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Collaborative Teaching, Collaborative Learning: Expanding Communities of Writing Teachers and
Students Cross Institutional Boundaries
Conference on College Composition and Communication
Denver, Colorado

15 March 2001

I1. Crossing Institutional Boundaries: Changing Common Perceptions
Dr. Maria A. Clayton
Assistant Professor of English
Middle Tennessee State University

This portion of our collaborative project discusses 1) the vehicle we developed for gathering our
data and our method of implementation, 2) an overview of the general perceptions held by students before
beginning the collaborative project, 3) the shifts indicated by the descriptive data, and 4) our observations
based on these indicator.

The survey itself consists of eleven pairs of prompts (questions 2-23) that ask students to indicate
the responses that most closely represent their attitudes/beliefs about three types of institutions of higher
education: two-year public, four-year public, four-year private. Additionally, question 1 asks the student’s
affiliation. Question 24 asks fqr a “yes” or “no” response about the differences among the institutions’
perceived roles and allows for written input, while question 25 allows for final, open-ended comments. The

number of respondents included

MTSU Columbia Bryan
Pre 36 26 25
Post 31 23 20

Differences in the pre and post numbers are accounted for by enrollment attrition. The pre-project surveys

were first distributed to our students on the day the essay assignment was introduced along with a brief



explanation of purpose. The post-project survey was distributed two or three weeks after concluding the
project, as it suited our individual schedules best.

What were the general perceptions indicated by the data in the pre-project survey? The
overwhelming majority of students shared common beliefs in matters that relate to accessibility and
finances:

v two-year colleges offer the most open admission requirements AND four-year
private the least (questions 2 & 3);

v’ two-year colleges offer the most affordable costs AND four-year-private the least
(questions 4 & 5);

v’ four-year public spend the greatest amount of time/money/energy on sports to the
detriment of academic programs AND two-year public the least (questions 22 & 23).

In terms of issues closely related to academics, the greatest percentages of students across institutions, but
not necessarily majorities, believe that in the area of

v four-year public AND all three to an equal degree offer the most academic resources
AND two-year public the least (questions 6 & 7);

v' four-year private institutions AND all three to an equal degree offer the highest level of
faculty credentials and experience AND two-year public the least (questions 8 & 9);

v’ four-year public give the least amount of individual attention; however, MTSU and
Bryan students believe four-year private give the most, while Columbia students
believe two-year public do (questions 10 & 11);

v four-year public have the lowest percentages of students completing their degree
(questions 12 & 13);

v’ four-year private enroll the greatest number of students who are academically
prepared for college work AND two-year public the least (questions 14 & 15);

v’ four-year private enroll students with the least tolerance toward differences and

openness to new ideas; however, MTSU and Bryan students believe four-year public




enroll students with the most, while Columbia students believe two-year public do
(questions 16 & 17);

v’ four-year private AND all three to an equal degree have the fewest number of student
behavior problems (questions 18 & 19);

v two-year and four-year public enroll the fewest number of students with a positive
attitude towards learning, while four-year private AND all three to an equal degree
enroll the most (questions 20 & 21).

Finally, when asked whether the roles/function of the institutions differ, the majority of students
responded affirmatively on the pre-project survey. Respondents from Bryan see two-year public schools
as “typically tech schools,” primarily aimed at students “who are not in the top of their high school classes
but want to continue their studies.” They see the purpose of all public institutions to “push their students
through”; whereas, “private 4 year prepares [one] for life and career.” In contrast, Columbia students feel
two-year colleges are aimed at students that are “generally older and more serious about their degree.
Where in the four year [we] get a lot of students out of high school that want to party and have fun.”
Columbia students view two-year institutions as places where “students figure out what they want to do for
their careers and lifetime goals.” MTSU students perceive four-year private institutions as “harder
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academic wise,” “pay[ing] more for teachers,” and “aimed towards upper class people.” However, one
MTSU student contends, “although more challenging, private institutions may not always be able to
enhance a student’s abilities as a four year public school setting in which interactions with the majority help
to give the student more of an understanding of life.” Despite the great number of diverging opinions, many
students commented on the common goals of all three types of schools and on the focus of responsibility
for learning: “All institutions offer the chance to learn about different things”; “College is the same
wherever you go. You go to learn and you are the one who can take advantage of the place.”

Turning our attention now towards the post-project survey, we can focus on the shifts in

perception indicated by the descriptive data. We first tried looking at a 10% fluctuation between

perceptions in the pre- and post-project questionnaires, but the results were too scattered and sporadic. So
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we determined to look for 15% fluctuations (up or down) to arrive at more meaningful shifts. The post-

project survey shows several areas of little to no fluctuation among the data and across the schools:

v

A N N
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v

Faculty credentials and experience (questions 8 & 9)

Percentage of students completing their degrees (questions 12 & 13)

Number of students who are academically prepared for college work (questions 14 & 15)
Tolerance toward differences and openness to new ideas (questions 16 & 17)

Number of student behavior problems (questions 18 & 19)

Students with positive attitude toward learning (questions 20 & 21)

Time/money/energy on sports to the detriment of academic programs (questions 22 & 23)

Conversely, other areas reflect interesting shifts, not necessarily a change in direction, but in degree:

v

Bryan students perceive two-year institutions as having the most open admissions—44%-
95%--AND four-year private the least open—52%-80% (questions 2 & 3);

Bryan students perceive two-year as most affordable—64%-90%--AND four-year private
as least—64%-85% (questions 4 & 5);

Bryan students perceiving four-year as offering the most academic resources—60%-90%;
MTSU students perceive all three to equal degree—29%-55% (questions 6 & 7);

MTSU students perceive all three to equal degree as providing the most individual
attention —11%-36%--AND four-year private as declining—67%-39%. Columbia
students perceive four-year private as providing the most—23%-35%--AND two-year

public as declining—62%-44% (questions 10 & 11).

The post-project survey also shows a decline in percentages for MTSU and Columbia students

responding affirmatively to differences in roles among institutions—64%-58% and 69%-57%,

respectively—thus, indicating increasing numbers of students at the public institutions who see the roles as

less different. Some of the comments reflect these trends: “All of the [sic] similar in one way—they are

there to make young adults become productive members of society. Through our dealings with both a

public two-year institution and private four-year institution, we were able to make comparisons of all
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three”; “Each of these institutions are there for students to gain a level of higher education. Each differs in
certain areas such as size or cost, but they all benefit the same purpose.”

In contrast, students at Bryan saw increasing differences after the project—68%-75%: “4year
public schools get their students in and out. They don’t care rather [sic] you fail or pass. 4 yr. Private
schools focus on the student as a person not just a student.” However, others agreed with their public
schools counterparts and commented, “They are all there to educate students.”

While we cannot say that our collaborative project was tremendously successful in changing
perceptions among the students in our three institutions, we know that we have succeeded in raising their
consciousness about several issues they thought divided them, succeeded in making them re-think some of
their preconceived ideas. Several of their notions come from prior knowledge about the institutions. For
example, the thinking that the four-year public institutions suffer from greater student behavior problems
and offer less individual help emerges from their knowledge of larger student populations at those schools.
As one Columbia student put it, “people = problems.” Other notions, however, come from what they
experienced in the project; one MTSU student comments, “These institutions are more similar then [sic] I
had previously thought.”

Predictably, student perceptions were not the only ones influenced by our project. We, instructors,
were able to make some interesting observations, two of them on issues of self-image and student
population homogeneity. For example, it is obvious from the survey results that Bryan students
demonstrate a more positive self-image than their public school counterparts. Pre- and post- testing in areas
about receiving individual assistance (questions 10 & 11), positive attitude towards learning (questions
20 & 21), and number of student behavior problems (questions 18 & 19) indicate very high percentages
among these students; this is an interesting indicator despite the fact that they perceive themselves behind
4-year public institutions in academic resources (questions 6 & 7). Another interesting aspect about Bryan
students, which they recognize for themselves, is the tendency towards homogeneity. The occurrence of

high-percentage responses was greater for Bryan than for the two public institutions:



MTSU Columbia Bryan
Number of Responses > 80% 3 4 9
Number of Responses > 70% 10 11 19

Bryan students recognize they have many qualities in common, “Christian, predominantly white, upper
middle class,” as opposed to how they perceive the populations of public schools, “a variety of peoples who'
want a degree (rich, poor, black, white).” One student comments, “Although private institutions are the
least tolerant toward differing beliefs this is not bad for the students, because they can attend the private
school that best fits their beliefs.” These are but two observations our involvement with the project allowed
us to make about students at our three institutions.

There are a couple of changes we know we will make to the project when we run it again. To
maximize cross-institution interaction and optimize the opportunity for perceptual changes, we will
introduce our students to each other much earlier in the semester, as opposed to waiting until the
introduction of the profile essay assignment well into the term (third paper). We will also work to insure
more equal access to the technology necessary to conduct interactivity among students. Additionally,
changes will be made to the survey vehicle, itself, probably reducing the number of prompts—for example,
eliminating those that would probably not be affected by the contact provided with the project and adding a
prompt that asks for perceptions dealing specifically with writing instruction. Another change to the survey
will involve revising the question formats to elicit varying degrees of agreement, which will result in more
easy-to-compare data for the statistical analysis. However, in spite of some needed improvements, we

consider the project a success in beginning the move towards changing cross-institutional perceptions.



Institutional Perceptions
Questionnaire

After indicating the type of institution you attend, read carefully and respond to the following
statements about three types of institutions of higher education--two-year public, four-year public,
and four-year private. Place an X next to the response that best represents your attitudes/beliefs
about each question.

MTSU Columbia Bryan
pre/post pre/post pre/post
1. Which ONE of the following do you attend?
a. two-year public institution 0/0 100 /100 0/0
b. four-year public institution 97794 0/0 4/5
c. four-year private institution 3/6 0/0 96 /95
Please give your opinion as to:
2. Which ONE of the following has the most open admission requirements?
a two-year public institutions 56/48 69/170 44 /95
b. four-year public institutions 19/29 8/9 20/5
c four-year private institutions 17/17 12/13 24/0
d all three are about the same 8/16 12/9 12/0
3. Which ONE of the following has the least open admission requirements?
a two-year public institutions 19/16 27/13 36/0
b. four-year public institutions 6/0 0/9 0/20
c four-year private institutions 72/71 69/70 52/80
d all three are about the same 3/13 4/9 12/0
4. Which ONE of the following offers the most affordable costs--tuition, parking, books, extra fees?
a. two-year public institutions 78/ 84 96/96 64 /90
b. four-year public institutions 14/10 4/4 16/0
c. four-year private institutions 3/3 0/0 16/10
d. all three are about the same 3/3 0/0 4/0
5. Which ONE of the following offers the least affordable costs--tuition, parking, books, extra fees?
a. two-year public institutions 3/0 8/9 16/10
b. four-year public institutions 0/16 4/9 16/5
c four-year private institutions 94 /80 89/83 64/ 85
d all three are about the same 3/3 0/0 4/0




10.

11.

12.

MTSU Columbia Bryan
Which ONE of the following offers the most academic resources--library, access to technology,
etc.?

a. two-year public institutions 0/0 4/8 0/0
b. four-year public institutions 42/34 35/39 60/90
c four-year private institutions 19/13 15/17 12/10
d all three are about the same 39/ 55 46 /40 28/0

Which ONE of the following offers the least academic resources--library, access to technology,
etc.?

a. two-year public institutions 69 /58 46 /44 68/70
b. four-year public institutions 0/0 4/0 4/20
c four-year private institutions 6/0 8/4 20/10
d all three are about the same . 25/42 42 /52 8/0

Which ONE of the following has the highest level of faculty credentials and experience?

a. two-year public institutions 0/0 4/4 0/0

b. four-year public institutions 14/13 27/26 12/20
c. four-year private institutions 50/52 35730 60/40
d. all three are about the same 36/36 35/39 28 /40

Which ONE of the following has the lowest level of faculty credentials and experience?

a. two-year public institutions 64 /61 58/52 68 /60
b. four-year public institutions 0/3 4/23 4/10
C. four-year private institutions 0/0 4/0 0/5

d. all three are about the same 36/36 35/35 28/25

Which ONE of the following gives the most individual attention to students?

a. two-year public institutions 14/23 62 /44 0/0
b. four-year public institutions 8/3 0/0 4/5
c. four-year private institutions 67/39 23/35 96 /95
d. all three are about the same 11/36 15/22 0/0

Which ONE of the following gives the least individual attention to students?

a. two-year public institutions 22/19 12/9 16/20
b. four-year public institutions 56 /42 70/ 65 80/75
c. four-year private institutions 6/17 8/4 4/5
d. all three are about the same 17 /32 12/ 22 0/0

Which ONE of the following has the highest percentage of students completing their degrees?

a. two-year public institutions 25/13 35/44 16 /30
b. four-year public institutions : 17/19 12/4 8/5

c. four-year private institutions 22/32 19/35 52/45
d. all three are about the same 36/36 35/17 24/20

10



13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

MTSU Columbia Bryan
Which ONE of the following has the lowest percentage of students completing their degrees?
a. two-year public institutions 19/16 31/30 28/30
b. four-year public institutions 39/29 35/48 36/35
c. four-year private institutions 11/16 0/9 12/ 20
d. all three are about the same 31/39 35/13 24/15

Which ONE of the following enrolls the greatest number of students who are academically
prepared for college work?

a. two-year public institutions 3/0 4/4 4/10
b. four-year public institutions 39/29 27/35 20/10
c. four-year private institutions 50/42 50/39 68/75
d. all three are about the same 8/29 15/22 8/5

Which ONE of the following enrolls the least number of students who are academically prepared
for college work?

a. two-year public institutions 72739 77/ 65 64 /55
b. four-year public institutions 14/23 8/13 20/20
c. . four-year private institutions 3/13 4/0 8/15
d. all three are about the same 11/26 12/22 8/10

Which ONE of the following enrolls students with the most tolerance toward differences (gender,
ethnic, religious, etc.) and openness to new ideas?

a. two-year public institutions 8/7 39/21 8/15
b. four-year public institutions 64 /61 23/30 60/ 60
c. four-year private institutions 8/17 12/9 20/10
d. all three are about the same 19/26 27/39 12/15

Which ONE of the following enrolls students with the least tolerance toward differences (gender,
ethnic, religious, etc.) and openness to new ideas?

a. two-year public institutions 8/0 12/4 8/5
b. four-year public institutions 3/3 12/9 20/0
c. four-year private institutions 56/171 50 /52 68/70
d. all three are about the same 33/26 271/35 8/15

Which ONE of the following has the fewest number of student behavior problems (disruptive
behavior, disrespect toward faculty, etc.)?

a. two-year public institutions 11/7 12/39 8/10
b. four-year public institutions 0/0 4/0 8/10
c. four-year private institutions 53/61 39/17 68/70
d. all three are about the same 36/32 46 / 44 16/10

11



10

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

MTSU Columbia Bryan
Which ONE of the following has the greatest number of student behavior problems (disruptive
behavior, disrespect toward faculty, etc.)?

a. two-year public institutions 31/19 15/21 8/15
b. four-year public institutions 28/39 39/34 72/70
c. four-year private institutions 6/3 4/4 4/10
d. all three are about the same 36/39 42 /40 16/5

Which ONE of the following enrolls students with most positive attitude toward learning?

a two-year public institutions 9/3 15/17 4/11
b. four-year public institutions 14/10 12/9 8/0

c four-year private institutions 39/39 12/26 68/74
d all three are about the same 39/48 62/48 20/16

a. two-year public institutions 36/32 15/22 4/45
b. four-year public institutions 17/16 15/22 44/ 40
c four-year private institutions 6/0 8/0 28/0

d all three are about the same 42 /52 62 /57 24/15

Which ONE of the following spends the greatest amount of time/money/energy on sports to the
detriment of academic programs?

a. two-year public institutions 3/3 0/4 0/0
b. four-year public institutions 72/74 771178 96 /95
c. four-year private institutions 11/3 8/9 0/0
d. all three are about the same 14/19 15/9 4/5

Which ONE of the following spends the least amount of time/money/energy on sports to the
detriment of academic programs?

a. two-year public institutions 67/58 58 /74 64 /80
b. four-year public institutions 0/0 0/0 0/0
c. four-year private institutions 22/26 23/17 32/20
d. all three are about the same 11/19 19/9 4/0

Do the roles/functions of two-year public, four-year public, and four-year private institutions
differ?

YES NO
yes 64 /58 69 /57 68/75
no 31/42 27/43 32/258
both 6/0 4/0

Please explain:

Please share any other thoughts you might have about the similarities and differences between
these institutions:

i2



Q

ERIC Reproduction Release Form Page 1 of 2

U S Department of Education o
Office of Educational Research and Improvement
(OER]) '
National Library of Education (NLE)
Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC)

®

ERIC

510 532

¢S
Reproduction Release

(Specific Document)
y Grouptitle

1. DOCUMENT IDENTIFICATION:
e [P L BLOIEA, Collaborahve Toachirg, Collakoatihe

[Author(s): fYlgrYOo A (Lla.m‘om) zeanmm EXDand, w4 Bopmuniries oAdrHin

[commmmte source: COQ(T) | [Pobticntion Dite: Mrs. 15, ool | 40!
II. REPRODUCTION RELEASE: preeseittat ond 0 voss IPSTTronal

Bowmdarcés %

In order to disseminate as widely as possible timely and significant materials of interest to the educational community,
documents announced in the monthly abstract journal of the ERIC system, Resources in Education (RIE), are usually made
available to users in microfiche, reproduced paper copy, and electronic media, and sold through the ERIC Document
Reproduction Service (EDRS). Credit is given to the source of each document, and, if reproduction release is granted, one of

the following notices is affixed to the document. *lf d tocs) ﬂ)@'\ TOSH U D/ML[ ééll/n datin ! Gﬂ&n%
oMY titLe —7 Qom0 /US tions: -

If permission is granted to reproduce and disseminate the 1dent1ﬁed document, please C CK ONE of the followmg three

options and sign in the indicated space following,. :

The sample sticker shown below will be affixed to all
Level 2A documents

The sample sticker shown below will be affixed to all

The sample sticker shown below will be
Level 2B documents

affixed to all Level 1 documents

PERMISSION TO REFRODUCE AND
DISSEMINATE THIS MATERIAL IN
MICROFICHE, AND IN ELECTRONIC MEDIA
FOR ERIC COLLECTION SUBSCRIBERS ONLY,
HAS BEEN GRAN, BY

PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE AND
DISSEMINATE THIS MATERIAL IN
MICROFECHE ONLY HAS 3!?1 GRANTED B)

PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE AND
DISSEMINATE THIS MATERIAL HAS

BEEN GRA& BY
&

: K
K .
5 e S
TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC) INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC) INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)
| " Level 1 i Level 2A |l Level 2B

t t t

Check here for Level 1 release, permitting
reproduction and dissemination in microfiche
or other ERIC archival media (e.g. electronic)

and paper copy.

Check here for Level 2A release, pemitting reproduction
and dissemination in microfiche and in electronic media
for ERIC archival collection subscribers only

Check here for Level 2B release, permitting reproductic
and dissemination in microfiche only

If permission to reproduce is granted, but no box is checked, doc

Documents will be processed as indicated provided reproduction quality permits.

d atLevel 1.

ts will be prc

http://eric.indiana.edu/submit/release.html

ERIC

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC

[/ hereby grant to the Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC) nonexclusive permission to reproduce and
disseminate this document as indicated above. Reproduction from the ERIC microfiche, or electronic media by persons
other than ERIC employees and its system contractors requires permission from the copyright holder. Exception is made
for non-profit reproduction by libraries and other service agencies to satisfy information needs of educators in response to

4/24/2001



ERIC Reproduction Release Form

Ldlscrete mquzrzes

Page 2 of 2

Harra 4 Clagrod |

[signature: WQ/‘ZC‘/ (/( dwm

"PrintedName/Position/Title: 4551.‘:7-4 /d'//() f'P SéOLavja‘S/(

Orgamzatlon/Address. { ([(/ / ¢ 7-6/14'653‘6‘ e m [(

ox 710
munpree: Yovo, 7T 34/ 32_|E mail Address: /hcéa,ﬁw@ "Date JF0 a/,f oo/

ITelephone 6/5‘ W!‘JSJS' "Fax élg" g%’ .fo (f

hddie. e

II. DOCUMENT AVAILABILITY INFORMATION (FROM NON-ERIC SOURCE):

If permission to reproduce is not granted to ERIC, or, if you wish ERIC to cite the availability of the document from another
source, please provide the following information regarding the availability of the document. (ERIC will not announce a
document unless it is publicly available, and a dependable source can be specified. Contributors should also be aware that

ERIC selection criteria are significantly more stringent for documents that cannot be made available through EDRS.)

|Publisher/Distributor:

Address:

IPrice:

IV. REFERRAL OF ERIC TO COPYRIGHT/REPRODUCTION RIGHTS HOLDER:

If the right to grant this reproduction release is held by someone other than the addressee, please provide the appropriate

name and address:

[Name:

Address:

V. WHERE TO SEND THIS FORM:

Send this form to the following ERIC Clearinghouse:

ERIC/REC Clearinghouse
2805 E 10th St Suite 140
Bloomington, IN 47408-2698
Telephone: 812-855-5847
Toll Free: 800-759-4723
FAX: 812-856-5512
e-mail: ericcs@indiana.edu
WWW: http://eric.indiana.edu

EFF-088 (Rev. 9/97)

l http://eric.indiana.edu/submit/release.html
LS

ERIC

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC

4/24/2001



