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ABSTRACT

THE EFFECTIVENESS OF HETEROGENEOUS COOPERATIVE
LEARNING GROUPS IN THE TEACHING OF BUSINESS
COMMUNICATION AT THE POSTSECONDARY LEVEL

By

Rose Ann Sadler Swartz

A quasi-experimental study was conducted to investigate the
effectiveness of cooperative learning groups in the teaching of
Business Communication II at the postsecondary level. The treatment
group (n = 30, one section) participated in heterogeneous
cooperative learning groups. Students were assigned to triads based
on high school grade point average (GPA) categories of high, mid,
and Tow. The control group (n = 89, three sections) was instructed
in the traditional lecture-discussion method.

A nonequivalent control group design with pretesting and post-
testing was used. The pretest ability measures included ACT scores,
English 112 or equivalent, high school GPA, and pretest writing
assignment.  The posttest ability measure was a final writing
assignment. The pretest and posttest attitude measures were the
Writing Attitude Inventory and the Group Work Attitude Inventory.
Pretest analysis indicated that the two groups were similar.

Quantitative and qualitative measures were used to address four

research questions. The first research question concerned the
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Rose Ann Sadler Swartz

differences in attitudes toward writing and group work between the
control and treatment groups. MANOVA revealed significant differ-
ences (p = .01) in attitudes as measured by the posttest. Univari-
ate F-test revealed that the significance was limited to two

variables: Perception of the Writing Teacher (p = .00) and Involve-

ment in Group (p = .01). A t-test analysis revealed that the treat-

ment group had a higher mean score on both scales.

The second research question concerned the writing achievement
gain between the control and treatment groups.' A t-test revealed no
difference (p = .945) in the posttest means for writing achievement.

The third research question concerned the relationship of pre-
course ability and attitudes to achievement. Step-wise multiple
regression revealed that three variables predicted 39.3% of writing
achievement: Prewriting, ACT English, and Value of Group.

The fourth research question was answered by analyzing
qualitative data gathered from students’ evaluations of their

groups. Students’ comments revealed the development of cooperative

skills.
The use of heterogeneous cooperative learning groups in the

teaching of business communication was an effective alternative

instructional strategy.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

A role of higher education is to produce well-educated,
effective, and responsible workers. The gap between the skills
needed and the skills possessed by the current workforce presents
higher education with a challenge (Adult Literacy Task Force, 1988).

The Michigan Employability Skills Task Force was convened in
1987 and charged with the task of identifying the skills and
behaviors needed by today’s workers. The Task Force emphasized that
Michigan’s economic future must focus on people, teamwork, and
technology. The skills of the men and women in offices and
factories and their ability to work together in using the new
technologies will determine how successful these workers are in
keeping present jobs and securing future employment. The Task Force
identified three skill categories as essential for current and
future Michigan workers: (a) academic skills--including communica-
tion, (b) personal management skills, and (c) teamwork skills
(Pestillo & Yokich, 1988).

This study explored the integrated effects of teamwork and
cooperative learning on achievement in business communication and

the development of attitudes toward writing and group participation.
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Statement of the Problem

Interpersonal skills are crucial for business workers and are a
major component in making a business operate effectively (Brostrom,
1988).  Stiegler (1984) stated that people lose their jobs not
because of lack of specialized knowledge and skills, but because of
an inability to interact effectively with co-workers and managers.
Reece (1988) supported the need for human relations skills by
stating: "A growing number of jobs today are interdependent; if the
people in these jobs cannot work effectively as a team, productivity
suffers" (p. 44). Naisbitt (1982) stated that as more technology is
present in the workplace, more human interaction will be needed.
"The more robots, the more quality circles. The more word
processors and computer terminals, the greater the need to network
laterally within an organization" (p. 200).

Research on cooperative learning experiences conducted by
Johnson and Johnson (1983) led them to conclude that "the key to
solving our quality of labor force crisis may be in substantially
increasing the amount of time students learn cooperatively while
they are in school" (p. 159). The structure hierarchies common in
business 20 years ago have been replaced by increasingly democratic
relationships; interpersonal skills play a more important role in
business than ever. It is important that students learn how to work

in cooperative environments (Bowman & Branchaw, 1988).
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Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study was to evaluate the effectiveness of
heterogeneous cooperative learning groups in teaching business
communication at the postsecondary level. The study focused on the
attitudes and achievement of students participating in cooperative

learning groups. Quantitative and qualitative measurements were

used.

Research Questions

Quantitative and qualitative measures were used to address four
research questions. The research questions are restated as null
hypotheses.

1. Do students who experience heterogeneous cooperative
learning groups differ from those who experience traditional
instruction in attitudes toward writing and group work as assessed
by the Writing Attitude Inventory and the Group Work Attitude

Inventory?

Ho 1: There is no difference between the attitudes toward
writing and group work of students participating in heterogene-
ous cooperative learning group instruction and traditional

instruction.
2. Do students who experience heterogeneous cooperative learn-
ing groups differ from those who experience traditional instruction

in achievement in business writing skill as assessed by a post-

measure of business letter writing?

Ho 2: There is no difference in business writing achievement
of students participating in heterogeneous cooperative learning
group instruction and traditional instruction.
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3. Is business writing skill, as measured by a posttest writ-
ing assignment, related to pre-course ability (ACT scores, English
112 or equivalent, high school grade point average, pretest writing
assignment) and pre-course attitudes (toward writing and group
work)?

Ho 3: There 1is no relationship between posttest writing
achievement and pre-course ability and pre-course attitudes.

4. Do students who experience heterogeneous cooperative learn-
ing groups report, through written comments, favorable final evalu-

ations? Qualitative analysis was used to address this research

question.

Need for the Stud

The business literature contains an abundance of research
findings and authoritative statements relating the ability to
communicate to career success (Leonard, 1988). However, research on
the effects of cooperative learning groups in teaching business
communication at the postsecondary Tlevel is Tlimited. Johnson,
Johnson, and Holubec (1988) stated:

Despite the overwhelming evidence of the power and importance

of cooperative learning experiences, and the lack of clear

evidence as to when competitive and individualistic goal
structures can be beneficially used in the classroom, the

current research findings are incomplete. (p. 22)

Although interpersonal or cooperative skills, such as the
ability to work with others, have been identified as important, they

usually have not been incorporated into course objectives. Slavin

(1983) commented:
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Cooperation is one of the most important human activities.
. People who can organize as a group to accomp11sh a common
end are 11ke1y to be successful in business, in sports, in the
military, or in virtually any endeavor. (p. 5)
Establishing cooperative learning groups as a means for acquiring
cognitive and affective skills provides a real-life experience for
students. Cohen (1972) stated:

In order to change the kinds of human abilities that students
see as relevant to classroom success, curricular activities
must be closer to the way adults use their minds in the world
of work. There must be more stress on problem solving with
different acceptable ways to solve problems and different media

in which the problem is presented. (p. 148)

Successful cooperative learning groups provide students with real-
life situations that encourage ideas to be expressed, decisions to
be made, and tasks to be performed while working as a member of a
team.

Mitchell (1988) indicated the importance of integrating written
communication skills and interpersonal, Tistening, and speaking
skills into the same business communication course and into single
activities or projects. Teaching business communication by means of
cooperative Tlearning groups provides students with classroom
experiences that assist in developing skills in cooperating,
analyzing, evaluating, and writing.

Strategies for teaching business communication that incorporate
developing cooperative skills as well as writing skills provide an

alternative to the traditional lecture method so prevalent in higher

education. The effectiveness of an alternate instructional strategy

is worthy of investigation.
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Setting for the Study

Ferris State University, a four-year institution of
approximately 11,000 students, emphasizes an occupationally oriented
curriculum. The School of Business has approximately 4,500 students
enrolled in accounting, computer information systems/office adminis-
tration, management, and marketing.

The course into which heterogeneous cooperative learning groups
were incorporated was Business Communication II (0A 210). The
course is part of the core curriculum for the School of Business and
is offered each academic term. Business Communication II is
designed to develop effective writing skills for business and
management. Development 1is gained through an understanding of
communication theory, the role of communications in management, the
critical and analytical reasoning for effective written expression,
and the application of these principles to business situations
(Ferris State University, 1988). Classes usually consist of 27 to
30 students representing the various majors offered in the School.
Prerequisites include sophomore standing and completion of English
112 offered through the School of Arts and Science or completion of
Business Communication I (OA 110) offered through the School of

Business.

Definition of Terms
The following definitions of terms used in the study provide a

common basis for understanding.
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Ability. The term "ability" is used to describe the students’
academic ability as measured by American College Testing (ACT)
scores, English 112 or equivalent, high school grade point average,
and pretest writing assignment.

Achievement. The term "achievement" refers to students’
knowledge of business writing as measured by a final written
assignment.

Collaborative learning. The term "collaborative Tearning"
refers to students working together (a) in peer groups or (b) in
cooperative learning groups.

Control group. The term "control group" refers to a teacher-

directed classroom where the lecture method is the primary method of

instruction.
Cooperative learning group. The term "cooperative learning

group" refers to students working interdependently to accomplish a
mutual goal. Basic elements include positive interdependence, face-
to-face interaction, individual accountability, interpersonal and
small-group skills, and processing. In most situations students
"share" grades from assigned projects.

Group work attitudes. The term "group work attitudes" is used
to describe a set of attitudes toward group work as measured by the
Group Work Attitude Inventory. Three scales comprise the instru-

ment:  Involvement in Group, Value of Group, and Anxiety Toward

Group.
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Heterogeneous. The term "heterogeneous" refers to a group
composed of students with varying abilities, attitudes, and charac-
teristics.

Interpersonal skills. The term “interpersonal skills" refers
to the ability to work with others, to listen to someone else’s
ideas, to participate in discussions, and so forth; also referred to
as "cooperative skills" or "human relation skills."

Peer groups. The term "peer groups" refers to students working
together who have equal standing with one another and are similar in
rank or position. Peer groups usually provide a means for immediate
feedback from group members but generally do not use the concept of
"interdependence" or "shared" grades on assigned projects.

Treatment group. The term "treatment group" refers to the
classroom that used heterogeneous cooperative learning groups as the
primary method of instruction.

Unstructured observation. The term "unstructured observation"

refers to instructor or student recordings of significant, specific
events involving students cooperating with each other.

Writing attitudes. The term "writing attitudes" is used to
describe a set of attitudes toward writing as measured by the
Writing Attitude Inventory. The instrument comprises six scales:
Perception of the Writing Teacher, Anxiety Toward Writing, Value of
Writing in Society, Self-concept in Writing, Enjoyment of Writing,

and Motivation in Writing.




This quas
environment  th

also imposed b

Linitations

Generaliz

students enrol
1988-1989, at
findings to ot
aproached cau

Instructo
control - groups
instructors we
My have had g

Ferris State |

ot possible,

Yariaple

M achieygney
Tearning grou
Felloving iy
Inventory: :
Witing, Valy

Dioynent o |



Limitations and Delimitations

This quasi-experimental study was conducted in an educational
environment that imposed several restrictions. Restrictions were

also imposed by the design of the research.

Limitations

Generalizability. The study was limited in generalizability to
students enrolled in Business Communication II during winter term,
1988-1989, at Ferris State University. Generalization of the
findings to other academic terms or to other academic settings was
approached cautiously.

Instructor effects. The treatment group and one of three
control groups were taught by the same instructor. Two other
instructors were similar in rank and experience. Teacher attributes
may have had some effect on the results.

Nonrandom groups. Because of the nature of class scheduling at
Ferris State University, random assignment to course sections was

not possible. However, class sections were representative.

Delimitations

Variable selection. This study focused on student attitudes
and achievement after participating in heterogeneous cooperating
learning groups. Attitude toward writing was delimited to the
following six variables within the construct of the Writing Attitude
Inventory: Perception of the Writing Teacher, Anxiety Toward
Writing, Value of Writing in Society, Self-concept in Writing,

Enjoyment of Writing, and Motivation in MWriting. Attitude toward
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group work was delimited to the following three variables within the
construct of the Group Work Attitude Inventory: Involvement in
Group, Value of Group, and Anxiety Toward Group.

The investigation of achievement was delimited to pre- and
posttest writing evaluations. Ability measures used as predictors
of achievement were delimited to ACT scores, English 112 or equiva-
lent grade, high school grade point average, and pretest writing
assignment.

Sample size. The sample size was delimited to four sections of
postsecondary students enrolled in Business Communication II at

Ferris State University during winter term, 1988-1989.

Organization of the Study

Chapter I introduced the study by stating the purpose and need
for the study, presenting the research questions to be investigated,
describing the setting for the research, defining terms, and stating
the Timitations and delimitations of the research.  Chapter II
contains a review of relevant research on peer groups, heterogeneous
groups, and cooperative learning groups at the secondary and post-
secondary levels. Particular emphasis is given to research
conducted in the use of cooperative learning groups in the area of
writing. Chapter III describes the methodology used for conducting
this study. Chapter IV contains a description of the findings.
Chapter V contains a summary of the study, conclusions, and recom-

mendations.
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CHAPTER 11

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Relevant Titerature for this study included the topics (a)
collaborative learning, (b) peer learning groups, and (c) coopera-
tive learning groups. The selected literature emphasized the appli-
cation of group learning methods at the postsecondary and secondary
levels. The more abundant Titerature on learning groups at the
elementary school Tlevel was not included.  Further emphasis was
placed on identifying studies that used a pretest-posttest research
design that included achievement and attitudinal variables.

The primary contributions were found in business journals,
educational research journals, dissertations, and Dissertation
Abstracts International. Both philosophical viewpoints and research

findings were identified for inclusion.

Collaborative Learning
Collaborative learning is an instructional strategy whereby
students work together in peer groups or in cooperative learning
groups. Interest in collaborative learning gained momentum during
the 1980s, although the term was coined and the basic ideas were
first developed by British secondary school teachers in the 1950s

(Bruffee, 1984).
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For American college teachers the roots of collaborative learn-

ing lie . . . in the nearly desperate response of harried col-
leges during the early 1970s to a pressing educational need.
(p. 637)

Although colleges and universities offered tutoring and
counseling programs, many students refused this special assistance.
Some colleges implemented peer tutoring programs to alleviate this
academic problem. Peer tutoring and similar modes such as peer
evaluation and classroom group work provided a form of "indirect
teaching" in which the teacher set the problem and organized stu-
dents to work together to solve a task (Bruffee, 1984).

One way to implement collaborative 1learning groups in the
classroom is by using peer groups. In writing classes, for example,
peer groups enable students to work together to define, evaluate,
and edit each other’s writing. A second way for students to work
collaboratively is by establishing cooperative learning groups. The
unique feature of cooperative learning groups is that a positive
interdependence needs to be developed whereby each member feels
responsible for the learning activities of other group members

(Johnson et al., 1988).

Peer Groups
Viewpoints
The advantages of peer response groups have been stated by
several researchers. Bruffee (1984), a leading proponent of writing
response groups, stated that peers working together foster a kind of

"peer-based learning" that puts power in the hands of the students,
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a situation that is absent from most classrooms. The effectiveness
of peer groups has also been identified by researchers.

The Tliterature on peer editing indicates that feedback is prin-
cipally responsible for gains in achievement and attitude. DiPardo
and Freedman (1988) commented that the environment for peer response
groups has special characteristics that address individual differ-
ences. They stated:

Ideally, peer talk about writing should occur in an environment

that is flexible and attentive to the role of individual

differences and that fosters communication about issues of
genuine significance to students--a workplace organized and
guided by a teacher, but offering the writer opportunities to
solicit feedback from peers as well as from the teacher in

support of one’s evolving, individual needs. (p. 145)

Bruffee (1984) commented that conversation is important to the
writing process and that writing is related to conversation in both
time and function. He stated, "We converse; we internalize conver-
sation as thought; and then by writing, we re-immerse conversation
in its external, social medium" (p. 641).

Besides providing a particular kind of conversation, collabora-

tive learning also provides a particular kind of social context

for conversation, a particular kind of community--a community
of status equals: peers. Students learn the "skill and part-
nership" of re-externalized conversation, writing, not only in

a community that fosters the kind of conversation college

teachers value most, but also in a community that approximates

the one most students must eventually write for in everyday

life, in business, government, and the professions. (p. 642)
Research

Renshaw (1986) completed a study on the effectiveness of the

edit/revision method of instruction and the traditional method of

instruction on the achievement and satisfaction of students in
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business communication at the college level. The findings showed
that students in both treatment groups gained at least an equal
amount concerning business writing principles, ability to apply the
business principles, and student satisfaction. Students’ attitudes
toward the importance of business communication increased signifi-
cantly with the edit/revision method of instruction.

Robinson’s (1987) primary objective was to determine whether
peer tutoring/editing was as effective a learning method as the
traditional learning method. A second objective was to determine
which group achieved more. Seventy average to above-average
freshman composition students from a small private liberal arts
college were the subjects for this study. Achievement was deter-
mined by numerical gain in scores made from pretest to posttest on
a writing sample. This study showed that there was no significant
difference in gain scores between the two groups; all students
showed a gain. The third objective was to determine whether there
was a significant difference in gain scores on seven individual
items of the Diederich Scale. These items were ideas, organization,
wording, flavor, usage, punctuation, and spelling. There was no
significant difference between the edit/revision and traditional
groups. However, for the individual item "wording," it was
concluded that males gained more than females. A fourth objective
was to determine the effects of the treatment curriculum on males
and females in this study. The study indicated no difference
between the two groups as a result of the treatment curriculum;

however, there was a significant difference between male and female
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groups. Males’ gain scores on Posttest 1 were significantly higher
than females’ gain scores at the .05 level.

House (1982) studied the effect rewriting had on student
achievement in a postsecondary business communication course. The
study included 114 students divided into two experimental groups and
one control group. Experimental Group I used individual Tletter
rewriting exercises and the lecture-discussion method; Experimental
Group II used small-group letter rewriting exercises and the
Tecture-discussion method; the control group used only the Tecture-
discussion method. Analysis of covariance, with significance set at
the .05 level, was used to analyze the data. Adjusted mean posttest
scores were examined using students’ English grade point averages,
overall GPA, and pretest scores as covariates. When students in the
experimental groups were compared with students in the control
group, there were significant differences in achievement that
favored the two experimental groups. There was no significant
difference in achievement between students in Experimental Group I
and Experimental Group II. The results indicated that individual
rewriting letter exercises and small-group rewriting Tletter
exercises were more effective than the traditional Tlecture-
discussion method in increasing student achievement.

One study (Swift, 1987) examined whether writing performance,
retention, and attitude improved using the combined techniques of
peer review with self-evaluation in teaching a freshman writing

course in a community college. The subjects were 176 freshmen
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divided into four experimental and four control sections. The
experimental groups used small groups of students working together
to revise essays. The control groups were taught without the
techniques of peer review or self-evaluation. Data included pretest
and posttest essays, retention rate, Writing Attitude Scale, and an
informal survey. It was concluded that the combined techniques of
peer réview with self-evaluation had a modest effect in producing
better writing performance. The experimental techniques had a
significant effect in improving freshman writing performance from
pretest to posttest essay score.

Boss (1987) compared the effects of peer group critiques to
direct teaching instruction upon students’ writing skills and
revision habits in a freshman composition course. A set of analytic
composition scales coordinated with assignment sheets provided
students with guidance for draft revisions and teachers with grading
guidelines. The study focused on the manner of presentation of
evaluative criteria: through collaborative learning (peer groups)
and through traditional teacher-centered activities. Control group
pretest/posttest mean scores showed slightly greater improvement,
as measured by a two-tailed t-test with the .05 level of confidence.
Although all students’ writing improved, questionnaires and inter-
views at the end of the semester revealed students’ preference for
tutorials with individual conferences and teacher-corrected papers.

In another study (Roberts, 1986) a comparison was made on the
effectiveness of peer-editing of business letters accompanied by

brief grammar reviews and professor editing of students’ business
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letters with no grammar reviews. To measure grammar ability of
students, the Language Knowledge Test, Form A, was administered as a
pretest and Form B as a posttest. A "neutral news" writing exercise
was used to measure students’ pre-business letter writing ability,
and a "good news" writing exercise was administered as a posttest.
In the experimental group, students were divided into groups of
five. These students received a brief grammar review daily and
collectively edited each other’s business letters. In the control
group, there were no grammar reviews and the professor graded all
business letters for the students. The results of this experiment
showed a significant difference in favor of the experimental group
on posttest business Tetter scores.

Peer conferencing and one-to-one conferencing were investigated
by Loken (1986) in college freshman writing classes. Attempts were
made to match 50 control (teacher review) and 50 experimental (peer
review) students by sex, age, career interests, English ACT scores,
English GPA scores, composite ACT scores, and composite GPA scores.
The effectiveness of the two strategies was determined by pre- and
posttest essays, using Myer’s recommendations for preparation and
scoring, and also by the Daly-Miller apprehension pre- and posttest
scoring. The findings indicated that the pre- and posttest writing
and apprehension means were approximately the same for either group.
Overall writing score increases were significant at p < .05
Overall apprehension decreases were significant at p < .01. Females

on the average had higher writing scores (p < .01) than males, but
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males showed a significantly greater decrease in apprehension (p <
.01) than females. In addition, the teacher review of the composi-
tions required about 150 more hours of the instructor’s time than
peer review.

A study conducted by Graner (1986) in a postsecondary prep
school examined the hypothesis that increased writing proficiency
may be caused by the practice gained in critical evaluation. A
control group used peer editing to revise initial drafts of essays,
and an experimental group revised drafts in revision workshops. In
the peer editing class, students met in small groups to critique
each other’s papers and to provide feedback to the writers. In the
revision workshop, students independently read and evaluated sample
essays using an editorial checklist. After each paper was rated,
the teacher led a group discussion on the merits of the papers.
Students in the revision workshop received no peer feedback. Both
groups then rewrote their essays and submitted them for a final
grade. Papers were scored by independent raters using the Diederich
Scale. Repeated-measures analysis of variance (ANOVA), analyses of
covariance, and the Pearson product-moment correlation were used in
the analysis. Both groups significantly improved from initial to
final draft, but no significant difference was found between groups.
The revision workshop group made approximately 40% more changes than
the peer editing group. The findings indicated that students who
practiced critical evaluation skills on peers’ work could apply

those skills to their own work.
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The value of talk or conversation for a writer was addressed in
the research conducted by David (1986). An ethnographic method of
inquiry was used to describe the talk of inexperienced college
writers in small-group writing workshops as they composed and
revised their writing. Four categories of talk emerged from the
study: talk in response to the papers, talk to establish the
emotional climate, talk to move the group along, and talk addressed
to the tape or listeners of the tape. The students’ use of the
groups represented the full range of a writer’s concerns, from
higher-level issues of intention and arrangement to Tower-level
concerns of usage and editing. David described the value for the
writer in using talk in the small group to mediate between thinking
and writing.

Benesch (1986) analyzed the discussions of one three-member
peer group in a freshman writing workshop about their early drafts
to discover what they talked about, how they talked about writing,
and how they collaborated. A code system of content and function
categories was developed to describe the talk both quantitatively
and qualitatively. Interviews were conducted with the group and the
individuals. Findings indicated that although the majority of peer
group time was devoted to discussion of the drafts, there were
certain obstacles to collaboration, including avoidance of elabora-
tion and revision, feelings of competition between writers, and a
sense that the writing and peer group discussions were more perfunc-
tory than genuine. Findings also indicated that questions posed by

the readers tended to encourage elaboration of the writer’s ideas,







praise and suggestions for revision tended to limit the degree of
collaboration, shared teacher-generated assignments tended to create
competition, and the degree of collaboration was highest when the
students were engaged in discussion of the responding process.

A study to describe changes in students’ writing ability,
attitudes toward writing, and degree of writer self-esteem was
conducted by Strugala (1984). Two impromptu essays, a writer
attitude questionnaire, and a self-esteem survey were administered
during pre- and posttests to 52 remedial writing students and 30
freshman composition students at a four-year college. Trained
readers scored the essays, which provided assessments of strong,
average, and weak pieces of writing. The Writer Attitude Question-
naire identified writer behaviors and attitudes. The Thoughts About
Myself and School Survey measured primary self-regard, self-esteem
relating to school, attitudes toward instruction, and attitudes
toward reading and writing. Significant gains in referential
writing (p < .03) and nonsignificant gains in expressive writing
were found for the remedial writing students. Nonsignificant gains
in both referential and expressive writing were found for the fresh-
man composition students. Stated implications of this study are:

1. Assessment and evaluation of writing should consist of
multiple aspects such as performance, attitudes, and
behaviors.

2. Multiple options of response should be provided for stu-
dents in writing situations which assess writing
performance.

3. Multiple scoring methods should be used.
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4. Instructors should recognize the apparent positive
influence instruction has on writer attitude, behavior,
and self-esteem and the connection to improvement in
writing performance.

5. Instructors should integrate language experiences with
developing the self-esteem of students.

6. Learning environments and writing assignments should be
designed to facilitate the development of positive self-
concepts in students.

A case study conducted in a two-year college in South Carolina
(Shannon, 1983) sought to alleviate the problems in traditional
approaches when used with nontraditional students. A small-group,
personal-growth method was used that combined six components:
nongraded daily writing, positive feedback on writing, freedom in
paper Tlength and topic, peer-evaluation techniques, instructor-
student appointments, and activities to improve students’ self-
concept and self-awareness. The model was evaluated using the
results of a pre- and post-standardized usage test and comparing the
results with those of students in a different course. The project
students also provided a self-report of improvement. The results
indicated that frequent writing is essential to writing improvement,
small groups are essential for theme evaluation and personal growth
activities, and multiple modes of instruction are helpful.

The use of learning groups in teaching introductory accounting
was investigated by Wilson (1983). This study was designed to
determine if there were significant differences in achievement,
interpersonal relationships, and satisfaction between students who
experienced group teaching as compared to the lecture method. The

population comprised 91 students in the control (lecture) sections






and 94 students in the experimental (group) sections. Performance
data consisted of scores on the Level I Financial Accounting-Form A
exam. Data on interpersonal relationships and satisfaction were
obtained from a questionnaire that was administered on the first and
last class period and from a post-course survey. The results
disclosed that the performance of students in the experimental
sections was consistently higher than that of students in the
control classes but that differences were not statistically signifi-
cant. The results also indicated that students in experimental
classes scored significantly higher on a number of interpersonal
relationship satisfaction measures than did lecture students.
Baldwin (1986) described the development and implementation of
a model for accommodation of preferences for alternative instruc-
tional environments. Students in a community college mathematics
mini-course were informed of three 1learning environments:
individual, small group, and large group. Environmental preferences
were then assessed using take-home student questionnaires. Each
student was assigned to his/her preferred learning environment.
This investigation revealed several suggestive preference patterns:

1. Females and students with weak academic backgrounds tended
to prefer the small-group environment.

2. Students with higher levels of communication apprehension
tended to avoid the small-group environment.

3. New college students and students with negative mathematics
attitudes tended to avoid the individual environment.

4. Students with higher grades in high school tended to prefer
the large-group environment.
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Emley (1987) designed a study to determine the efficacy of two
different instructional types: team-assisted individualization
(TAI) and individualized instruction in teaching remedial mathemat-
ics at the college level. Both modes of instruction were compared
in 1ight of the differing personality types of the students as meas-
ured by the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator and the students’ attitudes
toward math as measured by the Fennema-Sherman Attitude Scale.
Results indicated that the effect of TAI on arithmetic achievement
was marginal when personality types were simultaneously considered
but was significant if personality was not factored into the analy-
sis. TAI had no effect on algebra achievement. Course completion
rates were significantly higher with TAI.

Jones (1982) explored an instructional technique designed to
encourage students to teach each other. Data from 288 students in
eight experimental "Peer Teaching in Permanent Project Teams" (PT)
and eight matched control sections of an introductory zoology
laboratory course were analyzed. Results indicated the PT resulted
in increased cooperativeness and academic performance but were
inconclusive with respect to the effect of PT on the quantity and
quality of peer teaching and student satisfaction.

Continuing education or postsecondary education for non-
traditional students is becoming more and more important on college
and university campuses. Two studies investigated the use of
Tearning groups in teaching adult education courses.

In a study of 106 adult Tearners’ achievement on a criterion-

referenced test, Saxe (1987) investigated the effects of variations






in levels of peer interaction (high, moderate, and low) and group
versus individual incentive structure on adult learners’ achieve-
ment. The treatment was a six-hour course in "How to Read a Bank’s
Annual Report" at a major California bank. Volunteer subjects were
randomly assigned to one of three treatment groups: high, moderate,
or Tow levels of peer interaction. Half the subjects in each treat-
ment group received an incentive based on their group’s performance
and half on individual performance. The data were analyzed using
ANOVA for main effects, peer interaction and incentive, and interac-
tion effects. Results of the various tests supported moderate
levels of peer interaction as the most powerful and educationally
significant treatment in this study of adult learners. High and Tow
levels of peer interaction and type of incentive structure did not
significantly affect achievement. One of the conclusions given was
that adult learners need some peer interaction to increase achieve-
ment.

Another study concerning adult college students’ preferences
for teaching styles was conducted by Daughenbaugh (1986). For the
purpose of this study, two populations of postsecondary students
were defined as traditional age (18 to 22 years of age) and adult
learners (25 years of age and older). The measure used in this
study was Learning Styles Inventory: A Measure of Student Prefer-
ence for Instructional Techniques, which includes nine instructional
strategies: projects, drill and recitation, peer teaching, discus-

sion, teaching games, independent study, programmed instruction,
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lecture, and simulation. The findings indicated that pre-adults
favored peer teaching and teaching games; adults preferred independ-
ent study and discussion. Pre-adults disfavored drill and recita-
tion, simulation, and independent study. Adults disfavored drill
and recitation, simulation, and teaching games.

Four studies conducted in secondary schools were reviewed to
assess the effectiveness of peer learning in various disciplines.
The positive effects of peer interaction were illustrated in a study
by Simpson-Courts (1986). The researcher attempted to document the
process of acquiring metacognitive reading skills through the use of
peer interaction discussion groups in a high school reading class-
room.  Six students were enrolled in a freshman developmental
reading class. Students were taught a variety of topics relating to
meta-comprehension and then given an assignment to be completed
individually on the material presented. Students then discussed and
synthesized their individual responses in a peer interaction group,
producing one "product" that was to reflect consensus and/or the
equal contribution of all group members. A variety of data were
collected using an instrument to measure attitude toward reading, a
standardized reading test, metacognitive interviews of student and
expert readers, time-on-task audiotaped data, attitudes toward
working in groups, use of metacognitive strategies from audiotaped
sequences, and an analysis of peer interaction products. Positive
effects of working in peer interaction groups were indicated in all
data analyses with the exception of peer interaction products (i.e.,

student worksheets completed in groups).
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Peer response groups in a tenth-grade writing class were inves-
tigated to examine the social interactions exhibited and the extent
and nature of the revision activity (McManus, 1987). The subjects
were 32 students in a class of average-to-high achievers and a
representative case study group of six from the same class. Social
interactions were studied through qualitative research methods.
Data were collected from participant observation notes, audio and
video tapes, student journals, a teacher’s log, notes from peer
group sessions, questionnaires and interviews, and student writing
and revision samples. The peer response groups exhibited behaviors
of trust, support, and helping; these behaviors carried over into
the other activities of the classroom. The students in the study
used the suggestions for revisions made by their peers in the group
session 89.4% of the time.

A different finding resulted from Earls’s (1983) research,
which compared peer evaluation and teacher evaluation of first
drafts of compositions written by high school sophomores. Eighty-
one students participated in the study. Students in two classes
evaluated each other’s first drafts; a teacher evaluated the first
drafts of students in the other classes. Instruction was similar in
all classes. Pretest/posttest compositions on which students had
received no evaluation were collected. During the seventh week of
the study, compositions that had received first-draft evaluation
were collected. Students also completed a STEP 2A Test of Writing

Mechanics for a pretest/posttest. In this study, teacher evaluation
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of first drafts proved to be a superior method for improving
students’ writing ability.

The effects of peer tutoring on mathematics achievement and
attitude of ninth-grade students were researched by Novotni (1986).
The methodology used for the study was the pretest-posttest experi-
mental design. The t-test for unmatched groups was used to analyze
the differences in achievement and attitude between tutored and non-
tutored students. The Pearson product-moment correlation coeffi-
cient was used to determine whether a relationship existed between
achievement and attitude of the students who were tutored. The
statistical analysis revealed that there was a difference in the
mean improvement of the peer-tutored students versus the non-peer-
tutored students in mathematics achievement overall, but the mean
improvement was insignificant. There was a positive mean improve-
ment in both tutored groups; however, there was a significant
difference in the mean improvement of the peer-tutored students
versus the non-peer-tutored students in attitude toward mathematics
overall. In addition, there was a nonsignificant positive correla-
tion between mathematics achievement and attitude toward mathemat-

ics.

Cooperative Learning
Viewpoints
The unique feature of cooperative learning groups is the devel-
opment of positive interdependence among members of the group.

Cooperative learning is not a new idea. In the 1940s Morton
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Deutsch, building upon the work of Kurt Lewin, proposed a theory of
cooperative and competitive situations that has served as the foun-
dation for research on cooperative learning (Johnson et al, 1988).
The work of researchers such as Johnson and Johnson, has been built
around the Deutsch model.

Cooperative learning groups are different from peer groups or
other group-process techniques. Johnson et al. (1988) identified
five elements that must be present if a cooperative learning group
is to be successful:

1. positive interdependence
face-to-face interaction
individual accountability

interpersonal and small-group skills

o s W N

processing

In cooperative learning groups, students work together to solve
problems, make decisions, and complete tasks. Through this process,
students develop cooperative and interpersonal skills.  Numerous
ways in which peer relationships contribute to social development,
cognitive development, and socialization were cited by Johnson et
al. (1988). Some of these ways include:

1. In their interactions with peers, children and adolescents
directly learn attitudes, values, skills, and information
unobtainable from adults.

2. Interaction with peers provides support, opportunities,
and models for prosocial behavior.

3. Peers provide models of, expectations of, directions
for, and reinforcements of learning to control impulses.
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4. Children and adolescents 1learn to view situations and
problems from perspectives other than their own through
their interaction with peers.

5. Relationships with other children and adolescents are
powerful influences on the development of the values and
the social sensitivity required for autonomy.

6. Children need close and intimate relationships with
peers with whom they can share their thoughts and
feelings, aspirations and hopes, dreams and fantasies, and
Jjoys and pains.

7. It is through peer relationships that a frame of reference
for perceiving oneself is developed.

8. Coalitions formed during childhood and adolescence provide
help and assistance throughout adulthood.

9. The absence of any friendships during childhood and adoles-
cence seems to increase the risk of mental disorder.

10. In both educational and work settings, peers have a strong
influence on productivity.

11. Students’ educational aspirations may be more influenced by
peers than by any other social influence.

Cooperative learning groups afford the opportunity for students
of all ages to develop interpersonal skills:
In order for peer relationships to be constructive influences,
they must promote feelings of belonging, acceptance, support,
and caring, rather than feelings of hostility and rejection.
(Johnson et al., 1988, p. 3:8)
Teachers must control the group dynamics affecting student-student
interaction (Johnson et al., 1988). Perceptions of being accepted
by peers affect several aspects of classroom life:

1. Peer acceptance is positively correlated with willingness
to engage in social interaction.

2. Peer acceptance is positively correlated with the extent to
which students provide positive social rewards for peers.




un
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3. Isolation in the classroom is associated with high anxiety,
low self-esteem, poor interpersonal skills, emotional han-
dicaps, and psychological pathology.

4. Rejection by peers is related to disruptive classroom
behavior, hostile behavior and negative affect, and
negative attitudes toward other students and school.

5. Acceptance by peers is related to use of abilities in
achievement situations.

Research

Johnson et al. (1988) cited ten studies that have been
conducted on cooperative learning primarily at the K-12 Tlevels.

They stated that:

Working together to maximize one’s own Tearning and the learn-
ing of the other group members can have profound effects on
students. A great deal of research has been conducted on the
relationship among cooperative, competitive, and individualis-

tic efforts and instructional outcomes. (p. 3:2)

Several meta-analyses of cooperative learning studies have been
conducted. Johnson et al. (1988) presented their findings from a
meta-analysis of 122 studies on cooperative learning conducted
between 1924 and 1981. Results indicated that cooperative learning
experiences tend to promote higher achievement than do competitive
and individualistic learning experiences. Furthermore, "these

results hold for all age levels, for all subject areas, and for
tasks involving concept attainment, verbal problem solving, reten-
tion and memory, motor performance, and guessing-judging-predicting"

(p. 3:13).
When comparing cooperative learning with competitive and

individualistic learning, Johnson et al. (1988) cited several find-
ings:
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Cooperative learning experiences promote more positive
attitudes toward both the subject area and the instruc-
tional experience, as well as more continuing motivation to
learn more about the subject area being studied.

Students working together in cooperative learning groups
master collaborative competencies at a higher level than
students studying competitively or individualistically.

Cooperativeness is positively related to psychological
health; i.e., emotional maturity, well-adjusted social
relations, strong personal identity, and basic trust in
and optimism about people.

Cooperative learning experiences tend to promote greater
cognitive and affective perspective taking than do competi-
tive or individualistic learning experiences.

Cooperative learning experiences tend to promote more dif-
ferentiated, dynamic, and realistic views of other students
and therefore fewer stereotypes than other learning experi-
ences.

Cooperative learning experiences promote higher Tlevels of
self-esteem.

Cooperative learning experiences tend to promote expecta-
tions toward more rewarding and enjoyable future interac-
tion among students.

Cooperative learning experiences also affect relationships
with adults. For example, students 1ike the teacher better
and perceive the teacher as being more supportive and
accepting academically and personally.

their book, Cooperation in the Classroom, Johnson et al.

listed learning outcomes promoted by cooperative learning as

identified by five researchers:

1.
2x

Higher achievement and increased retention.

Greater use of higher-level reasoning strategies and
increased critical-reasoning competencies.

3. Greater ability to view situations from others’ perspec-

tives.

4. Higher achievement and greater intrinsic motivation.







32

5. More positive, accepting, and supportive relationships with
peers regardless of ethnic, sex, ability, or social class
differences or handicapping conditions.

6. More positive attitudes toward subject areas, learning, and
schools.

7. More positive attitudes toward teachers, principals, and
other school personnel.

8. Higher self-esteem based on basic self-acceptance.
9. Greater social support.

10. More positive psychological adjustment and health.
11. Less disruptive and more on-task behavior.

12. Greater collaborative skills and attitudes necessary for
working effectively with others.

At the University of California, Webb (1982) reviewed studies
that focused on the role of the student’s experience in small-group
interaction in learning. Research bearing on three aspects of small
group learning yielded these findings:

1. The research relating interaction in groups and achievement
generally shows that giving help and receiving help are
positively related to achievement, and off-task and passive
behavior are negatively related to achievement.

2. The research suggests that motivation, anxiety, and satis-
faction may be related to achievement in small groups;

however, the link between interaction in the group and
these socioemotional variables was not investigated.

w

The research suggests that students experiencing difficulty
while learning might be especially likely to benefit from
working with other students.

Although most research on cooperative learning groups has been
aimed at elementary through secondary education, research has appli-

cability to the instructional outcomes of higher education. A
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1imited number of research studies were found on the use of coopera-
tive learning groups in teaching postsecondary subjects.

Adams (1986) investigated the effect of joint authorship on the
writing of 44 college students at two colleges in Kentucky. In the
treatment group, pairs of students worked together on three writing
tasks; different student pairs were assigned for each assignment.
The traditional method of instruction was used in the other group.
Pre- and posttest measurements were used. Although positive trends
were evident, no significant differences were observed in achieve-
ment on posttest scores between the groups. At the end of the
course, participants completed a questionnaire asking for an evalu-
ation of the joint authorship method of learning and the traditional
method of instruction. Students indicated that they favored the
joint authorship method as compared to the traditional method of
instruction.

In a study entitled "The Effects of Cooperative Peer Review on
College Students Enrolled in Required Advanced Technical Writing
Courses" (Jordan, 1984), the relationship of peer review to writing
performance, revision operations, and attitude toward rewriting was
investigated. One hundred twenty-eight students taught by five
experienced teachers in ten sections of a technical writing course
were in randomly assigned groups. The experimental group partici-
pated in activities that stressed peer review of drafts and coopera-
tive behaviors, and focused on revision throughout composing.
Guidelines for cooperative groups and behaviors were discussed and

incorporated into the reviews. The control group performed
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alternate activities. Pretest and posttest researched essays were
collected and scored by outside raters. Further analyses of these
essays included a frequency count of revision operations on drafts
and revisions, and the scoring of the posttest attitude survey on
rewriting. Statistical analyses included the analysis of covariance
and the t-test. Although cooperative peer review did not show a
significant improvement in writing skills, it did show an increase
in the total number of revision operations performed, an increase in
the operation of deletion, and an improvement in attitudes toward
revision.

Carpenter (1987) researched the effects of competitive and
cooperative Tearning on student achievement and attitudes in college
fencing classes. Subjects were 80 college students randomly
assigned to treatment groups structured either competitively or
cooperatively. Students’ achievement skills were measured for
general fencing ability, foil accuracy, and reaction time.
Attitudes toward the instructor, peers, competition, and cooperation
were assessed. Analysis of the data showed no significant differ-
ence between performance scores for students in either treatment
group. Analysis of the data for attitudes toward the instructor
showed no significant difference between treatment groups. Results
did show that students in the cooperative group were more positive
in their attitudes toward cooperation, and students in the competi-

tive group were more positive in their attitudes toward competition.
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Fifty-six female college students enrolled in six different
psychology/human development courses worked in cooperative groups in
completing a classroom assignment (Mathewson, 1986). Group members
indicated their attitudes toward the group as a whole and toward
each member. Results indicated that individuals who perceived their
groups as successful expressed more favorable attitudes toward their
group as a whole. Results indicated that, in rating individual
members, attitudes were more favorable toward individuals who were
high contributors; Tow contributors were rated unfavorably.

Some research on the use of cooperative learning groups has
indicated that the major benefits to students are improved attitudes
and self-concept, not achievement. Chongapiratanakul (1986)
examined how different instructional strategies facilitated student
learning of specific educational objectives in a collegiate course
on the operation of the human heart and the terminology used to
describe it. The instructional strategies compared were independent
instruction and two variations of quality circles. Students in the
control group completed the instructional booklet independently.
The instructional booklet was divided into four separate parts to be
used in the quality circle formats. Students in the two experimen-
tal groups were divided into subgroups in which individuals studied
the content independently and shared information through a coopera-
tive quality circle technique called the Jigsaw Model. Experimental
Group I was led by a facilitator trained in the processes of
cooperative quality circle techniques. Experimental Group II was

guided by a facilitator trained in both quality circle processes and
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the content of the instructional material. Each subject was given a
retention test immediately after the instruction. The same test was
given to every subject four weeks later to obtain a measure of
delayed retention. The results indicated that there was no sign<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>