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Preservice Teachers and Cooperatlve Learning: Thelr Attltudes Toward,
Experlences With and Knowledge About Thig Teachlng-Learning Strategy
Cooperatlve learnlng has been found to enhance student achlevem;nt
encourage positive self-esteem, and facllltate growth In soclal
Interactlon skl11s (Johnson and Johnson, 1991; Slavin, 1991). In splte
of reported benefits, cooperative learning ls not widely used In

American schools (Goodlad, §984; Johnson, Johnson, Holubec and Roy,

19882, If future teachers are to make posltlive use of cooperatlve
learning, they need to know what 1t ls, recognlze the value of the
strategy for thelr students and have knowledge and sklll to plan
cooperative learnlng activitles.

Stating that one belleves In the value of a particular method or
model of teaching and knowing how to Implement a glven model are not the
same. One Is a bellef; the other ls a pedagoglcal competence.
Rlchardson, (1990) suggested that ln order for slgniflcant and
worthwhlle change In the practice of teachlng to occur, teachers‘should
be encouraged to reflect on the value premises they hcld, practlcal
knowledge they possess and research based findings related to a glven
teaching topic or practice. Therefore, teacher educators face the
challenge of how best to insure that preservice teachers acqulire the
knowledge and sklil to enable:them to Implement cooperative learning and
at the same time Influence them to want to learn to use the model.
Purpose of the Study

The Intent of thls study was to examine the effect particlpation In
preservice teacher educatlon methods classes at a reglonal mldwestern

{
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2
university had on subjects’ attltudes toward, knowledge about academlic
and soclal beneflts related to, and knowledge of how to organize future
classes for cooperatlive learning. The purpose of the study was
three-fold. First, It was to describe the effect particlipation In the
consldered methods classes had on preservice teachers’ knowledge abo;t
academic and soclal beneflits of and thelr attitudes toward group
work/cooperative learning. Second, It was to follow two preservice
teachers from the methods classes under conslideratlon Into thelr
respectlve'étudent teaching experliences In order to describe their
attitudes towardvgroup work/céoperatlve learning and thelr knowledge of
how to organize thls model of Instructlon during student teaching.
Third, It was to dlecover Information that could be used by teacher
educators when making decislons regarding instruction about and use of
group work/cooperative learning In preservice teacher educatlon. This
study was slgniflcant because It concomlitantly analyzed preservice

teachers’ perceptlons of thelr pedagoglical knowledge regarding how to

Implement cooperatlve learning and thelr attltudes toward thls model of

teaching, \

Regearch Questiong

1. Did Instruction about and experlence with group
work/cooperative learning In preservice methods classes poslitively
Infiuence preservice teachers’ attlitudes toward thls model of teachlng?

2. Dld Instruction about:-and experlence with group
work/cooperative learning In preservice methods classes positively
Influence subjects’ knowledge of the academic and soclal benefits of the
model? (Academlc beneflts include hlgher achievement, more on task
behavior, Increased retention, more frequent hlgher-level reasonling,

deeper-level understanding, critlcal thinking, and more positive
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3
attltude toward school. Soclal beneflts Include the development of
Interpersonal communlcation skllls, tolerance, higher self-esteem,
positive, trusting, accepting and supportive relationships with peers
regardless of ethniclty, sex, ablllty, soclal class, or handlicaps.) .

3. After particlpating In one of the methods classes under
consideration In thls study where there was Instruction and afscusslon
about and/or opportunlity to experlence group work/cooperatfve learning,
what perceptions did preservice teachers have regarding deslre and
knowledge'f; Implement group work/cooperative learning In thelr future
classrooms?

4. At the end of thelr regpective student teaching experlences,
what perceptlons did two student teachers have regarding desire and
pedagogical competence to organlze and implement group work/cooperative
learning In thelr future classcooms?

Research Desion

The research paradigm for thls study was naturalistic and utlllzed
both qualltative and quantitative methodologles to collect data for the
purpose of descrlblng preservice teachers’ attltudes toward, expérlences
with and knowiedge about cooperative iearnlng. Four data sources were
used: a researcher deslgned pre-post Llikert scale survey of
attltudes/opinlons toward cooperative learning; a researcher des!gned
pre-post true/false test of knowledge about academic and soclal benefits
agsociated with cooperative learnling; post-zlass Interviews; and
Interviews conducted with two subjects during thelr respectlve student
teaching experlences. The pre-post survey and pre-post true/false test
were adminlstered to subjects enrolled In one of three methods classes
In one academic semester. A number of these subjects participated In

post-class Intervliews and two were interviewed three times each durling




4
thelr respectlve student teaching experliences. (See Appendlces A and B
for the full texts of the true/false test of knowledge and the
attitude/opinlon survey.) The qualltative data obtalned from Interviews
was trlangulated wlth the quantltatlve data Cattltude/opinlon survey and
true/false test of knowledge regarding cooperative learnlng).

The setting for the study was the preservice teacher education
program at Southern Illinols Unlverslty at Carbondale. Speclflcally,
the study ]ﬁvolved 93 elementary education majors who were enrolied In
one or more of the followlng three methods classes in the preservice
teacher educatlon program at Southern Iliinols Unlverslty at Carbondale
during one academlc semester: Teaching Language Arts In the Elementary
School, Teachlng Readlng In the Elementary School and/or Classroom
Management and Dlscipline. All of the subjects were volunteers. Course
Instructors were provlded with a copy of the study abstract but had no
access to students’ Individual responses.

For the post class Interviews, representatlives from all three
methods classes were Interviewed. Feiurteen subjects partlclpate& In
post-class lqtervlews. Two of subjects Interviewed In the post-class
Interviews wére followed Into thelr respective semesters of student
teaching In order to examine thelr attltudes toward and use of
cooperatlve learning as student teachers. They each taught In one of
the Southern Illinols Unlversi{y teacher educatlon centers. The
researcher Investigated the setting of the student teachlng assignments
to Insure that the partlclpants would have freedom to utillize group
work/cooperative learning actlivities in thelr asslgned classrooms should

they desire to do so. The researcher did not serve in an evaluative
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5
role for elther of the student teachers durlng thelr respectlve student
teaching experlences.

The researcher observed every class sesslon in all three methods
classes under conslderation in this study durlng one academlc seiestier
to ldentlfy what was done In the classes that Qas related to group
work/cooperative learning. Fleld notes obtained from thosélggserQatlons
revealed that subjects recelved Instruction about group work/cooperatlve
learning. Sublects also experlenced and dlscussed group
work/coopef;tlve learning In the three methods classes.

Data Analvsis

The pre-post Llkert scale survey of attltudes/oplnlions and the
pre-post true/tfalse test of knowledge were treated statlstically. A
dependent L-test was run on Indlvidual attitude/opinion survey ltems to
determine degree of change In attltudes/opinicons from the beginning of
the semester to the end of the semester of data collectlon. A dependent
L-test was run for each class on the pre-post true/false test of
knowledge to assess degree of composite change In preservice teachers’
knowledge-about" academic and soclal beneflts assoclated with cooéeratlve
learning. The qualiltatlve data obtalned In the post-class Interviews
with 14 subjects and the data obtalned from Intervlews conducted with
two student teachers were analyzed using an Interpretlve/descriptive
analysis procedure (Tesch, 1990)., <{See Appendix C for procedures used
In analyzlng qualltatlve data:)

Because the research Interest of thls study was to dlscover
patterns In ldeologles (attltudes toward group work/cooperative
learning) and patterns/themes reflecting strengths and deficliencles
(depth and breadth In pregervice teachers’ perceptlons of thelr

knowledge about group work/cooperative learning), the method of analysls
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of the qualitative data (interviews) was Interpretative/descriptive. In
the analysls of the qualltative data, the researcher looked for
conslistency In overall patterns or themes. The quantltatlve data was
trlangulated with the qualltatlve data.
Elndinga e

Instruction about and experlences wlth group work/cood§;$tlv§
learning In the three methods classes appeared to have had a poslitlve
effect on subjects’ attltudes toward and thelr knowledge about academl.
and soclal'éeneflts related to group work/cooperatlive learning. The
findings provide Inslght lnto'how Instructlon about and experlences with
group work/cooperative learning In three preservice teacher education
classes Impacted subjects’ perceptlons of their deslre and pedagoglcal
competence to Implement cooperatlive learning In thelr future classes. A
summary of the flindings 1s presented In thie following paragraphs.
Finding Related to Research Question #1

AttltudesOpinion Survey Data. Tables 1, 2 and 3 present the pre-
and post-mean scorss for the language arts methods, readlng methods and
dlsclpline and management classes. Table 4 presents the pre- ané
post-mean differences for each class. All means in all three classes
moved In a positlive direction with the exceptlon of Items C, D, and J.
Olher than Item C, there were only two survey items, A and H, with pre-
or pnst-means below 5., The pre-means on these ltems were not low.
Means on both ltems moved In a posltive directlon on the
post-asgessment. Items A and H were somewhat related. The fact that
the means were lower on these two ltems than any other ltems may suggest
that subjects have trouble trusting group mates when working

collaboratively.
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TABLE 1
Data Summary ~ Language Arts Methods

Pre-Post Means

Survey Items

A. I think cooperative group work 1lghtens the work load
for all group members because the responslibllity for
completion of the task s shared,

B. i:!lke amall group learning because it reduces
¢nmpet ltiveness and bullds camaraderle,

5.43

C. I think students should be grouped so that all members
are about the same abllity level.

2.62

D. 1 feel competent to plan cooperatlve learning 5.78
actlvitles for my students In my grade

Interest/major (which ls )

E. I think I will use cooperative learning as a teachlng
strategy very frequently,

.13

activities, I feel closer to my clasamates as a result
of the group work,

G. When worklng In learning teams, I think I put forth
more effort to perform well on assignments because

I feel an obllgatlon toward other group members
to do well,

5.69

H. I think 1t 1s easy to trust other group members to
carry thelr share of the group work load.

4,04

I. T think group learning helps students learn to be
tolerant and considerate of the oplnlons of
other group members,

5.39

J. 1 find It easy to become lhvolved In tearning
when working In a (small) group.

S."}
&K
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|
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|
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|
|
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|
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True-Falge Test of Xnowledge About Group Work 8.08
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5.60 | 6.13 |
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I I
I I
I I
I I
I I
I !
| I
I |
I I
I |

¥differences slgnlficant at p< .05

9 BESTCOPY AVAILABLE




8
TABLE 2
Data Summary -~ Readlng Methods

Pre~Post Means

— . o T ey - —— — —— — —— — —— — —— ——— — —— — — —— — T — — —— o — —— —— —— — — —

| Pre | Post |

Survey Itema { Mean-i-Yean i

| I !

] | |

A. 1 think cooperative group work llghtens the work load | 4.85 ) 5.20 |
for all group members because the responsibility for | | |
completlon of the task 1s shared. I i I

Lt | | |

B. 1 ilke amall group learnlng because 1t reduces | 5,15 1 5,60 |
competltiveness and bullds camaraderie, | I |

| | |

C. 1 think students should be grouped so that all members | 2.90 | 2.15 |
are about the same ablllty level. | | |

| | |

D. I feel competent to plan cooperative learnlng ~ 15,451 5.7 |
activitles for my students In my grade | | |
Interest/major (which ls Yo | |

| I I

E. 1 think I will use cooperative learning as a teaching | 5.25 | 6.10%!
gtrategy very frequently. | | |

i | |

F. When I am Involved as a student In cooperatlve learning | 5.80 | 6,05 |
activitlies, I feel closer to my clasamates as a result | I |

of the group work, | | |

I | I

G. When vorking In learnlng teams, I think I put forth } 5.65 | 5.7q |
more effort to perform well on asslgnments because | | |

[ feel an obllgation toward other group members I I |

to do well, | | |

| | |

H. I think It |s easy to trust other group members to 1 3.90 ! 4,15 |
carry thelr share of the group work load. | ] |

| | |

I. I think group learning helps students learn to be | 5,70 | 5.90 |
tolerant and conslderate of the opinlons of I I |
other group members., | | |

) | I |

J. I flnd It easy to become Involved In learning | 5.30 1 5.80 |
when working In a (small) group. I ] |

| | |

| I |

True-False Test of Knowledge About Group Work | 7.80 | 9.50%!

| | |

udi fferences signlficant at p¢ .05
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TABLE 3

Data Summary ~ Disclpline & Management

Pre-Post Means

differences signlflcant at p¢ .05

REST COPY AVAILABLE

I | Pre | Post |
| Survey Items | Mean-1- Hean |
| | |

| | N

I A, I think cooperative group work 1lghtens the work load | 4.70 1 5,00
[ for all group members because the responsibllity for | |

| completion of the task is shared. | |

| B | |

I B, I llke small group learning because 1t reduces | 5.00 | 6.40%
' competitlveneas and bullds camaraderie. | |

{ - | |

| C. I think students should be grouped 80 that all members | 2.70 | 1.80
! are about the same abllity level. | !

| | !

I D. I feel competent to plan cooperative learning | 5.50 | 5.70
| activities for my students In my grade | |

| Interest/major (vhich Is P |

| i |

I E. I think I will use cooperative learning as a teachlng | 5.00 | 5.80%
! strategy very frequently. L |

| | |

I F. When I am Involved as a student In cooperative learning ! 5.90 | 6.50
| activitles, I feel closer to my classmates as a result | |

| of the group work. | |

| | |

I G. ¥hen working In learning teams, I think I put forth | 5.50 | 6.0Q
| more effort to perform well on asalgnments because | |

| I feel an obllgatlon toward other group members | |

| to do well, | |

| | |

| H, I think It 13 easy to trust other group members to | 4,30 | 4.90
| carty thelr share of the qroup work load. | |

| | |

I 1. 1 think group learning helps students learn to be 1 5.40 | 6.00
| tolerant and conslderate of the opinlons of i |

| other group members. | |

i = | |

1 J. 1 find It easy to become Involved In learning 1 5.70 1 6.20
| when working in a (amall) group. ! |

[ | |

| | 1

| True-False Test of Enowledge About Group Work | 8.76 | ¢.70%
i | |
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TABLE 4

Composlite Summary of Data - Att.tude Survey

(differences)

A. I think Cooperative group work 1lghtens the work load
for all group members because the responsibllity
for completion of the task |s shared.

B. I llke small group learning because it reduces
compet 1tiveness and bullds camaraderie.

C. I think studenis should be grouped 30 that all members
are about the same abillty level,

D. I feel competent to plan cooperat!:y learning
activities for my students In my grade inferest/major
(Wichls ___ ),

E. I think I will use cooperative learning as a
teachlng strategy very frequently,

F. ¥hen I am Involved as a student in cooperative learning
of the group work.

G. When working In learning teams, I think I put forth
more effort to perform feel well on asslgnments betause
I feel an obllgatiun toward other group menbers to
do well,

d. I think It 13 easy to trust other group members to
carry thelr share of the group work load.

I. T think group learning helps students learn to be
tolerant and conslderate of other group members.

J. T find It easy to become Involved In learning when
working in a (amall) group.

ey
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|
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|
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|

|

|

|
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|

I

|

| N
I True-False Test of Knowledge About Group Work
|

+.73%[41,70%141,00%
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xdlfferences signlflcant at p¢ .05
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| | | |
| 4,21 | +.45 (+1.40%|
I I | |
| | } |
| -.34 | -, 7541 -,90 |
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| | } !
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I ! I |
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I | I |
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| | | |
| ! | |
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| | | |
| | I |
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Post Class Interview Data. All fourteen Interviewees expressed
that group worl:/cooperatlive learning In the methods classes fostered the
creatlon of a posltlve learnlng environment and all subjects identlifled
at least one academic or soclal beneflt derived from thelr cooperative
learning experlences In the methods classes. Th? beneflts described by
the subjects fell Into two maln categorles: academic outcd&gg ana |
nurturant effects/soclal beneflts. Academic beneflts ldentifled by the
subjects Included higher grade achlevement, expansion of perspectlves,
and clarlfféatlon/relnforcement of understanding.- Nurturant
effecta/soclal benefits ldentifled Included more person to person
Interaction, creation of more enjoyable learning atmosphere, growth In
self-confldence, and emergence of more teamwork.

Student Teaching Interview Data. Both student teachers stated that
learners beneflted soclally as a result of cooperative learning. When
chlldren collaborate with peers In the classroom, they practice
communication skllls. They share ldeas, resolve dlfferences, listen to
ore another and learn to care about each other.
Findingg Related to Research Questlon #2

Findings from the four sets of data suggested that Instructlon
about and experlience wlth group work/cooperative learning In methods
classes positively Influenced subJects’ knowledge of academic and soclal
beneflts of the model.

True/False Test Data, The test dealt with research based academic
and soclal beneflts associated wlth the cooperatlive learning model.
Pre-means were not low but pust-means moved in a positive directlon. At
an alpha level of .05, the post means were signlficantly hlgher than

pre-means.

13
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Attitude/Opinion Survey Data. Items deallng with attltudes and
opinlons regarding academic and soclal beneflts moved In a positlve
direction with the exception of item J In one class. Item H, which
declt with learning to trust, had a post-mean below 5 In two classes.

Thls was the only ltem deallng with academlc and soclal benefltg that

¢ had a post-mean below 5.

Post-Class Interview Data. Subjects described thelr own personal
awareness of the academlc and soclal beneflts of aroup work/cooperatlve
learning dé~lt was experlenced In the methods clagses.

Student Teaching Interview Data. Both student teachers stated that
they observed poslitive soclal outcomes in thelr fleld placement sites ag
a resu't of group work/cooperative learning actlvitles.

Elndinas Related to Research Questjion #3

Attitude/Opinion Survey Data. Items D and E dealt wlth percelved
competence and antlclipated use of cooperative learning In future
clagsrooms. The pre-mean range on these two ltems was 5.00-5.78 and
the post-mean range was 5.30-6.10. Subjects seemed to- feel a moderate
degree of confldence about thelr pedagoglcal competence to plan
cooperatlve learning actlvities. The post-means on Item E suggested
that subJects think they wlll use cooperative learning frequently.

Post-Clags Interview Data. Three maJor categories emerged in the
post-class Intervliew data that reflect desire and competence to
Implement cooperative learning, Those three categories are 1lsted and
briefly descrlbed.

1. Potential Uses. The potentlal uses clted were: 1lterature
study groups, soclal studles and/or sclence proJects, and practlice and

relnforcement activities,

14
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2. Perceptlons of Knowledge to Implement Cooperative Learalng.
Flve sub-categories emerged in the Interview data regarding subjects’
perceptlons of the knowledge they felt they had about how to implement
cooperative learning. Those flve sub-categories were: structure .
cooperative learning so that learners are Indlvidually accountable; _
conslder group compatibllity when forming groups; clearly degIne group
task and behavioral expectancles; allow adequate time for the
cooperatlive learning to take place; and set aslide time to plan
cooperativ§~learnlng activitles. There was not a consensus vlew
regarding how to Insure Individual accountabllity. Subjects ldentlfled
nine dlfferent possibilitles.

3. Value Of, Exposure To and Engagement In Cooperative Learning
While In Preservice Teacher Educatlon. Subjects felt that the
cooperative learning activitles they experlenced in the methods classes
had a positive effect on thelr academlc iearnlng and/or social
Interactlons. They expressed that particlipation In cooperatlve learning
provided them with background knowledge and experlence that would make
them more wililng and able to orchestrate cooperatlve learning l; their
future classrooms. While they spoke posltlvely about the cooperative
learning activitles In the methods classes, 12 of the 14 Interviewees
expressed that more direct Instruction about and/or more opportunity to
engage !n cooperatlve learning activitles would have strengthened thelr
confldence and competence to lmplement this model.

Findings Related to Research Questlon #4

Both student teachera expressed thelr Intentions to use cooperatlive

learning In thélr- future classrooms. They both, however, expressed

uncertalnty about the depth and breadth of thelr pedagogical competence

to organlze and Implement this model of Instructlon. Two categorles
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that emerged in the Intervlews with the student teachers were:
perceptlionz of the relationship between structuring strategles and
positive outcomes and percelved constralnts that influenced declislons
regarding thelr use or non-use of cooperative learning whlle student
teaching. 1In the latter category, student teacﬁers talked about time
needed to implement cooperatlve -learnlng actlvlitles, experfi;; of-the
teacher to orchestrate cooperatlve learning, lack of tralnlng, concern
about evaluatlon durlng the student teachlng experience.
Conclusjon

The findings from this study support what Dewey (1938) and Brown,
Colllns and Duguld (1989) have advocated. Dewey belleved that 1f
education was to accompllsh its ends, both for society and Indlvldual
learners, it must be based on experlence (p. 89). Brown, Colllns and
Duguid (1989; proposed that knowledge ls sltuated. That Is, the
physlcal and soclal context should be structured so activities that
occur ln a learning environment contrlbute to the cognltlve
understandling of that whlch ls to be learned. Devey (1938) and Brown,
Collins and Duguld (1989) purport that *how" sorethlng ls learneé should
be glven as much consideratlon as "what" is ‘o0 be learned. Flndings
from this study suggested that subjects recognlzed the pedagoglcal value
of preservice teacher educatlon’ experlences that enabled them to not
only learn about group work/cooperatlve learning as a model of

Instructlon but also provided:-them the opportunlty to experlence the

model .
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Appendix A

Student Name:

TEST YCUR KNOWLEDGE OF "COC“ERATIVE LEARNING" AS A
TEACHING STRATEGY - -

I. Dlrectlons: Circle the "T" In front of the ltems
that you beilleve are true about cooperatlve learning
(worklng In small groups on an asslgned task In a
classroom). Clrcle the "F" In front of the ltems that you
belleve to be false regarding cooperatlve learnlng. If
you do not know-whether the ltem |s true or false clrcle
"DK" for don’t know.

T F DK 1. Students’ academlic achlevement suffers as a
result of group work.

T F DK 2. Cooperatlve learnlng results In students
having a more posltlive attltude toward
school .

T P DK 3. Cooperatlve learning deters raclal
preJudice among students.

T F DK 4, Cooperatlve learning leads to decreased
gstudent’ productlvity because students
soclalize more and do not stay on task.

T F DK 5. Cooperative learnlng causes frustr;tlon in
brighter learners because they are "held
back In maklng progress" by the presence of
slower learners In a glven group.

T F DK 6. Cooperatlve learning encourages a posltlve
attltude toward academ!lc work.

T F DX 7. Self-esteem of low level studenis suffers
In cooperative learnlng actlvitles.

T F DK 8. Cooperatlve learning Improves peer
relatlions among students of different
ablllty levels,

T F DK ?. Group work causes students to be less
dependent on the teacher for thelr
learn!ng.

T F DK 10. The reward and structure of the group task
should be intertwlned In order for group
work to be most effectlve. 18
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Appendlix B

Name : Date

SURVEY

~

Dlrectlons: Use a scale of {-7 wlth "i{" _epreseriting

" I * (unquestionably wrong or lnaccurate?
and V" represen n§ " * (unagquestlonably
correct or accurate? to indicate Kour agreement or
disagreement wlth each of the followlng statements.
Clrcle the number that most closely represents your
bellefs regarding each statement.

1-2-3-4-5-6-7 A. I thlnk cooperatlve ?roup work llghtens
the work load for al roup members
because the responslbllility for
completlion of a task 18 shared.

1~2-3-4-5-6-7 B. I like small ?roup learning because |t
reduces competltlveness and bullds
camaraderle,

1-2-3-4-5-6~7 C. I think students should be %rouped <le)
that all members are about the same
ablillty level.

1-2-3-4-5~6-7 D. | fee]l competent to plan cooperative
learnling actlvitles for my students in
my grade 1nteres§,/major (which la

1-2-3-4-5-6-7 E. I think I wlll use cooperatlve learning
as a teachling strategy very frequently.

1-2-3-4-5-6-7 F. When I am involved as a student In
cooperative tearning actlvltleg, 1 fee)
closer to my classmates as a result of
the group work.

1-2~-3-4-5-6-7 G. When worklng In learning teams, I think
I put forth more effort to perform well
on asgslgnments because 1 feel an
obllgation toward other group members
to do well.

1-2-3-4-5-6-7 H. 1 thlnk It Is eas¥ to trust other group
members to carry thelr share of the
group work load. .

1-2-3~4~-5-6-7 1. I thlnk group learning helps students
learn to be tolerant and considerate of
the opinlons of other group members,

1-2-3-4-5-6-7 J. 1 find It easy to become Involved In

learning when worklng In a (small)
group.

13
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Appendlx C
Procedures for Analyzing Qualltative Data

1. Asslon an ldentification number to each data source (every

Interview transcript),

2. Read four of the Interview transcripts and segment each of them.

A segment, accordlng to Tesch (1990) ls a portlon of ... "text that .

Is comprehensible by Itself and contalns only one ldea{féblsdde or

plece of Information* (p. 116).

3. Reread a second time and ldentify toplcs for each of the data

segments,

4. Make a list of all topics ldentlfled In each of the four

transcripts on one page. Have four columns. Compare all topics and

draw lines between to connect similar toplcs.

5. On a separate paper, cluster simllar topics (those connected by

llneg), Choose the best fitting name from the cluster of toplcs from

among the existing labels or Invent new ones that capture the essence
of meaning better. '

6. Make a new list that contains three columns:

a. Major topics that were constructed from clusters.

b. Unlque toplcs that seem Important to research purpose in
aplte of thelr rarity.

¢. Leftovers

7. Make a copy of transcripts Just used and use the 1lst of toplcs
In the flrst and second columns In #6 above as a preliminary
organlzing system. List these toplcs next to appropriate
segments.,

8. VWork with two new transcripts and try out the prellminary
organizling system. Segment the transcripts and then use the
topics to label the segments.

9. Reflne the organizing system.

a. Llst toplcs (that by now have begun to turn into categories)
that occurred In all slx transcripts In one 1lst.

b. Make a 1lst of the topics/categorles unique to the research
but dld not necessarlly occur In all the transcrlipts.

c. Look at topics/categorles for relationships and consider
whether or not some are sub-categorles of others. Construct

20
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a type of semantic map relating general topics/categorles to
sub-topics/sub/categorles. Thlis will be used as a
preliminary outllne for the final report of findings.

10. Make abbreviatlons for each category and sub-category name. Add
abbrevlations to lists made In #% a and b above. Alphabetize
the lists (categorles and suh-categorles). Segments may fit- In
more than one category. LT

11. Code each segment of data using the abbreviated céfegory and
sub-category labels. If a segment fits in more than one

category, label the segment wlith all appropriate category
labele,

-

12. Aéslgn the data source ldentliflication number to each segment so
that all segments can be traced to original sources.

13, Assemble data belonging to each of the categories in file
folders using Tesch’s (1990) adaption of Bogdan and Bilken’s
(1982) cut and put In flle folder approach.

a. Make two coples of all categorized data. One will serve as the
master copy and the second will be cut'apart to be placed In
category folders.

b. For those segments that fit Into different categorles, addlitlional
copies will be made.

14. Summarlize the data In each folder and select lljustrative quotes

that might be used in the final report.

15. Analyze content of the folders in llght of the researcﬁ
questions. Look for:

1. commonalltles In content

2. unlqueness In content

3. confusions and contradictions In content

4. mlssing informatlon with regard to the research questlions.

16. Triangulate the qualltative data with the quantitatlive data to
answer research questlons.
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