, but turned to
teacher to ask one of his own. As Stuart
and teacher debated an issue, some of the
students began chatting with one
another. The drcle was smaller and lazy;
the students appeared comfortable.
(Their postures indicated a relaxation:
someone sprawled his legs; someone else
sat on one leg; someone else twirled her
hair and leaned to one side.) The teacher
told the group to take the copies of
Annette's paper home and make
corrections that they could return to her
the next time. Joyce and Tonesia looked
at one another; Tonesia said, "I need

more time to look at it."

202

Social interaction skills:

Camaraderie.

Informality/self

confidence.
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Ore ¢
ass
» Annette and Yvonne chatter

abg
ut
erso i
Personal topics, such as Annette’s

docg,
hungeis APpointment and Yvonne's
ha"ing bej:a: returned to class after Classifying people/
res " ) a s.ent - it was her turn to emotionally handicapped
o Onesia. Susan was one of the students expresses fear
fron ' who had trouble reading in of reading aloud.

t of
People. She expressed concern

avin
§ to read: “I am so nervous

tod

cla M scared to
Ss," g
he to]g Cindy. The teacher came

read in front of the

in
.,PrevenzneSia Was to read her paper on
feaq OUdghTeenage Pregnancy.” As she
jo&l'ng 4 - 1€r peers read silently along,
g o,

Sin
Ce ton;
IC
h Plcs were chosen by the students,
€ pa

lb0u

)
WI comments in the margins

clin
& words to be considered later.
Individual and group

response/independent,

Pers
Teflected students’ attitudes
critical thinking.

ontr, s
Oversial issues. Tonesia was



A Minnw
pr::;::ty Student addressing a soaring
of teenag.e “he read sbout curbing the rise
e respon p regnm'cy, saying, "Both sexes
Tonesi, sible ~ girls and boys."
fing lov:ead on, "Teenagers have sex to
On birgp, Comr They need more education
Teenagers ol and how to say mo-
become py feed counseling if they do
the group ;gnant, " Tonesia informed
pregnancy at the problem of teen
SOdoeconon:as not limited to one race or
Breed i, hc group. Many of her peers
take , o er. Students were asked to
ot dow mlflUtes, after the reading, to
Studen their comments.” Each
Peers, Thiad without whispering to
fask 5¢ han;’ a:p eared serious about the
high ore - Students discussed the
2 reeq thg;:i:cy rate in America and
Wit betore ; problem had to be dealt
broyys furr came a crisis. Susan's
hey ver sp;w‘i‘d; she was frowning, as
tolg the groy aG"’O?S the paper. Later she
P, "Since the female would

204

Individual and group

Independent,

response:

critical thinking.



sho:(:::cowable to the child, she
Vehemeny; e tf‘e responsibility.” Yvonne
Map shouly disagreed, "No way! The
sctong. d be responsible for his

C
Ome on, Yvonne, you know

er.
Men have never been the ones to

t
ake the res

ponsibility, so th
haye o ty e women

they still do.” Mark argued,
and | Etrue.” Greg shook his head
e
a-ned bad( l.n his Chair. -rheg_roup

n]at's no

Was o
. disQ::::tEd and actively involved in the
sy N. The teacher redirected the
de:ZO:l t0 mechanics, directing the
ocatio © look for the thesis statement,
7 and dar ity. The students

iSCuSS

ed

Of th the Strengths and weaknesses
e ‘mtln

Th

¢ paper & YV(:mne commented,

oy ine, by, I.S ")rgamzed according to the

a Tesearcy, Litis not formal enough to be

colhplai Paper. . . is it?" Annette

Pinjop, fed that the paper was "just

€ gro And no facts.” The teacher asked
"UP where Tonesia should add

fa
Cts, SU.San s N
pecified certain lines and

Classifying people/
Issue of males vs.

females.

Social interaction skills:

Gentle criticism.

Individual and group

response: In dependent,

critical thinking.

205



ofOId Tonesia thag there was a good book

| e: ;e::du;aﬁon that she had and could
bl Cau;d vonne said, "Yea, there's a
‘wmch ) Where Babies Come From,
- induzxcellent. You could look at it
You N € some of the information in

Per. But Tonesia, make sure you

eMphac
Phasize that the baby is not the

st
pr e Make it clear that the
€gn
e ANCy was the mistake that the
Enager made‘ "
Cingy,
at?n

"I'm

Yvonne gently hit
asking, "Where is your mouth
The Students laughed. Cindy said,
auﬂl:_:t ‘:lre about how to match up my
. th the Works Cited page.”
e h:‘:her explained. Frank asked, "Do
to double space the Works Cited

Page
r tO on .
07" Seriousness seemed to

Prey,;
ail,
Documentation appeared

tedj
o
Us for the students as they

lau
h an
g lessly smiled, but asked many

QUesthns abo
N

o ut research paper writing.
tit
Was Susan’s turn to read her

pr OCeS
S Paper. She kidded, "I'd rather
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Individual and group

responses: Independent,

critical thinking.

Nonverbal communication:

Touch (casual, friendly).

Self-identity; group
identity. Self-reporting

errors.

Handicapped student

(emotionally) feared

reading aloud.



read someone else's paper — not my

own." But Susan read her own paper,

articulately and clearly, stumbling over a
few sentences. Her face was red. After
the reading, she held out her hands,
saying, "See my hands shake.”" The
teacher told her, "You did very well."
Some of Susan's sentences were long
and complex. Stuart joked, "Sue, as long
as your sentences are, you could practice
underwater swimming." After a few
minutes of silent reading, tension was
broken when Yvonne asked the question
about potting plants. Content helped
launch the discussion into mechanics.
Frank contributed laughingly suggesting
that "the plants would destroy the dining

room table." Both the students and the

teacher agreed that Susan's paper was
very well written. Students rewarded
Susan by patting her on the back and
telling her what a good writer she was.
The next paper to be read was Kevin's.

Annette teased the teacher, telling her

207
Jokes,

Self-identity; gl-'oup

identity.

Self—identity i _group

identity: Camaraderie.

Touch and nonverbals.

Social interaction skills:

Jokes with teacher.



that sh
g e should have stapled Kevin's
es si '
e Omce she photocopied them for
ther students laughed. 50 did

teach
e -
r. Kevin read his process paper =

Self_c
onsci
ously, stumbling OVer some Of

o ords (his writing was g0od)- His
1C w 1"
e as "Changing a Tire." His face
n
ed as he read. After the reading

the ¢
e
acher said, "Give him some help-’

Cu
Indy piped up, "Wh
P, ere do you put the

jack?"
™ M .
ark tried to explain, adding that

" ere
there are g
e different types of jacks, SO

differ
e
nt places to keep them.” Getting

Stud e
nts
back on task, Yvonné asked

aboy
yVontn?;Czn ics, "What about this. - -
f the wopg ucted Kevin on his spelling
shoulder < accommodate. Kevin's
head a5 :bffened and he cocked his.
defensivee said, "Oh yea?" He seeme
With hun;o Annette came to the rescué
delingyent ur: "That's okayi We'® in
Iaughed spelling class.” Kevin
and corrected his spelling

saying, "I sh
ould have Jooked that up-”

social interac

J

okes 10 softe

208

tion skills:

n criticism.
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Social interaction skills:

Tonesi, added, "y embarrassing to spell
;C‘;’Ord wrong in this class — you have to Jokes to soften criticism.
You friends. " She grinned. Dawn Emotionally handicapped
relnajned quiet, ag usual, although her student maintained
nonverbal communication.

EYQ
sty Fontact was involved with the other
d
hog ®nts. In addition, she smiled and
Odd
ed Tesponding to her peers'

“Ommep, ts.



\
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Apri] 20, 1989

bjective.
Sty Ve: Research Paper and Process
dents Present: 14

bse"Vation;
des:::SaiSSembIEd, arranging their Lecture strategy:
ccture o, haz)’ circle after the teacher's Seemed to limit
cssay, o Ow to structure a definition socialization.
thei, " Uring the lecture, students sat in
bus) © Up seats with the usual spatial
Pee ® Which isolated them from their
' . IS. After the lecture, the class Peer collaborative
Nsformeq from a clearly structured strategy seemed to
aSerOm, with desks neatly placed in enhance_socialization.

Spedﬁ
Crows — o the lazy circle which

hag j;
Ii
ttle Structure, with its shape barely

rese
mblj . e s
w ling a circe. Some of the students Socialization:
€re se .
ated further into the circle closer Camaraderie.

to frs
Tlen .
ds —~ peers. No student isolated Sense of belonging.

g::elf/ herself outside the circle.
o thegi the lecture students' eyes focused
ot fstructor looking down only to

S on the topic at hand. During

e
e as
Peer collaborative portion of class
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fime, Students sat in the lazy circle.
There Was a noticeable difference in their Nonverbals seemed to
elneanor. In the circle, students sat on indicate a comfort in the
.their legs, leaned back in their seats, and peer collaborative
*PPeareq be more comfortable. environment.

Stug
ents sat close enough to touch one
Mother anq th

befor, .
® Moving to her regular place in the

ey did. For example, Touch (affectionate).

:;;C::;S.Yvonne grasped Annette's hand,
medjcalmg Support to her about her
With (o, Problem. Annette's eyes filled.
bwe oy TS and her face reddened, but the
dents interacted in an intimacy

Not .
Cj prevlouSJY observed before. When
Ind
Y took her place, she leaned into
awn asldngl

b "Did you finish your

S

” together during the time for

l‘oCes
9 €ssay?" Dawn responded with a

& " : X , h (peer concern).
Yea, It wasn't bad.” Placing their Touch (p

i:;m: T€actions in the margins, Kevin
fomstark Whispered. Since their eyes
Ppay On the essay the exchange was
Sy Sy addressing a writing issue.

San
feased her cohorts from across the



room as one said she had no teeth in her
mouth (Yvonne). Susan asked, "What
happened to them?" Susan consoled
Yvonne for having to be "dressed
without her teeth.” Students sat with

crossed legs and relaxed postures.

Sense of belong'.ing.

212



April 27, 1989

Biee: ,
S octive: Process Mode
fdents Present: 12

213

bSQX'VaﬁOn:

Annett .
€ drculateq copies of her essay on

oW to .
. W a pillow. Frank cynically
en-larked’ "

to Knows Oh great! just what I wanted

S fon. " Annette nervously laughed at
®asing ang began her reading. Greg

“Mmeg his fingers on the desk as

nnette
b read through sewing terms:
sting,

Tolleq 1,.
A his €Yes at Kevin. Kevin grinned.

e
tte Stumbled over her words. She

Staystitching, seam, gather. Greg

Stg
:Ped Teading and said, “This doesn't
dke "
Sense." Then she asked, "Do I

ac(u
i Ay have to read this?" The teacher
nstruCtEd;

t
ook 5z

Titin
8 for aboyt 4 week, it will look

ffer
ent o You. You are actually

“This illustrates what your

§ - if you don't see your
dj

P
4

Oin ~ng
Out your own mistakes."

Nnet )
€ continued reading her paper,

Self-identity; group

identity:

Self-reported

errors.



:::m'bﬁng over some of her own
Sﬂe;:l:i SA“ Other students read along
Making tual'f furrowed his brows,
et Se’:“?US effort to make sense of
Writing. Susan looked up

fr .

e::::ne tO' time at Annette, seeming to

Dasy '2¢ with her struggling peer.

Iabom;u::m Tarely spoke, wrote

fime s ¥ and looked up from time to

Shouig,, Nnette. Frank patted Annette's
at one point and Annette's

Teadip,
. 8 flowed more smoothly. Mark

ein
late ang sat between Frank and

nneﬁ.
says © Annette finished her essay,
n "Ty
arkg’ Its not a good essay, anyway.”
an .
d Frank sighed audibly. Susan

Comyf,
0 .
rted, Net, I found it very

.

info,
niativ : .
o €, since it's been a long time

Ve sewn." The teacher spoke:

hers:;ttz ‘@ught may mechanical errors,

Whay t};inm let's mention in general

T®Sponse .gs to look for." Kevin forced a
» "Well, phrasing is off on her

pﬂra
8Taphs. I mean the sentences are

214

Nonverbal communicatin.

Touch and nonverbal

communication.

Self-identity; group
identity; self-reporting

errors.
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Self-identity; group

identity; students seemed

91

- €8s were Propped up on the chair; relaxed and comfortable
ind
Y (age approx. 39) sat with her legs

s in the peer collaborative
St}::addled; Susan sat cross-legged; so did environment.
exp;:nﬂette Sat on one leg. The teacher

fed the use of tne semicolon and

“lon,
Cindy 8ained eye contact with
Onesj, who hag

srru'led at her peer.

Quality of writing emphasis;

asked the question; she Nonverbal communication:

k She said, "I needed to Eye contact and smile.
HOW that’ too, The
th
® Students ¢,
ab0u

teacher redirected
Annette's paper: "What
t Puncty, tion?"

"C Susan responded,
omp
45 are where 5

s emicolons are
uPPosed to be.

Tosseg. Cindy sat with her legs Individuaf and group
ayd; > her chair was angled. She response/independent,
bef::_bly.deared her throat, clownishly, eritical thinking.
) e 81ving her criticism — as she
d ;}: id. CindY said, "Wording Social intj:;:::on j:j:;
Sajq » -Sound right” — she laughed and Gentle cr )
1 s €ither like it or poke it." Annette
ugh

. ed with her classmate, noting the
Sested COrrections. Mark handed the
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Con-ech.
) NS to Annette — with a smiley

Next

on ;
n it, Students moved quickly to the
Paper, Cindy read her paper next.

She
I T
. Prefacey it with 3 laugh when the Sense of belonging;
ach
ol € askeq the dass to examine jt. She Idiolect.
; the clags that this essay was about
er father

* @ Waterman, who would "kill

e if
he knew he knew I wrote this for
You 4y

0 (She was joking.) She also told
e

as
S thag Waterman's janguage was
Useq

N M her essay. She had underlined
e

Wo
Cing dcam. her process essay,
Y explaineq the routine of the
af
“an, Cindy read,
“ecessq,
Ve

Ty e
o arly, way before sun up. You
0

"To be a
Clalmner You must first get up

eat 5 big breakfast, preferably hot.

With h
. Dawn's eyes drank in the

Ords,
o She Stopped at various intervals

Stnjj :
® at Cindy, who was reading.

Self-identity; group

M; Local

culture explored.

Classifiying and describing

Qeogle: Local culture.
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A ,
Nnette twirled her hair. Joyce swung Nonverbal communication.
her Iegs. '

. Mark read with a half grin on
his lips,

Cindy told that the clammer Sense of belonging.

39 outsmarteq the "marine man" by
Plaq'ng the small clams in the bottom of
Sh: :a..sket and the Iarger ones on top.
Ad, "The old-timers weren't used

(6] no
Tules for catchin’ clams.” She

Wink - . . -
ed angd Smiled at her peers. Cindy Social interaction skills

reg
d the last Jines of her essay, "After you
Pick .
Your limit, head on in. Gossip with
W the g1q wat

Unj
ad your boat and take your clams to
market_n

ermen about your catch.

s Joyce exclaimed, T loved it!"

"Do you clam with your
fathepyn

Cindy quipped, "Often!" The

CIas
th S buzzeq with discussion regarding

€ dv;
YIng breed of the Eastern Shore.
Self-identity; group

n
¢ Student kidded that "women had no

Pla i ity; jokes.
‘@ on g workboat," There was a debate. identity; JO

Sty . e/
d ; ifying people
"t pointeq out, "The fact is that Classifying

°m males vs. males.
n M do 80 out on those workboats - fe
Om
atter what some of you think." A

mino [ nverbals.
fity Student shook her head in Nonverd ==
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Agreem,
e
8rands, Mt- One student confessed his
a e .
ther's mischievous adventures

on 5
Crab bg
at. Anoth
er expressed Sense of belonging.

cong
reederjsa::mlt the waterman as a dying
CheSapeake the pollution of the
any e fay- Another spoke of the
Spoke o . Of the marine men. Another
boaters - abuse of the Bay by pleasure
invol‘,ed | e s.tudents were actively
began, e n‘ discussion when Susan
and meChad‘fSCUSSion on organization Jokes.
Nucs. Susan said, "I loved
¢ It was certainly well
Cing,, miwn nodded and smiled at
on hoy, o ext essay read was Joyce's
She rend g ?mge the oil in a car. When
€ title of the essay, Kevin

‘nked
at
Mark, who smiled as if to ask, Classifying people/

"HO
W
an a
woman write about such a females vs. males.

prOCeS
S~a .
W man'’s job?" Joyce read on.

en She
completed the reading, Kevin

C()nf
esse LLs ¢
d, "I'l bet she can do it better

th
an I Can!n
ho

There wuas discussion about

w Changing the oi
e oil has been viewed as



2 man'g job. Students agreed that
¥omen can do it o0, Mark was not 50
COnvinced. He was surprised that he and
She haqg chosen the same topic about
Which ¢, Write. Students laughed at
him,

219
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May 5, 1989
Obia..
b}eCtIVe: Deﬁniﬁ
Sty on
dentg PTGSenr_ 13

bSErvaﬁOR‘
Sin )
Ce the
teacher
had so many essays to

Yze
intg sme;;hgi: écided to divide the group
€35€). The UPs of three (four in one
they Were 8roups seemed flexible in that Social interaction skills:
Wothep, p:CCustomed to reading one Group involved in team
. The teach Pers and they went to work. effort -- willing to
approxim:: ;at with each group for form small groups.
Students fr ®Y five to ten minutes.
One anoty ¢ely interacted with her and
mechanic = Debates began over
dengg rs'ef(COmmas, semicolons, efc.).
Solye Prob €ITed to their textbooks to Problem solving.
teg er to sems' Rarejy did they ask the Individual and group
feach er was (:Ve the problem. The response/independent,
Co erences l.lsy in that she was having critical thinking.
"out reg, with individual students
groups' phre:tlve essays. From the three Social interaction skills.
'go()d job Ses such as "] like this" and Emphasizing the positive.

Could be heard. Also, those
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Same o o
, Phrases were being spoken by the Social interaction skills.

Cachar 5. . .. |

an *F 10 individual students. Students
d

Wiy ‘eacher were responding to the
ing Very positively. Near the end of

ass, ¢
Cindy teased the teacher, "I just
8ave SuSan an

1 A." The teacher
allghed' "

Did you look for transitions?”
SuSan .

Sald’ "Yes
th

Quality of writing.

she did — and they were
"€ this time, 1o



May 4, 1989
Objers:
Qu]ect]ve: Adminijstration of
est i
o Onnajre B ang Writing Sample B
“tudents Present: 14
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Wro(:: r:; Teceived questionnaire B and
Uestiong 8ently. All eyes observed the
at onge poi On the page. Melissa stopped
e by, ;nt, rolling her eyes, searching
She then | ©f an answer to a question. |
Wickyy ,, Ooked at me, smiled, and
too muChen.t ‘0 the next question. Cindy
tme, DaWnbme’ and asked for more
§0od jop, ¢, Was so determined to do a
askeq how at she even came to me and
Wsyop ¢ 'e:(ad she needed to be in her
“mMmep, °r "income.”  Annette
sa}’iﬂg, ';ed aloud on one answer,
Clagg like t: » I would rather take another
Concentrateds one." Mark and others
tiIhe, very e .and frowned from time to
Westions riously answering the
- After the administration of

Students' attitudes:

Seemed positive as
they seriously

answered the question.

Students' attitudes
seemed positive about

peer collaborative learning

in English Composition.
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d

askeq to write

(B another writing sample
) for the rese

arch project. The teacher
Wel(l) :et::l Prompt on the board: "Write a
2 chitgy Oped essay telling a story about
Attty g, t00d Mmemory which shaped your
(25&500 Oward a person, place, or thing”
: WOrds). One student said, "And
res;(::ego't be graded. . .” The teacher
Bradeg » » "No, this essay will not be

- Students began shuffling
O'ugh Notebooks and backpacks
. Iflng for writing tools. Soon sounds
“inisheg and the only audible sounds
ere Studentg writing.

223

Students' attitudes toward

grades seemed to be
linked with fear,
Nonverbal communication.

Students' attitudes toward

writing seemed positive
(no sounds of wadding
up paper or fingers

drumming the desk).
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KEY INFORMANT INTERVIEWS

First Interview with Susan

February 9, 1989

Res
Carcher. « .
her: What are Your feelings about the peer collaboration class?"

, SuSan: "

!

of N0t sure about this class -- I can't read in front of a whole group
P90p1e I

never have liked reading or even talking in front of a group. I

Nt kn
°W why . envy others who can."

esea "
"cher. "How do you think your peers feel about the class?

Sus

a

o think 1 like regular teaching better. I'm used to it. But I think
111

. Y, IOYCe and some of the others like this kind of teaching better. They

More Comfortable than I am.”
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Second Interview with Susan

March 23, 1989

Q " :
Icher:; What are your feelings about the peer collaborative class?"

S

Usap. « on't know. | still get so nervous every time I have to read. But
+ Boungg an
WOuId h
I

rS + »
d the others tell me I do a good job. Sometimes I think it

ave been easier jf I had been in the 101 lecture class. Well, not really.
Wo ' .
b Wldn'g have learned as much. 1 guess it's not too bad. I am surviving,
ut SH
ill dony like reading in front of people.”

Rese
a " t
“eher: How do your peers feel about the class?

Susan: 1"

They are scared but not as much as I am, except for Dawn -- she's

¢ ly More so0. Most of the others have gotten used to reading out loud in

N Of the Class, Everyone else seems to like it - they adjusted to it quickly.
a PerfectiOant -- I'm afraid of making mistakes. I want to do things right.
t . .
€r the reading, [ feel good about myself and I like it when the other
st ’
“Hdengs gy me on the back. I mean I don't need it, but — well, I guess I need
It’ T ' ' T
hat's What gives me courage to read the next page.

Res ogs
€archep. « in a traditional lecture
Cher: Would you and your peers prefer to be
Class?n
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Sug

an; »

fro Well, | have been working on the problem I have with reading in
nt of

? group, | ended up liking to read in front of the class - I just needed

Ore .
Practjce at it

the

| tradiﬁ()na] lecty
C
lags, becayg

faugp, __

So, I guess that means that I prefer this kind of teaching to
re class. We get more attention in the peer collaborative
e the class s flexible. My friends really like the way the course is

better than the traditional way. I like the class and my friends really

Third Interview with Susan

May 2, 1989

Res
e *
“cher; "What are your feelings about the peer collaborative class?"

Sug
ans nr .. ) .
y n: v likeg the class -- but I was scared every time I read. But, I guessifI
as

o t scareq I should have read, right? 1 apparently needed the experience
by

| : I
% ‘ng aloud, | used to hide behind the person seated in front of me
uldy,:

tdo that jn the circle. In the circle, I learned a lot from my peers.

eS "
®archer. "How do you think your peers feel about the class?

Sus .
an; . : . They seem to enjoy
They liked jt, They liked reading to their peers Y

Om;
ng tO CIaSS' "
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Researcher; "Would You and your peers prefer to be in a traditional !epture
CIaSs?"

d
“Hean, Noooooos Nooooooo! 1 began a 101 lecture course and I was bore
"0 Llegt ;

Sat throu

Peer

ien ! I've
ing to assign us seats!
LIt was rigid. Mrs. Murphy was even going g

metimes. But in the
gh Mmany lectyre courses - my mind wanders sometim
coIlabOra tive

Pay a4,
; i t comfortable
They Were like 1 Was, scared at first, but they liked it. We all go
With

! S on fo
ve to be attentive. The pressure Is aIway
y you ha Vi

ive class, too.
€ntion. As for my peers, they liked the peer collaborative

® another. 1 eyen liked the day Yvonne read the paper about A’:"Z“’
" the Others. 1 knew it was coming! . I would like to add that W:G allz 'e
e Peer Collaboratiye class even during shaky times -- we all exP‘.?“e’?CQ »
8lish “OMPosition, rather than the English Composition experiencing us
€ Peer
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IN TERVIEWS WITH KEY INFORMANT'S PEERS
Interview with Cindy
April 29, 1989

Rese
arC’he « 0
T "What are your feelings about the peer collaborative class?"
Cind
Yo' like
. Ilike jy I needed these guys or I never would have made it. I'm a
8h s,

Wae %0l dropoy - I never thought I could learn how to write. Besides I

Oredq cippr., . ,
d sittin In those classes where you had to just listen and take notes. I
I tak
e

this 1,

mean
flotes in this class but I talk a lot, too. I felt kinda alone. But in

S, I hag My friends. Of course -- I know I can do it now. Your peers

Mmjg;  faith In yourself, They gave me confidence -- even when I made
akeg I
- 1]

ne"er kne

by
esea Ir'ch er

Sive yo

€arned a lot in that class about myself, my peers, and teachers. I
W teachers were just people who taught.” Cindy was touching the

S arm, Cindy winked and smiled.
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Interview with Dawn

March 23, 1989
Researcher: "What are your feelings about the peer collaborative class?"
Dawn: "I like this class. It's better than my other English classes because
sometimes the teacher would talk over our heads. In this class, you get
special atttention. I'm shy, but I manage to comment every now and then. I
even go to the teacher's office sometimes, since I've really gotten to know
her.

Researcher: "Would you register for another peer collaborative class?"

Dawn: "Absolutely, I learn more this way."
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Interview with Yvonne

March 23,1989

AsT
was | .
eaving class, yYvonne walked pehind me and said,

apolo
gy.
know I am sorry for the other day;
o
to ther students felt the same
defend us

Rese
archer: "
er: "Do you think pringing confli

Yvo

nne: "

Ltold b Yes, T do because after
er she had made some

frien
ds'
. She said she was §oné try

Reg
ear
cher: "What are your ¢

f attention an
a r.n

nne: " .
: " like it, we get 2 lot ©
ke it right I

kn
ow
a .
bout it right away and can M

lecture or P

Reg
earcher: "
er: "Which do yot prefer,

Yvg
nne; " .
Without a doubt, this kind.
out 2 78% average!

Enot:
glish -
now I am 8etting almost 2 vg" —~ ab
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O ,,,,,,‘,,f_,/_,

232
Interview with Gtuart
March 1989
I met Gtuart.

As |

w
. as walking across campus,
ollaborative clasS?"

Rese
arChe .on
r: "How do you like the peer ¢

Stu
art: " N
I like this way of learn

Other
people about writing and e



233

5 wITH THE TEACHER

INTERVIEW
1989 - May 1989

January
R . .
esearcher: "What do you think is the significance of the nicknames 11 the

CIaSS?"

Teach
- er: "I believe they are indic
do
ne another. Nicknames aré st

anOth

e

I to achieve a sort of identity wi
tennmes wit

affec
tion for one another and show it of

Res
earcher: "Do you believe that self-identity an

in the
peer collaborative classroom?

Tea
. cher: "Yes I do. I mean these studen
SSu
ming the role of students — and 8 stud

individd uals in this grouP”

the
Y need to feel accepted as1

ReS

e

. archer: "Why do jokes seem £0
aSSroom?"

Teagy
er: "Jokes sort of help the stud®

are f . . .
Tlendly with one another through JOkm

Teportin
g of errors; they seem to
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with . ) )
their roles as writers in 3 group: I encourageé jokes and self-reporting of

errors "

peer collaborative class when Yvonne

onfederally funded students?"

Researcher: "What happened if the
read her essay on JTPA students and n
Teacher: "Well, I think a gre
EnComer table with the topic an
. ad a positive outcome- gtudents
Informal level. Plus they had to WO
Semester, so they had to seek ways to

hav
e grown from the skills thaf it took 0

Re i
searcher: "What is the advantag® of allowiné stu

ton
Pics for writing?"

) er: "Students need t0 fee
a
out - after all in the peer collaborative class

Particina i
t cipating audience. i find that
Os .

hare with their peers."

Re
Searcher: "Do you think that students
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the peer collaborative writing class aré

Teach
e . "
r: "Not necessarily. Students in

put I thi p a writing

y aware of a live audience, nk students develo

identi
ntity as individuals.”

rcher: "Is there any significance in the fe

TeaCh .on
er: "There is always g0in8 to be the

to gai
n a better understanding of where they st

i’e.er collaborative classroomy

hink debates encourage stud -

:Oclalizing students to the real world, 5O to spe
$say on car maintenance,

::e another. You could say t
ould have a bearing on audienc

Researcher; "But what does this debatinys

writing?v

Tea |
1 cher: "Students will 1ear™ to write for pracncal purp
e .
D to like writing. 1f 1Y like tO write, they may writé more often and
better!n

fect the peer! collaborative class?

Res
earcher: "How do racial differences
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n geated with students of the same race.

Teach
er: " ey
Initially, the students remai
gle - I think

BUt
soon af
te
r the semester gets started, students intermin
jali ith one another in

onality-
get to kno and they do not
d 1 don't

be
caus
o .
of similarities in pers
w one another,

m in America, an

this he
eer so they

P collaborative class t

tisa proble

to al

low race to be 2 problem- I
¢ seem to be 2 problem in the peer
hieve 2 common

den .
y its exi

existence. But it truly does NoO
gether to ac

orati
tive class. Students must work to

arche . 0

stud r: "There are SOmMe gtudents with handicaps
ents h .

ave difficulty with hypersensitivity?"

Each handicap must be de

Teach,
er: "Perhaps, at first.
| the others- =

deal
t with hi )
his handicap- He represents

grou
P activi
activity and has benefitted a

likin
t
g the other students and the oth

Whee]
Ch .
air seemed visible at first, and

Speech i
that impediment was a stu
the
other students did not find it a problem,
'f’

than
ked hi
his peers for their criticis

a
th rcher: "What about D
€ ClasS?n

Teach
er: "
r: "As you know, [ had somé conc
: 4 fine- gtuden

out i
na
peer collaborative class But S
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cializing and camaraderie with the

her :
, 1N s
o, spite of her handicap- I think sO
nts ac
tually helped Dawn 0 improve her writing."

ReSe
arChe NENT
r: "In your informed opinion,

ol
lassroom?"

after students have been

s only

without constant teacher

Teach
er: "I beli
I believe that subgouping work
determine what

trai
ned .
or socialized to workil
s of having to

ith the problem
diction, ™€

dir
eCtiOn
. Students are faced wit
thod of

method of conclusion.

yes, It

meth
od of i

f introduction best suited 2
transitions

er collaborative

dlSCO
urse,
paragraph development
hink

n alarge P€
oups- They
and I think it helps

e solving pro

Afte
r
they Students have worked i
w )
i ork quite well in small &F
er
eadily. Students seem tO o lik

the
m to b
ecome more effective writers:”

Te
ache
r "
Yes, I do. But it does 10
etrained to

er
and the student. Both must b
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APPENDIXE



ENG 101 Course Schedule Spring 1989 /

[ DATE WRITING DUE__[GROUP CRITIQUING | READING | CLASS DISCUSSIOY |
JARUIARY 24 (T) SExamples Theme [ nirsdustion te Cewse
Use of Xorox Mashine
Narratien /Deseription
Assigament
Jamary 26 (R) L8 2-28;19-% Procedure for Crwtiguing
PA\-)O(WMMM Or adirng Chooklist
111-120 (Exaemgles); Reveing
17-26,42-46 Nurratinn) Sample Theme
6€7-76 83-67,100-10% Research Piper matrustions
(Desoriptien)
Jamary 31 () Wary atton /Desor piioa Harr ation /Descr piion LB 462-400; 23
: Therne Theme (Researoh)

\ Fobruary 2 (R} Library Tewr \
Faruary 7 (7Y Resawraon Pager Thetrs Thasie stalements LB 97-104 \

R Y 3 S SR ——— o

Btatemment Harr atwn /Desor ption Thame | (P ar ogr aphing, Cohereace)

Foruary 9 (R) Marr atton /Deseriptien M\ How te Yrite a Crithgue \

*in-Closs Thems

6€¢
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ENG 101 Course Schedule Spring 1989

[ BATE |  WRITING DUE GROUP CRITIQUING | READING CLASS DISCUSSION
Much 7 (T) Mote Cards (J) Nete Cords PA 283-292
Comparison Theme (Canse & Effeet)
Much 9 (R) Comparison Theme LB 34-36, S04-303 Outtneng, E4tting & Revising
(OnVang) J
HMach 14 (T) Research Pager OAVre Resoar ch Paper Outline
HMach {6 (R) Logis Exersue PA TP-412 Logta
Jeurnal A3 103-130
(Logie)
ik 2t () Reseoarch Drafis Research Drafts \B 400422
\ (Dretton)
HMach 23 (R) Resewch Orafis

*In-Class Thame

844



ENG 101 Course Schedule Spring 1989

[ DATE WRITING DUE GROUP CRITIQUING READING CLASS DISCUSSIOoN |
Apr1) 4 (T) Reseaweh Drafis
At 6 (R) Reseaoh Drafis LD 9%
PAI99-207; 227203,
(Precess)
Ao 11 (T) SProcess Theme o
rril 13 (R) RESEARCH P APERS Precess Theme
dprit 18 (T) Process Theme LB 423434
(Dictienaries)
Apcit 20 (R) LD 433437 Oxterd English Distionary
Otstery of Inghish) Histery of Language
LD 84-83 Definition Assigament
PA 209-317.337-341
(Detination)

*in-Class Thems

cve
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HOW TO BE A SUCCESSFUL CLAMMER by Cindy

big breT;:fbe a real success as a clammer you mtfst' first jget up' very early, eat a
he arty Ia ast, preferably hot. Dress very warm if it's winter time and pack a
unch, Carry a large thermos of coffee and cigarettes, if you smoke.
all the Go out and start the truck. Let it run about a half an hour. That's what
old watermen do. It's part of their routine. ‘
the 1, When the truck is warm enough, ride down to the dock and park by
ater with all the other watermen. Then wait for the sun to come up.

All the o]g watermen do this. They say if the wind is gonna blow, itll blow

2%
hen the syn comes up.

If it is too windy to work, go home and back to bed. If it is cam out
(water Men language) you can start loading the boat. Gas up and head on out
Watermen language). Watch for crab lines along the shoreline.
. Pick your spot and let down the conveyer. Make sure you know the
"Mt on clams. When I was working, forty bushels were allowed.
Clam’s also have to be picked by a standard size, two inches when I was
gv Orking. Tpe marine police pull regular checks, so make sure you keep a
Ushel of standard size clams. If you see them coming, dump these on top of
AUl those little ones you picked! Be careful, there's a pretty heavy fine. I can't
remember how much. I would have to ask Dad.
After you've picked your limit, head on in (watermen's language).
OSsip With all the old watermen about your catch. Unload your boat and

a
€ Your clams to market. '
Now you can go home and eat a hearty dinner. Just like Dad and all

th
€ other local watermen.

P
“IPose; To tell people what fun it is to be a local waterman.
Audience: People who would be interested in clamming as a career.

(Studey, s Errors Included ]
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HOW TO CHANGE THE OIL IN YOUR CAR by Joyce

. : . t’
Before you start you need to get a few things together. To begin to

change the oil, you need a pan, an old pan that.holds .abcc;uati j ?rl;:t:hzf il;lds.
You have to buy 5 quarts of oil to replace the oil that is . r s t};e
also buy a oil filter for your car too. find a wrench the 51zeto e o
oil pan and a oil filter wrench too. Get a couple of old rags ©Wip

from your hands and around the oil pan. N
Now after getting all this together we can now change the oil in the car.

Put the pan that you are going to use to catch the oil under theloxl p:n 'w}:;ree
the bolt is to drain it. Take the bolt wrench and remove the bolt to drain
oil.
After all the oil is drained from the oil pan into the cald.'l p;n, (: ;mzze
the oil filter and let that little bit of oil drain. Put the bolt back in the pan,
it ti il wi k out.
make it tight enough where oil will not lea
When all the oil has drain from the filter area take the old rag hthat you
: ] ew
have and wipe around the filter area where oil drained from. Ta#e tt e rclml
filter and replace it where the old filter was removed. Tighten it just so only
No oil leaks out of it.
Remove the catch pan from underneath the car. Lift the hood'lof th:;
. 4 e
car. Put the five quarts of oil you brought in the car. Where it says oil on

side of the motor. Remove the cap and put the oil in. -
Pull the dipe stick out to check the level of oil in the car make sure

it is to the full mark on the dipe stick. When it is put the dipe stick back and
close the hood of the car.

You are now done changing the oil in your car.
Take the old oil you remvoed to a salvage yard.

Audience: Anyone wanting to change the oil in a car.
Purpose: To let someone know.
[Student’s Errors Included ]



