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ABSTRACT 

This qualitative study of classroom processes focuses on the roles students 

play in two different environments, a regular classroom and an anonymous, collaborative, 

technological environment using GroupSystems. As students from an urban high school 

engaged in a brainstorming session about complex, ethical issues, they participated 

differently in each setting. The research questions that this study addresses are: Given a 

discussion of complex, ethical issues, what is the nature of classroom participation roles? 

In addition, in what ways are participation roles in a regular classroom structure different 

from a collaborative, technological environment? Furthermore, in each environment, 

how do ethnically diverse students participate in discussions of complex, ethical issues, 

as defined by their participation roles? Then to view gender issues in each environment, 

how do male and female students participate in discussions of complex, ethical issues, as 

defined by their participation roles? An analysis of these questions provides a deeper 

understanding of the roles students take in a classroom discussion. In addition, it 

provides similarities and differences between such discussions in a regular classroom 

versus an online setting. The insights provided in this study may contribute to a better 

understanding for teaching and teacher education in constructing activities and 

environments that support student voice, equity, and active participation in society as a 

whole. 
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Chapter One 

BREAKING THE SILENCE 

Introduction: 

The current movement for a standards-based curriculum has encouraged many 

schools to return to, or continue, a teacher-centered classroom. In the choir for 

educational improvements, one line of the libretto has gained increasing strength; Teach 

to the test. In the last eight years, funding at Choi la High Magnet School, an urban high 

school in Tucson, Arizona, has pivoted on students' test scores, introducing "focus 

lessons." Originally, focus lessons were designed to target specific skills, and they were 

introduced to faculty as ten-minute lessons to be presented at the beginning of class, 

separated from content. Although the definition of focus lessons has been loosened, now 

the teachers hear threats of the State of Arizona's taking over the school if test scores are 

not improved. This school is not alone in that threat. A national movement adds strength 

to the line of the libretto by underscoring that no child will be left behind. This a worthy 

goal; however, the children who have already been left behind are the ones to suffer when 

many enriching programs and opportunities for student-centered practices are stripped 

from their curricula and replaced by a basic-skills movement. 

The same departments in the Tucson Unified School District that advocated 

problem-based learning are pressured to return to a much more traditional mode of 
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instruction. Administrators daim that this is necessaiy due to recent national mandates, 

which make Arizona's compliance mandatory (AEA Advocate, August/September, 2002, 

p. 34); therefore, political constraints appear to dictate the score of the educational opera 

while the minor tones fade. As a result, students are becoming more and more silent in 

the classroom, particularly students in poorer, more ethnically diverse neighborhoods. 

Nevertheless, in this climate that breeds fear among teachers, innovation is even more 

important. Our challenge is to create a student-centered classroom that demonstrates 

high achievement. This cannot be accomplished without "careful analysis" (Cazden, 

1997, p. v). 

Perhaps a student-centered classroom is not a concern if learning is truly a method 

of absorption. However, if we believe, as constructivists suggest, that learning is an 

active process, this silence should cause us to question the choices we are making. If we 

believe that integrated content and critical thinking skills should be the melody, then 

perhaps we will empower students to consider difficult ethical questions. Processes for 

student participation in complex decision-making may assist them to gain a voice in a 

society that desperately needs ethical leaders that represent America's diverse cultures. If 

so, we must provide opportunities for them to sound the dissonant notes of change, 

confusion, and out of that confusion, a new order that honors all participants. If we do 

not provide all students these opportunities, then I would pose that we are violating their 

right to an excellent education. 

However, the concerns that spark the trend for a return to the basics are worthy of 

consideration. Students are not demonstrating adequate achievement. From where does 
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this inadequacy stem? To find the answer, we must listen to students. One voice that is 

emerging is Excellence in Youth Leadership (EYL), a program in which Honors College 

students from the University of Arizona work with students in the classroom to help them 

become leaders. These highly motivated college students are aghast at the lack of 

enthusiasm on the part of students at Cholla High Magnet School. As a result, they are 

digging deeper into the causes of apathy through discussions with students about their 

trust, their goal-setting, and ethics. Coming from protected environments, they are 

shocked by stories about students taking drugs on school buses and in classrooms. One 

student said with disbelief on her face, "What kind of school is this?" 

The causes of apathy are complex; however, apathy appears to be a part of the 

reason why students do not achieve. Although a variety of social and economic causes 

interplay with educational issues to create apathy, one educational source could be that 

students in high schools do not participate equally or equitably in classroom settings, 

despite our many efforts to incorporate cooperative learning into the regular classroom 

environment. Teachers continue to complain that some students are socially isolated 

while a few carry all the workload; some students dominate the discussions, and others 

use it as an opportunity to socialize rather than doing the work at hand. 

In response, leaders in cooperative learning have developed techniques to make 

all students accountable and to eliminate bias when calling on students for a class 

discussion, but even the most skilled classroom discussion leaders experience frustration 

with students who choose not to participate in traditional settings. Cohen writes, "In the 
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more than 100 four-person groups of schoolchildren I have studied, I have rarely found 

that each person contributes one-fourth of the speeches on the task" (1986, p. 24). 

Some students are more passive than others in classroom discussions, often 

because they are influenced by their culture not to participate in the same ways as other 

students. This passive rebellion may be due to the existing power structures of a 

classroom. Delpit discusses issues of power and provides her observations of those 

issues in the educational environment: 

1. Issues of power are enacted in classrooms. 

2. There are codes or rules for participating in power; that is, there is a "culture 

of power." 

3. The rules of the culture of power are a reflection of the rules of the culture of 

those who have power. 

4. If you are not already a participant in the culture of power, being told explicitly 

the rules of that culture makes acquiring power easier. 

5. Those with power are frequently least aware of - or least willing to 

acknowledge - its existence. Those with less power are often most aware of its 

existence (1985, pp. 24-26). 

While we may excuse the lack of participation of students in our classrooms on 

their culture, we should consider that we might be excluding them from participation. If 

a student is disabled, he or she has a right to find methods to learn. Therefore, if 

speaking up in a classroom is the only way to participate, to have one's voice heard, and 

it is a violation of one's culture or is too threatening, we must provide alternatives. 
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As a classroom teacher, I have foimd that it is a straggle to equitably include all 

students in discussions. A few students are engaged and ready to answer, in fact to call 

out the answers in a discussion, while others remain silent and become angry when I 

probe for responses. When I deliberately choose students who do not regularly respond, 

the leaders of the class become angry and withdraw as well. However, not for long, 

because they know from experience that the students who do not speak, will not speak. 

The leaders simply wait for me to become frustrated; then they happily chorus out their 

responses. Using every strategy I have been taught and practiced over the past twenty-

three years, I still find that many students simply do not care to interact verbally in a 

regular classroom setting. Those strategies are contingent not only on student interest but 

also on a student's belief that he or she is safe and worthy of responding to questions. 

On the other hand, I as a teacher hold a power position in a teacher-directed 

classroom, which establishes an ordained authority from whom knowledge proceeds. My 

students tend to look to me for all the answers, unless I break away from that traditional 

role. When the majority of authorities are from one culture, and that culture is perceived 

as the most powerful culture in society, it logically follows that students may experience 

feelings of powerlessness in the classroom, A response to a feeling of powerlessness 

may be in the form of anger or passivity. Since anger often results in disciplinary action, 

many students may choose to be passive. However, passivity creates a sense of 

helplessness, and helplessness breeds anger, and so the cycle continues, until as Langston 

Hughes writes, something bursts. Perhaps worse than that, students cover up the wounds 
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with silence for so long, they cannot even hear their own voices. They become numb. 

Isn't this one of the greatest societal ills? We have become alienated from ourselves, and 

the rivers of voices have become dammed behind our own walls. 

Teachers in Isolation: 

In order to cross the barrier of isolation, I have endeavored, along with my 

devoted colleagues, to create teams of teachers at Choi la High Magnet School to work 

together throughout the years, hoping that if teachers could work together and model 

collaboration, students might learn such skills themselves. However, my experience has 

been that most teachers do not like others to see what they are doing, particularly when 

students are unsatisfied with the classroom experience, and instructors are threatened by 

having to explain their choices in the classroom. Furthermore, the extra time and work to 

collaborate with a colleague makes it almost impossible to retain costly teams. 

Thus, too often we remain alienated. As alienated keepers of knowledge, we are 

the storytellers of society, recounting our own versions of what is valuable or real as we 

translate curricula, and we not only represent positions of traditional authority but also 

continue to work in places of isolation that do little to model important collaborative 

skills, producing team results, as Olson writes: 

.. .collaborative relationships are relatively new to the educational 
landscape where formal learning relationships have traditionally been of 
a very different sort. Developing collaborative relationships calls for a 
monumental shift in the traditional version of epistemology which is 
implicitly lived within present social contexts of educational institutions 
(Olson, 1995, p. 13). 



14 

While we espouse the importance of democratic decision-making processes in 

society' as a whole, students experience tyranny of learning each class period. The 

isolation is endemic, starting in the minds of those who perpetuate traditional structures 

of schools, schedules that do not allow for teamwork, and formative evaluation systems 

that rarely include peer comments. No wonder that the strong melodies of individual 

voices clash when educators finally do enter the same rooms. 

Gender Issues: 

The barriers that create isolation among teachers are not the only walls 

instructional leaders need to bridge. The walls between male and female participation in 

classrooms as microcosms of society also need to be exposed and scaled. Dominance in 

classroom discussions continues to be an important issue. However, quantity of 

participation is not the only lens that should be used in examining gender participation 

structures. We must also view the quality of participation and honor the ways both males 

and females contribute (Coates, 1998). 

While cooperative learning structures provide opportunities for females and males 

to speak within groups, an element of control and leadership exists within the traditional 

classroom that makes it difficult for females to participate fully in some settings. 

However, I have observed that dominance among males can be passive. I have seen 

males in cooperative learning groups either dominate through driving the discussions or 

dominate through passivity. In my experience, harmonious partnerships between males 

and females working together are rare. Thus, understanding and valuing of females' and 
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males' ways of participating in different environments, not only in classrooms, should 

also be considered as we observe their interactions. 

Technology and Participation Roles: 

One lens for viewing gender participation roles is through the use of technology 

that supports collaboration. For example, some studies are emerging about gender in 

online conversations, revealing the lack of equity when gender is known. What is lacking 

are more studies about gender participation when gender is not known. However, 

introducing any new element into the educational setting demands 

thoughtfulness about the change process. It must be acknowledged that the change 

process required for equitable gender participation is further complicated by the 

incorporation of technology. 

Miller and Seller write, "Knowledge of a culture of a school is important to 

anyone planning a change" (Miller & Seller, 1985, p. 242). The current culture of 

isolation and power makes constructivist notions of education difficult for many high-

school teachers, as we tend to resort to methods we were taught through example 

(Feiman-Nemser & Remillard, 1996). Teachers may view technology as just one more 

pressure among the many that they experience daily. Furthermore, collaborative learning 

is only now starting to be embraced by the technological community who failed to hear 

collaborative technology leaders' rallying cry in the 1950's. Therefore, while some 

teachers are just now using simple applications such as Microsoft Word and PowerPoint, 
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focusing on teacher-directed presentation devices, they simultaneously need to 

incorporate even more advanced technology to assist in decision-making. This can be 

threatening and overwhelming. 

Nevertheless, programs do exist that provide teachers the opportunity of engaging 

students in classroom discussions. The anonymous, decision-making environment of 

electronic meeting systems (EMS) was originally created for top-level business people, 

governmental leaders, and the military. However, due to the anonymity feature of the 

tools, "dysfunctional politics" may be diminished within the classroom as well as other 

settings. "Anonymity helps to separate ideas from the politics behind them. Ideas can be 

weighed on their merits rather than on their sources" (Nunamaker, Briggs, and 

Mittleman, 1995). As a result, an example of EMS, GroupSystems, currently used at 

Cholla High Magnet School where I teach, shows promise for improving participation 

among students. GroupSystems is an online, synchronous or asynchronous, software 

with a variety of tools for brainstorming, developing ideas, sorting or classifying ideas, 

and the availability of voting on issues. Furthermore, the software can be used to analyze 

issues, weigh the criteria for analysis, and to conduct surveys. More information is 

available about the software at GroupSystems.com. 

Emerging Dilemmas: 

If we are to determine if technology can assist in improving participation, we 

must first understand the roles or parts students sing as heard in a regular environment 

and in an innovative classroom that utilizes collaborative technology. The questions 

naturally emerge; Given a discussion of complex, ethical issues, what is the nature of 
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classroom participation roles? In addition, in what ways are participation roles in a 

regular classroom structure different from a collaborative, technological environment? 

Furthermore, in each environment, how do ethnically diverse students participate in 

discussions of complex, ethical issues, as defined by their participation roles? Then to 

view gender issues in each environment, how do male and female students participate in 

discussions of complex, ethical issues, as defined by their participation roles? 

Limitations of the Study: 

While this study contributes to a body of research on participation roles, it has 

various limitations. Beins (1996) identifies typical problems encountered by naturalistic 

researchers including: "(1) lack of clarity of definition of observed event; (2) an 

operational definition may constrain observations; (3) training observers for consistency 

for inter-rater reliability; (4) videotaping the scene to allow observers to discuss criteria 

of observation procedure; (5) method of recording data might differ across observers; (6) 

different vantage points of observers mean observations of the same event are different; 

and (7) participants know they are being observed which may influence the outcome of 

the study." Certainly, this study shares these problems. 

In addition, this study has other limitations: 

1. A small number of students participated in the study. 

2. The researcher facilitated the sessions. 

3. The researcher trained the other participant observers. 
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4. While the students were in the researcher's classes, the participant observers 

were also teachers and might have had some of the students in their classes, 

which could have influenced their impressions of the students' participation. 

5. While the researcher provided the same training to all the participant 

observers at the same time to lower the risk of interpreting the roles 

differently, the interpretations of behavior is a highly subjective process, and 

even with defined roles, the interpretation of roles might have been somewhat 

inconsistent. 

Therefore, even though this study does contribute to a larger body of literature on 

classroom participation roles and provides insight to researchers within the field of 

classroom process studies, the results may not be clearly transferable to other classrooms 

or teachers. Furthermore, the results should not be generalized to make broad 

assumptions about the educational community. Rather, this study calls for further 

research in the field of classroom participation roles, particularly as technology might 

impact those roles. 
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Chapter Two 

LITERATURE REVIEW OF BREAKING THE SILENCE 

Introduction 

Classroom participation demonstrates engagement in the learning process, and 

engagement is necessary for learning to take place. However, traditional learning 

environments threaten many students, especially when teachers call on them to voice 

their opinions or give answers to even simple questions. If students are considered to be 

less intelligent than others, their peers sometimes mock them for even trying to respond. 

However, if students participate a great deal, their peers also mock them for being 

"school boys" or "school girls." While instructional leaders have developed a multitude 

of techniques to deal with this challenge, many students remain silent. Even with a 

relevant curriculum in place, the fire that is sparked in a student's mind is "put under a 

bushel" because of the classroom dynamic. When I have endeavored to hold traditional 

classroom discussions about the environmental dynamic that guards participation, all 

students fall silent It would appear the guiding thought that is instilled in many families, 

"Don't ask; don't tell," is demonstrated in the classroom. 

The squelching of student voice leads to an inertia that is reflective of a larger, 

cultural apathy. In turn, that apathy leads to helplessness and hopelessness, to a belief 

that students cannot change. Teachers begin to believe those stories, and their reality 
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frames their choices for undemanding curricula and negative statements to students, 

which in turn recreates their reality. 

Quite recently I heard from two different students in a drug-prevention group that 

their teachers told them in the ninth grade they were failures and would never make it, so 

why didn't they just quit? The students had essentially quit by ceasing to care about their 

education, at least to the world outside. Whether or not the students' perceptions of the 

teachers' statements were accurate, the reality is that any negative statements by teachers 

reinforce an existing belief in many students that they will not succeed. 

As a consequence, many students believe they cannot change. This feeling of 

helplessness contributes to a larger social ill, an infringement of human rights. Chomsky 

(1987) comments; 

The distinction between equality of condition and equality of rights loses 
' its apparent sharpness when we attend to it more closely. Suppose that 

individuals, at each stage of their personal existence, are to be accorded their 
intrinsic human rights; in this sense, "equality of rights" is to be upheld. Then 
conditions must be such that they can enjoy these rights. To the extent that 
inequality' of condition impairs the exercise of these rights, it is illegitimate and is 
to be overcome, in a decent society (pp. 192-193). 

The environment of our classrooms simply does not create the conditions that afford 

equal access for ail students to participate, by way of the many pressures that keep them 

from expressing opinions and answering questions. Therefore, as Chomsky explains, 

inequality of conditions means inequality of rights. 

It is a violation of students' rights to deny them access to full participation in a 

classroom, which is accomplished by refusing to use every means possible to provoke 

that full participation. It is true that a student has a right to choose whether or not she 
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will participate, but if we have not examined the issues that may repress her participation, 

and if we have not done everything we can to ameliorate the situation, reducing the threat 

of her contributing ideas, we have denied her the freedoms a "decent society" should 

provide. Therefore, as a decent society, the culture of silence must be explored by more 

classroom studies to examine the nature of classroom conversations, find those factors 

that contribute to and work against participation, and see if students' roles differ in 

computer-mediated conversations. 

Current literature reveals little research about how classroom participation roles in 

a technological setting differ from those roles in a regular classroom setting. However, 

the following bodies of literature contain elements that pertain to a deeper understanding 

of this issue; classroom interaction and participation, computer-supported conversations 

with teacher as facilitator, cross-cultural communication, character education, and the 

culture of silence that extends into teacher isolation. Current research on character 

education informs us how to draw students into discussions and observe interactions. In 

addition, it would appear that issues similar to those Excellence in Youth Leadership are 

examining, e.g. trust, goals-setting, and ethics, may reveal causes for student apathy. 

Because of a dearth of information in some of the above-listed subtopics, and in order to 

broaden my understanding, I have drawn on various perspectives of educational, 

business, and technological communities, reflecting an eclectic viewpoint in my 

investigations. 
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Classroom Interaction and Participation Structures: 

Historical BaclcCTOund 

A historic foundation for the study of classroom participation is found in 

interaction analysis. Interactional analysis is based on the philosophical foundation 

communicated by Delamont, who claims; 

(a) that the more indirect influence the teacher uses, the more favourable are the 
pupils' attitudes to school work; 
(b) the more the teacher uses indirect influence, the more the pupils learn (1983, 

pp. 18-19). 

Flanders and his peers contributed to this body of literature, mapping interactions. As 

with many findings in research, administrators have largely used interaction analysis to 

rate teacher effectiveness in the classroom. However, for the purpose of this study, the 

focus is on students, not teachers, and the social dynamic that is created through student 

participation. In addition, I examine the roles that emerge and how those roles might 

change given a different context. Within that focus on the social dynamic of 

relationships, my research is influenced by Mead's ideas about human interaction 

(Delamont, 1983, pp. 26-27), which contribute to literature on classroom participation 

structures and the importance of negotiated relationships (pp. 28 & 122 -124) between 

teachers and students, and I would add, among students. 

Definiiion of Classroom Communication 

Classroom communication is a negotiation of relationships as seen in literature on 

classroom communication and the socialization model (Cooper & Simonds, 1999), which 
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adds insight about how human interaction defines a classroom culture. That culture is 

defined as a "group system" in earlier literature, focused on theories of speech 

development. Group dynamics develop the "features" of that system, as Phillips, Butt, & 

Metzger refer to them (1974, p. 43), "structure, process, norms, and goals." Cortis 

differentiates between the work group and the classroom in terms of purpose, goals, and 

membership, and he sees the uniqueness of classroom groups in the motivation to 

"produce changes in its members themselves" (1977, p. 8). Roles emerge, but Phillips, et 

al, see the teacher as having a great deal of control in the development of the roles. 

However, the dynamics of the classroom culture, or system, appear to be so 

complex that the reader of a culture must beware of quick conclusions as to a cause and 

effect relationship. Are roles established in advance or are they recreated as the actors in 

the classroom drama choose their scripts? Certainly the effects of the entire dynamic can 

be dramatic, forming, and sometimes warping, the psyche of a young person. Cooper & 

Simonds touch upon the "reciprocal relationship" between "communication and self-

concept" (p. 31). For a student to break out of expected communication patterns requires 

a strong sense of self that is not completely determined by her peer group. 

Phillips, et al, write, "Norms emerge when members show consistent behavior 

according to the expectations of other members" (p. 43). The effects of a student actor 

entering a classroom with a script in hand, or in mind, may be a dynamic that is recreated 

through a number of factors: societal norms affecting the teacher and other students' 

perceptions of the person entering the classroom, the acceptance of that role on the part of 
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the student him or herself, the lesson activity design, and the awareness and motivation of 

the facilitator of a discussion. 

Challenges and Importance of Negotiating Classroom Communication 

The difficulty of facilitating student discussions is not the only reason why 

teachers sometimes choose to forfeit such discussions. As Kordalewski (1999) writes, 

'in some classrooms, student voices are barely heard; the teacher monopolizes classroom 

talk, and knowledge is treated as residing entirely with the teacher" (p. I ). As previously 

mentioned, the importance of student input also has been challenged by movements to 

return to rote learning in order to achieve standards, to teach to the test. Perhaps truly 

nothing is new under the sun, as the writer of Ecclesiastes tells us. Dewey (1900) called 

for schools' improving how they prepared students through socialization and criticized 

the recitation model. He focused on schools as a place that should elicit ideas from 

students rather than tell them what to think, and he advocated teaching language arts 

through constructivist notions as well. Paratore & McCormack (1997) write, "Today, 

educators still are struggling with Dewey's ideas" (p. 1). 

Nevertheless, champions of student interaction still remain. Kasten (1997) finds 

".. .peer talk and the social interaction it mediates are not separate from other classroom 

learning and the goals of schooling...." In fact, she notes, "Learning is noisy" (p. 100). 

The noise could be the spoken voice, the voice of the pen, or the voice of the keyboard. 

As Kordalewski writes, "When students have a voice in classroom processes, they share 

in decision-making and the construction of knowledge. The teacher, consequently. 
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becomes a co-leamer and facilitator as well as a source of knowledge" (p. 1). Thus 

students gain an equitable position in the classroom as resources for their peers and the 

instructor herself. 

Another challenge proponents of student interaction face is the physical setting 

for such interaction. Teachers of regular classrooms still find the most efficient use of 

space in neatly designed rows of students, preparing them to listen to instruction. This 

physical cue is a psychological cue as well, warning students of the authority 

arrangement, isolating them from each other and preparing the vessels to be tilled. 

Delamont explores the importance of physical setting (pp. 30 - 36) and others, 

such as Lapp, Flood, et al, provide suggestions: "In a large classroom where several 

discussion groups meet at the same time, it is best if the tables or desks in the classroom 

are arranged to accommodate small groups of students seated close together within their 

group and as far as possible from other groups" (1997, p. 11). But what if the teacher 

wishes to facilitate the discussion? How should seating be placed? Who is the center of 

discussion? The discussion of physical spaces cannot be separated from discussions of 

power in the classroom and negotiated relationships that may sometimes find an 

unspoken agreement through passive control and how those agreements are made more 

concrete in physical arrangements of classrooms. 

Another challenge is the crafting of time for talk, which requires understanding 

the skills students need to participate. Kuhn identifies specific skills needed in order to 

participate in a classroom discussion: 

The social demands have to do with the nature of discussion as a multi
party, cooperative speech activity. Participants must: negotiate and exchange 
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turns at talk; maintain a speaking turn until finished, but not monopolize the floor; 
present a "face" that encourages social exchange (i.e., avoid being a "know-it-
all") and does not threaten the social and intellectual status and roles of the co-
participants (the speech act and topic analysis show that the students and teacher 
have roles that differ from their usual institutional positions in the classroom); and 
make relevant and understandable contributions to a form of classroom talk which 
is highly reflexive and thereby relatively "unplanned" and "exploratory" as the 
discussion develops (1984, p. 127). 

Even with these skills, Kuhn admits,. .not everyone who has something to say will 'get 

a word in edgewise'.. .Consequently, a teacher must remain aware of the fact that there 

may exist a logistical need for control of the talk" (p. 150). 

With all the challenges, should discussion simply be abandoned? Larson notes 

that the very skills which challenge participants in a classroom discussion are the very 

reasons we should make the effort to engage in such a discussion. "Using classroom 

discussion serves several educational purposes because it is a unique form of classroom 

talk, and a very special group dynamic. Discussion requires students and teacher to talk 

back-and-forth at a high cognitive and affective level, both with one another and the 

subject matter being discussed" (1996, p. 4). Moreover, Cazden notes, "To Piaget, social 

interaction is an essential antidote to egocentrism: in the confrontation with alternative 

points of view, one is stimulated to consider one's own limitations." It is possible that it 

is egocentrism to believe that a teacher/facilitator should develop the questions at all for 

such a discussion or if the students should develop the questions. However, Cazden also 

recognizes that "Piagetian Eleanor Duckworth acknowledges the instructional value of 

adult questions" (1988, p. 125). 

To be effective, those adult questions stimulate external talk, which stems from 

and affects internal thought. "To Vygotsky, thought—or inner speech—clearly reflects 
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its social origins in two senses of the word social: in its origin in interaction and its use 

of culturally organized symbolic systems, especially language" (Cazden, 1988, p. 125). 

Internal discourse, with all its benefits, must be verbalized, using the symbolic system of 

the culture, in order to be of benefit in classroom discussion where thoughts can be 

challenged and a student has an opportunity to examine his or her own thinking 

processes. In addition, Cazden proposes "four potential cognitive benefits of discourse 

among peers: discourse as catalyst, as the enactment of complementary roles, as 

relationship with an audience, and as exploratory talk instead of 'final draft'" (p. 126). 

Wells (1989) also emphasizes the importance of quality discussion to promote 

literate thinking. He writes, "From the point of view of intellectual development, 

therefore, what is important about reading and writing is not so much the communication 

of information, as the possibility of developing ways of using language as an 

intentionally controlled tool for thinking and feeling" (p. 254). Consequently, it is 

important for future studies to explore how quantity and quality of communication 

interact to contribute to language and intellectual development. Does increased on-task 

quantity of conversation in fact promote quality? If teachers carefully construct spaces 

for student talk to flow, perhaps the amount of student talk will increase not only fluency 

but also critical thinking. 

Teacher Beliefs and Control 

If student conversations are important, then how can a teacher maintain control of 

classrooms, or should she instead focus on constructing conversational spaces rather than 
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controlling students?. Delamont's claim is "Without control, the teacher cannot instruct, 

and instruction is her raison d'etre" (1983, p. 71). Control is an issue in that if the 

teacher does not make space in her curriculum for classroom discussion, it will not take 

place, so teachers' beliefs about what constitutes a classroom discussion is paramount to 

understanding the dynamics and value of such a conversation. 

When a teacher perceives that there is no time for student discussions, it could be 

that she is simply not making the time; however, it could also be true that the system that 

guides the choice of curricula is devaluing student participation. The teacher's position is 

more and more under a centralized authority that claims the time she spends on each 

activity. Centralized authority may arise from a belief that existing power structures 

should be reinforced in the classroom community rather than challenged. If so, the 

teacher's control will be lessened more and more with time, and her role will become one 

of soloist as opposed to choir director, singing for her supper in the proscribed libretto. 

In a society that values control, educational institutions sing for their supper as 

well. The individual educational leader is rarely valued, and the teacher, standing alone 

in her classroom, well knows that her individualism will create external conflict, and she 

fears that conflict. She fears that conflict in the same way that institutions fear the 

conflict that will ensue when individuals act outside of societal norms. That fear is 

communicated in the classroom and influences the smallest of decisions, including 

whether or not a teacher holds a classroom discussion and how she holds that discussion. 

Larson (1996) examines teachers' thinking about "characteristics and purposes of 

classroom discussions, and factors that seem to influence teachers' uses of these 
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conceptions" among six high-school social studies teachers. He relates,. .six 

conceptions of discussion emerged. Teachers' thought of discussion as recitation, 

teacher-directed conversation, open-ended conversation, a series of challenging 

questions, guided transfer of knowledge, and as practice at verbal interaction" (p. 3). 

However, Almasi (1996) sees discussions as collaboratively constructed and contributing 

to a new understanding of all parties involved. The negotiation of meaning and 

relationships alters a great deal, depending on the style a teacher chooses for her 

classroom when conducting a discussion, if in fact a teacher leads a discussion at all. 

The decision to hold a classroom discussion is infused with ethical implications, 

and when a teacher releases a group to discuss an issue without directed turn-taking, a 

loss of power occurs. Kuhn (1984) differentiates between turn-taking and discussions: 

".. .in order for a segment of classroom talk to be considered as a discussion, it must vary 

from the pattern of turn-taking that has been identified as characteristic for other 

classroom speech activities (such as a lesson), and that more student talk should take 

place from a number of different students" (p. 27). Many classrooms exhibit more turn-

taking than discussions, but as students become animated, the instructor fears a loss of 

control, particularly in larger groups and with highly inflammatoiy material. Sometimes 

teachers choose not to create an animated discussion in favor of more passive activities as 

a way to continue control and maintain order, as Kuhn notes, "The larger the group, the 

more difficult it is for the speaker to monitor all the listeners and select the next 

speaker.. .and therefore this makes it more conducive, in a classroom for instance, for 

either self-selection or teacher directorship" (p. 32). In addition,".. .in a discussion we 
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expect the teacher to continue to use controlling talk, but with a subtler hand. Students 

can be expected to compete with each other and with the teacher for turns at talk, 

particularly in a larger group where the space for talk is at a premium" (p. 146). In order 

for a teacher to use a "subtler hand," the teacher must create an environment that is 

conducive for the flow of discussion, an environment in which sharing of discussion 

spaces is safe and rewarding. 

Despite the neatly regulated environment that is common in schools, some 

teachers do struggle with methods to create not only physical areas but also 

cognitive structures within which the negotiation of meaning can take place. Even when 

small groups or cooperative learning is used, teacher choice is a factor. Lapp, Flood, et a! 

(1997) advise,. .students' willingness to talk in a small-group setting needs to be 

considered. Be certain to distribute the most talkative and the quietest students among 

the groups that you create," and the authors continue, "You also may wish to include 

partner discussions before group discussions since this ensures participation from 

everyone and it provides a safe setting for reluctant speakers" (p. 13). However, many 

teachers hesitate to use this technique in their classroom as they do not know the true 

nature of the conversation taking place, whether it is on the topic at hand or is about plans 

for the weekend. Their expectations of students affect their placement of students just as 

they affect their selection of students to speak. 

Emergence of Dominance in Roles and Conflict 

The effects of teacher expectations, as addressed by Brophy and Good (1974) and 

teachers' beliefs about pupils' abilities (Galton and Delafield, 1981) are important aspects 
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of classroom participation. However, teacher talk is not the primary focus of my research 

on pupil participation. Nevertheless, the metaphor of "teacher as mediator," as 

articulated by Whitmore (1997), is an important role to be explored. As 

Whitmore writes. 

The importance of the role a teacher plays in classroom discourse cannot 
be overstated.. .Teachers create the social and instructional contexts that enable 
students of all ages, but especially those of marginalized backgrounds, to achieve 
the empowerment we hold as ideal. It is up to the teacher to expect a high level of 
intellectual engagement from all students and to organize classrooms that share 
power with students (p. 123). 

As students negotiate relationships, sharing power with each other and the 

instructor, they do not just learn academia. They also learn "social roles," according to 

Morrison & Mclntyre (1972) and Swann (1998). Swana addresses male dommance of a 

conversation, but she includes that as a part of dominance in groups as a whole through 

attention-getting behavior, as seen in raising hands first (pp. 184 and 193). In addition, 

Delamont writes, "Status in the peer group.. .relates to a classroom action" (p. 86). 

Some students do not wish to gain attention from appearing to know the answers. Their 

status is drawn from negative behaviors that are seen as a humorous break in the 

monotony of a classroom environment. Therefore, they find ways of creating 

distractions, sometimes verbally and sometimes nonverbally. Nonverbal features are not 

adequately addressed in current research, and it is important to note that nonverbal 

interactions may be an influencing factor. Dominance may not always be established 

through verbal interaction in the classroom. In fact, dominance may be established 

outside the classroom altogether and simply reinforced through silence. 
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Nevertheless, dominance in classroom interactions is an important factor in the 

scripts of student actors, as is conflict. Whereas Morrison & Mclntyre (1972) espouse 

that personality conflict "occurs as a function of opposing needs and dispositions within 

the personality of the role incumbent as a function of unresolved discrepancies between 

his needs and his potentialities" (p. 28), conflict within classroom cultures may, in fact, 

be a playing out of previously written scripts that simply reinforce the proscribed roles. 

Reading those roles, teachers often try to avoid conflicts among student groups 

and with individual students. They may avoid calling on students that will become 

belligerent, and they may avoid setting up discussions groups in which conflicts will 

emerge. However, conflict of ideas is different from aggression. It is important to allow 

for a safe space in which intellectual conflict can occur. Almasi and Gambrell write 

about conflict as "disruptions" that "motivate an active search for information that would 

provide a more adequate cognitive perspective so that the uncertainty might be resolved" 

(1997, p. 132). The debates that arise among students about a subject that affects their 

lives creates energy necessary for the emergence of ideas. Almasi's and Gambrell's more 

positive outlook on conflict makes poignant that in trying to rid a group of conflict and 

dominance, we might also be ridding it of not only an energy that motivates students but 

also the cohesiveness which makes the group operate efficiently and charismatically. 

Morrison & Mclntyre address group cohesiveness as "one in which members enjoy 

interacting with each other and receiving mutual support, and one in which members 

want to make some kind of sacrifice to maintain its existence" (p. 17). 
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Consequently, construction of classroom discussions that can endure conflict 

requires planning. No matter what the subject or topic, the crafting of time rather than 

simply taking time must be considered, and some disciplines in education consider 

planning for student discussion more important than others. Language arts is one subject 

in which discussions have been studied more than other disciplines, such as mathematics. 

Enticing students to read and discuss their reading is one endeavor that breeds studies 

about classroom discussions. Concerning book clubs, Lapp, Flood, et al (1997) explain 

that".. .implementing discussions into the regular instructional program entails more 

than just giving students time to talk about what they read" (p. 6). However, this requires 

a shift in our thinking about what classrooms are. "As we begin to recognize the 

importance of social interactions and conversations in our classrooms, we begin to 

change our view of the classroom. We begin to explore this idea of a community of 

learners who interact with one another daily" (p. 10). 

Students involved in a community of learners not only learn how to resolve 

conflicts with their peers but also how to resolve internal conflicts, particularly if the 

discussion is about a highly emotional or controversial topic. However, at first the 

student may not feel safe to vocalize his/her concerns or dilemmas. Almasi and Gambrell 

(1997) write about the importance of students' ability to deal with "conflict within self." 

They write, "The critical feature of a conflict within self is that the student overtly 

verbalizes to the group that something has not made sense to him or her, and he or she is 

seeking resolution to the confusion" (p. 135). Although the authors are referring to 

internal conflicts about readings, students have similar conflicts about life as a whole, and 
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rarely do they find safe places to express their confusion as they fear criticism from their 

peers and concerned control from their parents. In a literature discussion, Almasi and 

Gambrell conclude, "It is clear that teachers can promote students' social and cognitive 

growth when they assume a more detached role, intervening only to scaffold or model 

social or cognitive processes" (1997, p. 149). 

In addition, Almasi and Gambrell make suggestions for classroom practice, three 

of which directly relate to classroom discussions as a whole, not just literature 

discussions: 

Providing opportunities for students to interact with one another and to 
challenge others' ideas during discussions supports higher-level thinking... 
Providing opportunities for students to explore issues that are personally relevant 
enhances motivation.. .Limiting the amount of teacher talk and teacher questions 
results in increased opportunities for students to develop discussion skills (1997, 
p. 152). 

If we value higher-level thinking, if we value student motivation, combating cultural 

apathy, then we need to sculpt time for students' voices to be heard in classroom 

discussions. 

Conclusion of Classroom Interaction and Participation Structures 

Delamont informs us,.. America's strength lies in democratic leadership at 

group level and flexible independence for the individual" (1983, p. 18). Whether or not 

we actually provide independence for the individual, it is a value. The value of 

democratic participation is challenged daily in traditional classrooms. Educators may 

endeavor to treat individuals with equity, allowing, even encouraging participation, but 
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our efforts are clumsy. The study of classroom interactions is fraught with challenges, 

including dominance in groups, teacher control, and a lack of strategies to manage 

conflict. In addition, social roles are impacted deeply through classroom participation, 

and many instructors may balk at the impact such discussions might have on their 

classrooms. However, the benefits of discussions outweigh the challenges, as seen in the 

continued work of researchers to find better ways to conduct classroom discussions, 

Computer-Supported Conversations with Teacher as Facilitator: 

Many proponents of classroom discussion and student-centered classrooms 

actually are opponents of technology. They fear that as the keyboard grows continually 

louder, this sound will become a cacophony, which will take the place of teacher and 

student talk. It is true that computer-supported lessons have gone through drastic changes 

in the last few years, and innovations are only beginning to impact the face of learning. 

However, the literature available indicates that teacher-facilitated conversations with 

students will not only continue but also may become more inclusive. Bacal (2003) 

writes; 

A facilitator is an individual (whose) job is to help to manage a process of 
information exchange. While an expert's role is to offer advice, particularly about 
the content of a discussion, the facilitator's role is to help with HOW the 
discussion is proceeding (p. 1). 

In a room filled with students, the facilitation of a classroom discussion is a complex 

process, particularly if the teacher-faci 1 itator is interested in equity. One tool that might 

assist is collaborative technology. 
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The following is a brief review of the history of computers in the classroom, but I 

focus on the current changes that support collaboration in the classroom, particularly 

facilitated face-to-face interaction supported by technology. 

A Brief History of Technology 

"In 1957, at Syracuse University," Grossman writes, "a professor teaching a basic 

instructional technology course in which I was a student speculated that, 'One day, we 

will have an instructional technology that will permit the display of information in any 

medium, on any subject, in any order, at any time." Grossman goes on to explain that 

most of his fellow students chuckled. "In December of 1990, after a decade of 

preliminary' work at the European Particle Physics Laboratory in Geneva, Switzerland," 

Grossman continues, "Tim Bemers-Lee and his colleagues ran the first version of the 

World Wide Web. It was put up on the Internet at large in the summer of 1991" (1997, p. 

19). Despite the prediction of this innovative technology, the changes that society is 

experiencing as a result of the introduction of the Internet have only begun to be felt by 

the educational community. Part of the reason could be the fear that information 

technology' created, even in the business community when it first emerged. Leavitt and 

Whisler (1958) write in the Harvard Business Review; 

Over the last decade a new technology has begun to take hold in 
American business, one so new that its significance is still difficult to 
evaluate.. .The new technology does not yet have a single established name. We 
shall call it information technology (p. 41). 

Leavitt and Whisler differentiate between information technology' and other industrial 

technologies, such as scientific management and participative management. They 
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contend that information technology had been used primarily "to generate information, or 

to lay down limits for subtasks that can then be used within the old structural framework" 

(p. 42). Further, they explain, "Some of this sparing use of information technology may 

be due to the fact that those of us with a large commitment to participative management 

have cause to resist the central implications of the new techniques" (pp. 42-43). 

The objections ofLeavitt and Whisler include that in the 1980's they could 

foresee "the depersonalization of relationships within management and the greater 

distance between people at different levels. Major resistances should be expected in the 

process of converting relatively autonomous and unprogrammed middle-management 

jobs to highly routinized programs" (p. 44). These objections resonate with the concerns 

many educators voice today about the use of technology in the classroom. 

Those objections are fueled by the fact that historically in education, computers 

were used for programmed instruction, as Gage (1972) writes: "The teaching model that 

many advocates of this approach have in mind is that of programmed instruction, 

particularly computer-assisted programmed instruction" (p. 56). The primary focus of 

this computer-assisted instruction was to individualize and provide for self-pacing. 

However, even early on, some educators saw the possibilities for computers to do more. 

Lifton (1966) notes. 

As machines facilitate some phases of individual instruction, and as 
computers become a ready and accurate resource, some of the traditional roles 
found in learning groups may disappear. 

Group guidance will soon involve a variety of nonhuman devices. 
Increasingly, society will search for places where the mass of information being 
spewed forth can be incorporated (p. 3) 



3S 

This is not only a prophetic view of the Internet but aiso of collaborative technologies. 

The fears that business had of computers replacing people have come true in some 

instances, but the tasks that require in depth critical thinking and problem solving in 

negotiating relationships with workers are still accomplished by people. Teachers are a 

good example of a profession that cannot be replaced by computers, as we are involved in 

complex tasks from moment to moment in an unpredictable environment. 

Other concerns educators have harken back to the isolating influence they fear 

computers will have on students. Cazden (1988) writes, "Predictions about the long-

term effect of computers on the social organization of education often emphasize their 

individualizing, even isolating, influence. . .But in the shorter run, computers in the 

classroom seem to encourage more social interaction, not less" (p. 147). Therefore, at 

least according to Cazden, it would appear that our fears of student isolation as a result of 

the emergence of technology are unsubstantiated, particularly if we use the tools to foster 

collaboration rather than isolation. 

The Emergence of Collaborative Technologies 

In order for computers to encourage collaboration, the emphasis must be on 

working together within the classroom, not only in the tool itself but also in our methods. 

An emergence of collaborative tools for the classroom makes this dream possible. One 

such collaborative tool is the World Wide Web (WWW). Grossman states that "no 

technology has emerged as rapidly as the World Wide Web. Not only is it on the lips of 

every educator and business person, but also the Web is common knowledge in virtually 
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every walk of life." He adds, "Many feel that the Web is the most important technology 

of our time" (p. 19). The World Wide Web (WWW) is not the only collaborative 

technology; however, it has opened the door to chatrooms and other electronic meeting 

systems (EMS) that allow people over distance or simply from one computer to another 

to converse about various issues. Nunamaker, Briggs, and Mittleman describe the 

development of the first EMS; 

The Teichroew project, which won the Wamier Prize in Computer Science 
as the first instance of CASE technology, was the jumping-off point for the early 
work in EMS by Jay F. Nunamaker, Jr. and his team. They conceived of the first 
electronic meeting systems in the late 1970s so that analysts could capture 
natural-language discussions of systems requirements from many users 
simultaneously, so that all points of view could be considered, and users could 
negotiate their differences before information systems were built. The first 
prototype, called Plexsys, came on-line in the early 1980s, and was surprisingly 
successful.. .Using Plexsys, the elapsed time needed for the requirements 
definition process could be reduced by as much as 90%, and the final 
requirements definitions were more complete and correct than anything that had 
been possible with traditional methods" (1995). 

Since the Teichroew project, a number of EMS tools have emerged. Briggs and 

Brandt describe an EMS as "typically a collection of different software tools, each of 

which focuses and structures group thinking, and each of which affects group dynamics 

in some unique way." They continue, "For example, an electronic brainstorming tool 

encourages a group to diverge from old patterns of thinking to find new understandings" 

(1995, p. 534). Kranz and Vessa clarify, "Though technology cannot replace human 

interaction, it can speed processes that would ordinarily take place in meetings, leaving 

more time for crucial discussion and consensus building" (1994, p. 1). What they fail to 

add is that collaborative technologies can actually help in building consensus as well. 



40 

Speeding of processes as an aspect of productivity is a critical issue for business 

and education. Nunamaker, Briggs, and Mittleman write, "Groupware is any technology 

specifically used to make groups more productive" (1995, p. 152). They list three 

processes in which "group members must engage to become productive: communication, 

thought, and information access." The writers add, "However, group members cannot 

pay attention to everything, and each of these processes demands attention. Any 

attention devoted to one process is not available for the other two processes" (p. 153). 

Nunamaker, et al, emphasize the difficulty of each process. Concerning the 

communication process, they write, "Sometimes groups are less productive than they 

might otherwise be because their communication is so constrained, so demanding of 

attention, that people do not have time to think about what they are hearing. If 

technology can improve communication, it may make the group more productive" (p. 

153). Therefore, if we are concerned about time on task and the amount of time that it 

takes to hold discussions, a device that preserves more time for other important learning 

activities should be considered. Furthermore, "Sometimes groups are less productive 

than they might be otherwise because their thinking processes are unstructured or 

unfocused.. .If technology can focus and improve thinking processes, it may make the 

group more productive" (p. 153). 

Finally, "Because people cannot pay attention to everything, the cost of accessing 

information can become so high that participants are prevented from thinking and 

communicating. If technology can reduce the attention costs of acquiring, storing, 

processing, and retrieving information, it may make the group more productive" (p. 153). 
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Obviously, this last point is made more specificaliy for the business world, but the 

educational implications for how we teach students are powerful. First of all, if 

technology takes over the function of information, then our function needs to be 

grounded in the swift access and processing of information, providing more time for 

higher-level thinking skills. Furthermore, if dominance is no longer the method for 

achieving results, if democratic decision-making and collaboration are increasingly 

important in the business world, perhaps we need to emphasize processes for equalizing 

communication and making democratic decisions more. Finally, if information from all 

group members is to be valued, and if students need to acquire information and feedback 

for their ideas from other students and the instructor, it will save time if we use EMS. 

Collaborative tools also open doors for distance education, saving time in travel, 

the costs of travel, and providing potential cross-cultural exchanges that would not 

otherwise occur because online technologies do not have to emphasize face-to-face 

interaction to create collaboration. Carlson (1997) writes, 

.. .we develop a learning environment that has nothing to do with time and place 
and everything to do with collaboration, active learning on the part of the student, 
and course content and delivery. The online environment takes advantage of 
interactive and collaborative technologies to reach beyond the brick and mortar 
walls of the traditional classroom (p. 5). 

However, Carlson emphasizes, . .without the traditional or local environment, the 

online environment becomes disconnected and unreachable" (p. 5). Without face-to-face 

interaction, higher-education students ".. .cited the major disadvantage of the online 

course as the lack of oral communication in class discussions" (p. 8). in addition, 

Nunamaker, Briggs, and Mittleman explain, "Present technology permits full 
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participation by remote users, but experience shows that these users are much more easily 

distracted from the work than are people who are collocated.. .In a face-to-face meeting 

room peer pressure helps to keep people active" (1995, p. 188). It would appear that the 

ideal situation is a classroom that can either virtually or physically be present with a 

venue for online discussions. However, it is still important to consider how educators 

should craft those discussions. The crafting of discussions will provide the music for the 

libretto of student voice. 

As a result, an important factor in both face-to-face and distance collaboration in 

technology is facilitation. Cutrona and Suhr (1992) write about supportiveness as falling 

into five main categories: informational, tangible aid, emotional, network, and esteem 

support. Facilitator supportiveness is a complicated task that can only be provided by a 

highly trained individual. Paul Saffo emphasizes the importance of a good facilitator as 

he describes his discovery of the University of Arizona's College of Business and Public 

Administration's Decision and planning Laboratory. He is extremely pessimistic at first: 

I first reacted with skepticism when I saw pictures of the Arizona Room, as it is 
informally referred to. Researchers have been building high-tech conference 
rooms for years, and while the results have fascinated academics the business 
world continues to rely on overheads and flip charts.. .1 can accept computer 
mediation as a necessary e\nl with electronic mail or even teleconferencing, 
but with all of the richness inherent in face-to-face communication, what could 
a computer possibly do that I couldn't do better myself . .Several visits and a 
two-day meeting in the Arizona Room have led me to toss out my early specious 
assumptions (Reprint with permission from Personal Computing, 1990, p. 1). 

What changed Saffo's mind about computers used to mediate conversations? He claims 

that the EMS-supported area succeeded because it was adaptable, easy to use, and more 

importantly, supported by a skilled facilitator, a person who was not only skilled in 
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technology but also in group processes. He calls this person a "conductor." Saffo 

concludes that "The long-term surprise of the computer revolution may be that our 

computers turn out to be powerful tools in an unexpected context—face to face" (p. 2). 

The EMS that pleasantly surprised Saffo emerged into what is now known as 

GroupSystems, currently distributed by GroupSystems.com. Briggs and Brandt claim 

"EMS has been shown to substantially improve the productivity of face-to-face work 

groups" (1995, p. 533). Endeavoring to investigate the effectiveness of the technology 

for the classroom, Briggs and Brandt conducted two field studies of this technology 

within the educational environment. They cite the work of Rumelhart, Shuell, and Glaser 

in influencing the theoretical foundation of their work, which they write was guided by a 

cognitive theory of learning. However, they claim, "The goal of learning is more than the 

creation of mental models. Learners acquire these skills in order to effectively and 

efficiently achieve authentic (rather than simulated) goals." Briggs and Brandt continue, 

"Most of what we learn, in some way, is intended for application to real life 

situations/problems. Thus, the learner should be able to transfer knowledge to novel 

problem-solving circumstances" (p. 534). 

Briggs and Brandt describe their studies as "computer-supported collaborative 

learning cases. In both cases the students used GroupSystems, an EMS developed at the 

University of Arizona." The first case study was conducted in April of 1994 with a high-

school yearbook staff who were "part of a four-week pilot study sponsored by the 

University of Arizona." The task was to write a how-to manual for publication of a 

yearbook. "The faculty advisor for the yearbook staff stated, 'We've tried to write the 
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manual several times, but it was just too big a task. The amount of detail was 

overwhelming'" (p. 535). 

Briggs and Brandt moved the staff into a GroupSystems setting within the school. 

Working with two teams, one of ten students and the other of five students, each team 

met for five electronic group sessions over a four-week period. "By the end of the four 

weeks, "the students reported that the manual they created was thorough and complete. 

All reported feeling proud of their efforts." The final manual was "twenty-two, single 

spaced pages of text. The faculty advisor evaluated the final product and found it to be 

complete and of high quality" (p. 538). 

The second case Briggs and Brandt describe was on the University of Arizona's 

campus with a senior-level nursing class. In online discussions "The instructor reported 

that she had never seen so much discussion. More and more even student participation 

was evident.. .All but three of the students contributed in the first electronic discussion" 

(p. 538). By even, the writers mean that the participation levels were even. Students 

contributed approximately the same amount of information. Within the same class 

period, the instructor paused the students and asked for their input verbally about a 

different question. "The students sat in silence as the instructor patiently waited for a 

response. After an uncomfortable silence, the instructor moved on to the next activity" 

(p. 539). By the third session using GroupSystems, the instructor, who had been new to 

the environment, was much more comfortable, according to the authors. "She had 

learned to sort through the student comments quickly and find specific ones to illustrate 

points she wanted to make" (p. 540). 
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Lessons learned from these cases, according to Briggs and Brandt include; 

• With EMS in the classroom, student participation increases. 
• EMS provides support for more and larger problem-solving activities in the 
classroom. 
• EMS use in the classroom facilitates cooperative learning. 
• EMS provides instructors with a real-time classroom gauge. 
• In the EMS classroom, the instructor's role changed from lecturer to mentor. 
• The EMS classroom setting is not intuitive for most instructors. 
• Preplanning classroom activities takes on increased importance in the EMS 
environment. 
• Fifty-minute class periods are the ideal length for most EMS sessions. 
However, they found that period of time to be too short, (p. 541). 

Briggs and Brandt conclude that "When one analyzes the traditional classroom, 

opportunities exist to create and/or support a more effective learning environment for 

both the students and the instructor." Furthermore, "The results of these field studies are 

promising and encouraging" (p. 541). 

Briggs' and Brandt's work is a foundation for future studies, such as my own, to 

investigate not only the productivity of a classroom environment, but also the social 

issues of classroom discussion, which is of particular interest for the purposes of this 

research. 

It is my understanding that the high school at which Briggs and Brandt conducted 

their study no longer uses GroupSystems, largely due to the fact that the one teacher who 

used the area is no longer at the school, and the tool fell into disuse. Soon the knowledge 

of how to use the tool was lost. Therefore, it is imperative that if we value collaborative 

technology, some method for institutionalizing the use of collaborative technology must 

be in place. 
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Professional Development in Collaborative Technologies 

The need for institutionalization of collaborative technology makes professional 

development imperative. Teachers must learn not only about technology but also how to 

use those tools effectively to craft online and offline discussions. However, as previously 

mentioned, teachers are constantly bombarded with new information and a need to grow 

and incorporate new strategies, and some instructors are overwhelmed when they 

consider adding technology to what appears to be an already full plate. Levin (1997) 

writes, "Faculty cannot be expected to become experts in instructional technologies and 

institutions cannot support all the applications available" (p. 3). 

One way to limit the amount of professional development needed to keep faculty 

aware of new technologies is to limit the number of technologies that they need to learn. 

Levin (1997) explains in an advocacy article. 

Identification of tools runs across two dimensions. First, tools need to be matched 
with categories of activities.. .Within communication there are tools for 
synchronous and for asynchronous communication.. .Synchronous electronic 
communication tools include chat rooms, MOOs, and graphical virtual reality 
domains. Each of these tools has different characteristics and can be used for 
different sorts of learning activities. If the institution wishes to promote the use of 
technology in teaching and learning, it should provide faculty with a means of 
learning about these various tools, their functionality, and the sorts of learning 
activities for which each is suited. Second, since there are many tools within each 
of these categories, the institution must review existing tools to decide which to 
support (p. 4). 

Once faculty choose a tool, "The greatest challenge to faculty is to design 

opportunities for on-line learning that will work.. .much of the literature on computer-

mediated learning touts this form of learning as a panacea..." (p. 5). Too often I have 

observed teachers bringing their classes into a computerized area without a lesson plan. 
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essentially dumping their students into a technological arena, expecting for learning to 

naturally emerge. However, many of us who have experimented with computer-

supported environments have discovered. 

Learning occurs within structured environments. Those of us who have learned 
and taught within the classroom have learned how to create an environment 
conducive to learning within the classroom. The technologies associated with 
computer-mediated learning present a number of challenges for us as (we) attempt 
to create learning environments with them (Levin, 1997, pp. 5-6). 

Nevertheless, simple transference of teaching methodologies for the new environment 

may not be effective. It is important to note,".. .it is probably a mistake to promote the 

view that these technologies extend the classroom, rather than create new learning 

environments" (p. 7). Therefore, Levin emphasizes: 

Faculty cannot be presumed experts in the use of technology and online learning 
environments. I believe that the use of technology' for teaching and learning 
requires that faculty are given more support in the development of learning 
activities employing these technologies (p. 7). 

McDonald and Ingvarson support this claim as they maintain, "The technological 

innovativeness of a school cannot be judged, of course, by the mere ownership of 

computers" (p. 514). In addition, they believe the process of change has to be supported 

by strong leadership, experts assisting in professional development, heightened 

awareness of parents about the necessary change, and an enthusiastic staff. They also 

claim: 

Change in education is a gradual process but after five years a successful 
change could be expected to have reached an institutionalized phase... 

If a school has high quality teachers, strong leadership, shared goals and 
compatible structures and resources for achieving those goals, then extensive 
change is possible" (p. 525). 
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Finally, they note that quality teachers are "more, not less, important to the achievement 

of such expanded educational goals," and that computers are "a technology for 

supporting, not supplanting good teaching" (p. 526). 

The Challenge of Student Attitudes toward Computers 

Student attitude toward the learning environment is an important aspect of 

teaching with technology that must be considered. Levin (1997) postulates, "Most of our 

students are familiar with both classrooms and computers. While they associate 

classrooms with learning, they probably don't associate computers with learning" (p. 6). 

This might contribute to the playfulness with which students often approach computers. 

For example, students enjoy checking email while online. Another example of student 

playfulness on computers involves anonymity. When using collaborative technologies, 

often anonymity is advantageous; however, with each advantage is another challenge. 

Some students "flame" when they are anonymous. Flaming is off-task communications 

that vary from personal comments about other students to obscenities. This poses yet 

another challenge for teachers as they construct a learning environment that has new 

freedom and new responsibility. 

Part of the new freedom involves participation. Referring to asynchronous 

connections. Herring, Johnson, & DiBenedetto (1998) acknowledge, "Enthusiasts of the 

new electronic medium claim that it exercises a democratizing influence on 

communication" (p. 197). This is partly due to increased participation. However, 

Weisser (1998) warns; 

Although teacher-centered control of student discourse is obviously detrimental 
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in the classroom, unrestricted interaction between students can be equally 
suppressive and pernicious. We must adopt and initiate theories which enable our 
students to negotiate these "electronic contact zones"; theories which allow 
marginalized students to be heard while encouraging the critical examination of 
all perspectives and voices.. .Technology can unwittingly become an effective 
cloak for otherwise oppressive practices. By viewing computer classrooms (and 
computer collaboration) as inherently diplomatic, we neglect the obvious; that 
these settings can potentially reinscribe dominant ideologies and stifle students 
rather than empower them. Certainly computer classrooms can be the sites of 
liberatory learning, but not without informed and implemented pedagogies (p. 2). 

How are computerized settings potentially oppressive? Weisser contends, "Our criticism 

should start with the technology itself (p. 3). Included in her criticism are computer 

interfaces; 

The hierarchical arrangement of design and programming, the value of English as 
the primary language of computer users (ASCII), and other, less obvious 
examples all show a system that supports dominant culture and further distances 
students who are from the margins of race, class, and gender.. .We must admit to 
ourselves and to our students that computer interfaces are interested in the 
maintenance of dominant values and culture (pp. 4-5), 

Moreover, Weisser writes, "The anonymity of electronic conferences, which many 

educators rank as a great benefit, can be a double-edged sword. While it can offer the 

opportunity of free and uninterrupted speech to some, it can also be used as a forum to 

persecute and harass an individual who goes against the rest of the class" (p. 7). This 

level of harassment Weisser writes about would be classified under flaming. 

Nevertheless, Weisser qualifies her criticism, "This is not to question the potential 

value of these spaces, only to point out that networked classrooms are not ideologically 

or technologically neutral" (p. 7). She finds, "Electronic classrooms can become the sites 

of great learning experiences—provided we recognize their dangers and implement 
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critical theories which recognize the potential they have for reinscribing dominant 

ideologies" (pp. 7-8). 

Finally, Weisser's conversation links the concerns about computer-supported 

learning with collaboration: 

Our solution, then, is to develop in ourselves—and in our students—an 
awareness of the asymmetrical relations of power implicit in collaboration, and to 
leam to negotiate in new ways and with new understandings the spaces we 
occupy for such work. Blind faith in collaboration results in domination of 
conversations by normal discourse, since normal discourse is a function of 
consensus (p. 9). 

One potential way to deal with the challenges Weisser describes is "By presenting 

and exposing the diverse, often conflicting view we find in networked settings," and in so 

doing "we allow our students to see the differences between normal and abnormal 

discourses" (Weisser, 1998, p. 13). Weisser contends, "The important factor is not what 

we should talk about in networked settings (or what texts we should read), but how we 

enable our students to enter these conversations and interpret them critically" (p. 13). 

In order to enable our students to interpret the "conversations," we need to spark 

their understandings through our own involvement. Weisser suggests, "In networked 

settings, we need to involve ourselves in discussions rather than monitor or suppress 

conversations we feel are inappropriate" (p. 14). What is the changing role of the 

instructor in this process? Weisser explains: 

Our task, then, in electronic collaboration is a much more complicated one than 
that of the teacher who either controls student discourse or allows it complete 
freedom. By actively engaging in conversation with our students as edifying 
teachers, we will become their conversational partners rather than instructional 
leaders (p. 15). 

If we become conversational partners, we join the libretto rather than write the lyrics. 
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Perhaps this will contribute to improved cross-cultural communication. Certainly the 

issue of "assymetrical relations," as Weisser refers to them, is important to this study. 

Cross-Cultural Communication in the Classroom: 

If electronic communication enables teachers and students to engage in 

conversation both online and face to face, it is only logical that computer-faci litated 

conversations cannot be separated from the critical issue of cross-cultural 

communication. The issue of diversity and lack of equity in classroom discussions has 

long been of primary importance, and many educators have examined methods to address 

it. In the following section, I survey the challenge of necessary improvement in 

cultural understanding and equity in classroom discussions, and I review major attempts 

to address the challenge. 

It appears that some educational researchers of the 1960's and 70's acknowledged 

the necessity of change in the way we work with diverse groups. Lifton (1966) writes 

about working with educational groups and establishing role models: "Obviously, 

teacher bias and unrepresentative treatment of minority groups in published textbooks are 

all objects of concern if we seek to have societal influences maximize guidance 

objectives" (p. 157). In addition, Cortis (1977) discusses "person perception," and notes, 

"We might have some fixed idea in our minds such as 'red-haired people are hot 

tempered' and fit our perception to our preconceived ideas, so that when we see a red-

haired person we perceive him as 'hot tempered' without any evidence to confirm that 

perception" (p. 37). The author goes on to acknowledge stereotypes: 
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We referred earlier to the use of the stereotype in person perception. Since 
this is an important part of the process (sociometry), it merits closer examination. 
In our general social interaction we often find that we have only one item of 
information about a person, such as that he is black, a teacher or a student. In the 
absence of any other firm information about him, such knowledge strongly affects 
our perceptions. We use the term stereotype of the action of assigning attributes 
to a person solely on the basis of the class or category to which he belongs 
(Cortis, 1977, p. 52). 

Cortis makes sure that we see stereotypes as a psychological way of sorting people: 

In general stereotypes are indispensable to all kinds of social interaction 
because it is impossible to know everything about everybody.. .Stereotypes only 
mislead if they lead us to make assumptions inconsistent with the types of 
behaviour usually shown by the kind of person with whom we are dealing... 

Stereotypes are objectionable (as distinct from misleading) only when they 
force us to think of other cultural groups in terms exclusively of our own. To 
think of the norms of other groups as wrong is called, in social science, 
ethnocentrism (1977, p. 53). 

However, the author does state that this "is a dangerous and harmful practice" that makes 

stereotyping "objectionable and unacceptable bases for interaction" (Cortis, 1977, p. 54). 

By the 1980's, much more is written about cultural issues around self-fulfilling 

prophecies in classroom interactions, as Delamont (1983) writes; 

The idea of the self-fulfilling prophecy came originally from Merton, but 
its educational implications were made famous - or rather infamous - by 
Rosenthal and Jacobson (1968)... 

Rosenthal and Jacobsen were the first researchers to try and demonstrate 
the existence of self-fulfilling prophecies in schools.. .(p. 64). 

Teacher expectations is an entire field of research in and of itself; however, the most 

crucial piece for the purpose of this review is to examine how researchers of classroom 

interaction begin to acknowledge the stereotyping of students by certain characteristics. 

"Many of these characteristics," as Delamont refers to the aspects teachers note about 

students' clothing, race, and more, "are used by teachers in building up and reinforcing 
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stereotypes" (p. 65). This includes what Delamont calls "sex socialization" (p. 66) and 

classification of poor students (p. 66). The author notes, "Sizing-up pupils is a 

continuous process" (p. 67). 

This sizing-up process is acknowledged by Cazden (1988) as well. She relates the 

story of a "Tlingit (Native American) woman graduate student from Alaska" (p. 184). 

The woman recalls how that in her first semester at Harvard, her professor did not 

acknowledge her personal experiences. The author notes, "Evidently there is a subtle and 

implicit, or hidden, curriculum in some classrooms to denigrate such narratives and press 

for the substitution of other forms of explanation and justification" (p. 185). 

Teachers' ignoring and denigrating of student experience is a strong contributing 

factor to the silence of classrooms. However, Cazden (1988) begins to focus more on 

student interactions than on teacher expectations. The author addresses cultural 

differences among students: "In addition to the problems that status differences create 

for productive peer-group interactions, cultural differences may also affect the kind of 

group structure that works best" (p. 142). She particularly notes the greatest differences 

occurred between girls when "informal discussions" ensued. A particular style emerged, 

such as "back-channeling utterances," or "content words that completed or repeated those 

of the speaker" (p. 144). Thus, it would appear phrasing in verbal cues may indicate 

social class and ethnicity. 

The 1990's provided new understandings of cultural conflict and its effects on 

classroom dynamics, although many would acknowledge that more work needs to be 

accomplished. Multicultural education was at the forefront of conversation and educators 
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continue to hotly debate approaches to multicultural education. Cooper and Simonds 

(1999) warn: "The cultural differences among students are important to understand for 

two major reasons: (1) cultural differences may result in differences in learning style and 

(2) understanding cultural differences can help us communicate more effectively with 

students" (p. 20). The authors go on to classify learning styles based on cultural 

differences; however, after more than twenty years of experience in a multicultural 

environment, I would add that care must be used in applying such broad strokes. 

Diversity should be addressed after taking into consideration individual contexts and 

changing roles. 

In addition to emerging claims in the 90's concerning learning styles, Kaser and 

Short (1997), write about exploring cultural diversity through peer talk while struggling 

with the difficult issue of "how to respect and build on difference within an institution 

that is grounded in hierarchy and sameness" (p. 47). The authors used "a cross-curricular, 

literature-based" inquiry method. Kaser and Short explain; "Books were chosen to 

encourage students to explore their own cultures and those of others inside and outside 

the classroom" (pp. 47-48). The classroom teacher notes: 

As students shared issues that were significant to them, I realized that 
I was still operating under a restricted view of culture.. .What the students taught 
us was that culture never can be defined that narrowly for any person. Although 
ethnicity mattered to them, other aspects of their own cultures such as gender, 
religion, family, community, and social class sometimes were of greater 
importance or were interwoven with issues of ethnicity and race (p. 50). 

Furthermore, the authors explain, ".. .we realized the importance of defining culture as 

all the ways in which people live and think in the world" (p. 56). Among those 



55 

definitions were students who connected "cultural diversity with the expectations and 

culture of their own age group.. .Children often use peer talk to judge and control the 

behaviors of classmates. These kid culture issues of acceptance and rejection touch all 

aspects of the lives of young people" (p. 59). 

The issue of kid culture as a way to control each other in the classroom is an 

important feature of my study, and Kaser and Short's argument provides support for 

creating an environment in which it becomes to important to provide "structures to 

support them (the students) in exploring this talk openly and critically with one 

another.. .Time and opportunity for this talk is essential for children if we really believe 

that they need to bring their lives into the classroom" (1997, p. 61). The authors 

particularly note "children needed to talk in small groups where teachers were not 

present" (p. 62). This is interesting as it may impact the way students view teachers in an 

online discussion. 

However, it would appear that teachers are still important in these conversations, 

as the authors write about "key characteristics of the curriculum that provided room for 

valuing differences in experiences, ways of learning, and outcomes in the classroom. 

One characteristic is the importance of setting up engagements that allow teachers to 

really listen to students" (p. 62). Perhaps student talk in small settings allows for practice 

time, providing an archive of discussions in preparation to showcase oral exchange with 

the instructor. 

Despite the importance of teacher presence to facilitate conversations, cultural 

issues continue to impact classroom conversation, even in a protected setting: "In 



56 

encouraging dialogue, we are aware that for some students, disclosure of themselves 

through dialogue or writing is not culturally appropriate" (p. 63). Thus, it appears to this 

teacher-researcher that silence may be reinforced by culture. Nevertheless, the authors 

conclude "that cultural diversity is a strength for building strong learning contexts, not a 

problem to be solved. Difference, not sameness, makes a classroom and society strong" 

(Kaser & Short, 1997, p. 64). 

Raphael, Brock, and Wallace (1997) present another view of the importance of 

recognizing diversity in student groups when researching peer talk. The authors contend 

that learning is a social event, and they recognize the importance of student talk as a 

method for quality learning to take place (pp. 176-181). Referring to opportunities to 

have "meaningful talk about text," the authors explain; "Students' access to such 

opportunities is critical for their learning. It is in the public and social spaces that 

students have the opportunity, through language, to explore ideas, raise questions, and 

identify points of confusion" (p. 181). Furthermore, they write: 

The opportunity to engage in meaningful talk about text benefits both diverse 
learners and their peers. Diverse learners have valuable contributions to make to 
the thinking and learning of their peers. These contributions include both the 
content of conversation and ways to engage in talk effectively (p. 192). 

Raphael, Brock, and Wallace's observations of instructors, who used small groups 

as a way to create "public/individual spaces for students to 'go public,'" (p. 199) provides 

an example of layering environments for students to share ideas. Students also used 

"logs," or personal journals that students could share. The authors cite a particular 

student's experience in going public with his log: "Lenny's opportunities to 'go public' 
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with Ms thoughts and ideas facilitated Ms learning and gave Ms teacher a window into Ms 

thinking. Lack of such opportunities can negatively impact children's learning" (p. 200). 

However, going public can be threatening, as the authors explain: 

Educators must be sensitive to factors that can create challenges for diverse 
learners. They need to provide meaningful opportunities for them to openly 
express their thinking and confusions and receive helpful feedback in 
nonthreatening peer interactions (1997, p. 202). 

The creation of a supportive climate for nonthreatening peer interactions is a 

critical part of many studies about classroom participation of diverse students. Phillips 

(1997) writes, "A supportive classroom climate can foster a sense of safety and respect 

for the students to discuss their own prejudices as well as their own experiences with 

diversity" (p. 2). Furthermore, the author writes, "Openly acknowledging a difference 

may increase the relationship comfort level and learning level for both the instructor and 

the student" (p. 11). However, she cautions, "Addressing diversity issues (cannot) be a 

one time event.. .Discussing diversity can be risky for all involved, but doing so can 

create awareness and culturally sensitive communicators" (p. 11). 

Thus, using an online, anonymous, computerized network may provide a 

supportive environment for students to go public with their thoughts about diveTsit>' and 

other challenging issues for which there are ethical implications. If the author is correct 

in that discussing diversity can be risky for all involved, then it follows that an 

anonymous, online forum may provide the structure necessaiy for participants to be safe. 

However, that safety should not only be present during discussions of diversity. Rather, 

diversity should be considered a type of safety net, honoring all tones, all thoughts having 

an opportunity to be expressed. 
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Without completing a thorough review of multicultural education, I will focus on 

pieces that most influence the focus of my research on classroom participation roles, 

particularly as they might influence egalitarian methods for including all ideas, despite 

gender or ethnicity. Ulichny (1996) diagrams cultural conflict as a result of "The 

perceived threat of other-group domination" (p. 355). She suggests, "To ensure greater 

communication and affiliation across perceived boundaries and to diffuse (or redirect) the 

tensions that arise," a multicultural initiative needs to, "Address the tensions between 

groups when they arise in an open and straightforward way. It does not help matters to 

attempt to minimize differences or pretend that we are all one happy family" (p. 357). 

The challenge, it would appear, involves how to get students to open up about their 

differences, and Ulichny suggests that a student leadership team might help. Having 

endeavored to create such teams, I have noted the problem is that this becomes a special 

group that must be pulled from classes, provided special training, and the daily classes do 

not benefit. It appears that integration of leadership skills, emphasizing diversity with the 

assistance of technology, might be a solution. 

Gender Differences in Cross-Cultural Communication 

Historically, males have metaphorically sung the lead in the governance of our 

institutions, and for the most part, this is still true today. Issues of power in male and 

female relationships influence the roles students take in any environment, and the focus 

of this study is the roles students hold in classroom discussions, gender is an important 

issue. I have noted in my classes at Cholla High Magnet School that sometimes female 
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students are very vocal, but even if they are vocalizing their opinions more than the 

males, when the male students want to participate, they don't seem to be inhibited by 

female participants in the least. However, when females want to participate in a more 

male-dominated setting, they tend to act veiy inhibited, shy, and retreat to safe havens of 

one-on-one relationships with other females. This restricts a free flow of ideas, and it 

steals opportunities for male students to learn from females, particularly about complex, 

ethical issues. 

To further examine the issue of gender in preparation for my research, in the 

following section, I review the work of various authors who broaden the discussion of 

cross-cultural communication. One example is Evans, who focuses on "gender" as "an 

important factor in students' discussions" in her own classroom, contributing to a body of 

literature on teacher research (1997, p. 156). The author introduces the reader to "gender 

influence on students' responses to literature," as she vwites: 

Research suggests that students' response to literature can be influenced 
by gender in several ways. The three potential types of influence that are dis
cussed in this chapter are (1) boys' and girls' possible predisposition to engage in 
different types of talk about texts, (2) the text that is being read and the ways in 
which gender roles are presented within texts, and (3) the group dynamics within 
literature discussion groups (p. 157). 

If we consider text to be any written work, then texts can also be student-produced in 

online conversations. Therefore, it is important to acknowledge that gender may 

influence the type of talk that will occur online among students. However, the focus of 

this study is more on the roles that emerge during production of text rather than the 

analysis of text. 
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Maltz and Borker (1998) inform us, "The primary data on cross-sex conversations 

come from two general sources; social psychology studies from the 1950s.. and more 

recent sociolinguistic studies.. ."(p. 418). The authors note differences, particularly that 

women are more supportive, ask more questions, and men are "more likely to interrupt 

the speech of their conversational partners" (p. 418). According to the authors, these 

differences are mostly explained by "differences in social power or in the personalities of 

men and women" (p. 419). However, Maltz and Borker contend: 

American men and women come from different sociolinguistic subcultures, 
having learned to do different things with words in a conversation, so that when 
they attempt to carry on conversations with one another, even if both parties are 
attempting to treat one another as equals, cultural miscommunication results (p. 
420). 

Nevertheless, Evans cautions that a discussion of gender talk should not devolve 

into a girl talk versus boy talk, reinforcing gender stereotypes (1997, p. 157). The 

content of much traditional literature often creates such reinforced stereotypes, so the 

author supports "reading against the grain," which "refers to the processes of questioning 

what is read and arguing with the roles, relationships, and ideas represented in books, 

especially when reading about people of different sexes, ages, races, and economic or 

social classes" (p. 158). The benefit of an anonymous discussion could be that since 

gender is unknown, unless the writer chooses to reveal him or herself, concepts presented 

may not be judged in traditional ways. 

However, traditionally the roles students take in negotiating a conversation may 

be influenced by gender, as Evans notes, 

Students may choose to ignore their role, share their role with another student, 
switch roles with another student, or refuse to allow certain students to assume 
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their roles. It is possible that gender may influence how students negotiate the 
accepting, rejecting, trading, or sharing of roles within the context of literature 
discussions (1997, p. 160). 

Holmes notes the history of evidence that "men tend to talk about things and 

activities, while women focus more on relationships and feelings" (1998, p. 464). 

However, while Evans explores discourses of "feeling and action," she expresses concern 

about this dichotomy; 

The notion of gendered talk, however, raises a concern because of the 
apparent dichotomy established by feeling versus action, with females typically 
aligned with feelings and males with action. Hence, the use of labels such as 
"discourse of feeling" and "discourse of action" becomes problematic as they 
easily can be seen to fall along gender lines.. .it becomes necessary to consider 
how feeling talk can be active and how action talk can be rooted in emotion 
(1997, p. 163-164). 

The differences in roles of girls and boys in society, according to Evans, may contribute 

to the differences in their discussions, and the roles maintained within the groups as 

Evans describes boys' challenging of girls' authority, while not challenging any other 

boys. However, Evans claims that girls appear to be "comfortable with multiple leaders," 

and in Evans observations, girls do not challenge members who assume leadership roles 

(p. 166). A different notion of power emerges out of this dynamic. In Evans observes 

that a cooperative context can emerge that allows "different members to exercise their 

power simultaneously. Instead of using their power in an effort to silence members, they 

exercised their power in an attempt to help others speak" (1997, p. 167). 

The research of Maltz and Borker (1998) corroborates this notion, as they write: 

What girls learn to do with speech is cope with the contradiction created by an 
ideology of equality and cooperation and a social reality that includes difference and 
conflict. As they grow up they leam increasingly subtle ways of balancing the 
conflicting pressures created by a female social world and a female friendship ideology. 
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Basically girls leam to do three things with words; (1) to create and maintain 
relationships of closeness and equality, (2) to criticize others in acceptable ways, and (3) 
to interpret accurately the speech of other girls (p. 424). 

Maltz and Borker (1998) make similar statements about girls' talk. They write, 

"What is problematic is getting people engaged and keeping them engaged—maintaining 

the conversation and the interaction" (p. 427). It very well could be, if these authors are 

correct, my choice of a dissertation topic is due to my gender. 

Among lessons learned in her teacher as researcher observations, Evans explains, 

".. .1 began to see how the girls' use of a discourse of feeling was their way of acting on 

the world and represented their active efforts to interpret and personally relate to their 

book.. .These were active, not passive, processes" (1997, p. 168). A second notion that 

emerged is,".. .students are likely to need support and guidance as they attempt to read 

against the grain and challenge stereotypic notions of gender, race, age, disabilities, and 

economic status" (p. 170). The third issue Evans discovers is "the importance of the 

instructional context for facilitating or limiting students' learning opportunities" (p. 170). 

Evans explains further: 

Although literature discussions often are promoted as a context in which students' 
voices and multiple perspectives can be heard, I discovered they also can be 
places where students are silenced. Providing appropriate texts, support, and 
guidance for students never will be sufficient to help them read against the grain 
and engage in alternative types of discourse if the texts are being read and 
discussed in contexts that are unsafe (1997, p. 170). (Emphasis in last sentence 
placed by me.) 

Finally, Evans cautions, "It is important to remember.. .that gender is only one factor that 

influences students' choice of talk and participation patterns" (p. 171). Many other 
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influences impacted the groups with which she worked, and she acknowledges those 

differences; 

The students in these groups were not only girls and boys, they also were of 
different economic, ethnic, religious, and social backgrounds. All these 
factors mutually influence and interact with gender to determine the type of 
context that will be created, the type of talk that will be used, and the type 
of positioning that will occur (p. 171). 

Within my research, it was important to recognize the interaction of these various factors, 

the dynamic mix of human relationships, that impact student discussions in the 

classroom. 

Swarm (1998) continues the discussion of the importance of viewing gender's 

impact on classroom discussions, as she writes: 

Studies of classroom life have found many ways, linguistic and 
nonlinguistic, in which girls and boys are treated differently. For instance, pupils 
are often segregated by gender as an aid to classroom administration, or told to do 
things as boys or as girls as a form of motivation (girls may be told to leave first 
very quietly, boys to sing as nicely as the girls); pupils are often told that certain 
topics are "boys" topics or will 'mainly appeal to the girls'; topics are often 
chosen specifically with a view to maintaining boys' interests; boys insist on, and 
are given, greater attention by the teacher.. .(p. 186). 

The author explores the dominance of male talk in the classroom as seen in studies by 

others, such as Sadker and Sadker (1985) and French and French (1984). She qualifies, 

"Most studies of classroom talk focus on the role of the teacher as much as on different 

pupils" (p. 186). Such participation is supported by teachers' "gaze behaviour" (p. 189) 

if not the direct result of responding to boys more often than to girls. The author leaves 

us with a question, however; "If girls are encouraged to become more assertive, and to 

adopt conversational tactics more commonly associated with boys, will such behaviour 

be tolerated by others or regarded as deviant?" (p. 195). I would add, what would we 
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lose that is contributed by girls in their current patterns, and how can we retain the 

cooperative role evidenced in Evans (1997) work? 

While women may be perceived as the purveyors of a cooperative role, they are 

also sometimes perceived as controlling. Men often do not feel that they are the 

dominating force in discussions. Even when conversation is supported by computers, as 

described by Herring, Johnson, and DiBenedetto (1998),".. .men perceived women as 

having dominated the 'men's literature' discussion." In response,".. .men threatened to 

leave the list, began hedging more, and ultimately abandoned a male-introduced topic to 

talk about a female-introduced topic instead (although without responding directly to the 

women involved)" (p. 207). In this ethnographic study involving an online discussion 

between men and women in a composition and rhetoric department, traditionally a 

feminist field as the authors describe it, men, "when surveyed later.. .were more inclined 

to state that the women's side of the argument had 'won', and to express dissatisfaction 

with the discussion overall" (p. 207). The authors contend: 

.. .the implied accusations that the women were 'vituperative' and 'unreasonable' 
are not supported by our analysis, nor indeed is such a characterization consistent 
with the women's supposedly greater rhetorical effectiveness in persuading others 
to their point of view, as male survey respondents claimed. In fact, we suggest 
that women on the list were neither vituperative, nor especially persuasive—what 
won them the floor was their persistence in participating, and male (over)reactions 
to that persistence (p. 207). 

Such a finding is supported by Maltz and Borker's work (1998), in which they 

suggest: 

Boys play in larger, more hierarchically organized groups than do girls. 
Relative status in this ever-fluctuating hierarchy is the main thing that boys learn 
to manipulate in their interactions with their peers. Nondominant boys are rarely 
excluded from play but are made to feel the inferiority of their status positions in 
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no uncertain terms. And since hierarchies fluctuate over time and over situations, 
every boy gets his chance to be victimized and must learn to take it. The social 
world of boys is one of posturing and counterposturing. In this world, speech is 
used in three major ways: (I ) to assert one's position of dominance, (2) to attract 
and maintain an audience, and (3) to assert oneself when other speakers have the 
floor (pp. 425-426). 

A quintessential statement of power among boys is expressed eloquently by the authors; 

"Social success among boys is based on knowing both how and when to use words to 

express power as well as knowing when not to use them" (p. 426). Thus Herring, 

Johnson, and DiBenedetto conclude: 

Women may never gain the right to equal participation, however, unless 
we assume that the right is ours already, and act accordingly. Given the growing 
importance of computer-mediated communication in the current information age, 
electronic discussion groups might well be a good place to start (1998, p. 208). 

However, women's very strengths, creating solidarity through conversation, may be their 

weakness, as Holmes (1998) notes, "Men are the socially and politically dominant group 

in most societies, and male discourse patterns reflect and enact this power and control (p. 

477). 

Where does competition and cooperation meet? Can it meet on a level playing 

field of sharing ideas in an anonymous, computerized environment? When pondering 

such questions, I am reminded of Weisser's admonition, "Some power relationship will 

always exist in both the traditional classroom and one reliant upon technology" (1997, p. 

11). Perhaps one of the answers lies in not seeing men and women as dichotomies 

themselves. Power struggles may continue online, but perhaps those power struggles will 

be based upon the strength of students' arguments, their ideas, rather than on their 

gender. 
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Discussing the continuum of gender, Eckert and McConnell-Ginet (1998) explain, 

"The issue is not difference, but gender polarization.. .Gender polarization makes it 

easier to limit opportunities and exclude girls and women..(pp. 503-504). The authors 

also qualify: 

The word diversity also has different meanings for different people. For many 
feminists and people of colour, the word diversity implies equality of opportunity 
for traditionally excluded groups and the recognition of individual differences 
within groups. Gender polarization is a failure to accept diversity (p. 505). 

Part of the challenge, then, is in our labeling process. This influenced my choice of 

labels of roles emerging in a natural environment, without choosing stereotypes or 

language that reflects such stereotypes. Shifting current notions of gender without 

labeling, however, may be handicapping. Therefore, there is a possibility that roles may 

change as they emerge in the study. 

Change is difficult, and it requires not only reflection but also redefinition. Eckert 

and McConnell-Ginet advise: 

In order to move beyond binary thinking to an acceptance of diversity, we need to 
examine the presuppositions that underlie our questions, seek new metaphors and 
new models, and study different communities of practice without preconceived 
ideas about language and gender (1998, p. 506). 

The thought processes that allow us to polarize gender are similar to absolutist thinking 

that guides choices for classroom participation. All or nothing thinking patterns that do 

not allow for questioning of traditional methods of teaching pervade society and affect 

how we treat men and women, different ethnicities, and how we structure schools. The 

study that I propose will meld these various elements by looking at gender, ethnicity, the 

structure of classrooms for discussions, and the issues we allow our students to discuss. 
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Encouraging students to engage in complex, ethical discussions is one method that I find 

encourages them to be active participants in the learning process rather than passive 

recipients of curricula. In fact, what I most desire is that they will be active participants 

in their own lives, practicing self-awareness on the deepest of levels, examining each 

notion that guides their actions. 

Character Education and Teacher Isolation: 

Students make decisions everyday about complex, ethical issues, but sometimes 

the decision is simply to do what is most expedient. Expediency in a high-school 

student's life sometimes invites disaster. They are faced with so many choices in a single 

day, whether or not to do drugs, whether or not to have sex, with or without protection, 

whether or not to act with violence against another, and sometimes they feel they have no 

ability to make decisions at all, lacking an internal locus of control. 

The results in our society are telling, and many educational leaders have begun to 

tout character education as a way of dealing with these results. Daggett writes, "The 

character attributes a person possesses become the foundation of that person's behavior. 

Schools, and society in general, tend to focus on and deal with behaviors, which are the 

symptoms of deeper problems that stem from one's character" (Daggett, 1998, p. 331). 

Daggett claims,. .there are, in fact, commonly held principles such as respect, 

responsibility, honesty and perseverance that can and should be the focus of schools' 

character development initiatives" (Daggett, 1998, p. 332). 

Whereas Daggett identifies the ethical system that should be in place, the 

difficulty lies in how to help students find that identity themselves rather than having it 
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foisted on them. Additionally, the challenge of when and how to address students' 

ethical boundaries exists. Should it occur during the school day or outside the school 

day? Is it really the school's business to care about such issues? Ironically, some of the 

most assertive citizens of our society are often the ones who oppose teaching values. 

During the era of values clarification, fundamentalists complained that educators do not 

have the right to tell their children what to believe. In addition, many parents ask schools 

not to touch religious issues, fearing that their young people will be indoctrinated, 

pointing to the separation of church and state. Marrazo explains the supporting role of 

education; 

Problems of this type, involving attitudes and behavior of children, must 
be addressed primarily within individual families, which bear primary 
responsibility for character development of their offspring. However, schools 
must assume a supporting role in generating and understanding expectations and 
guiding principles that become part of the overall education of each student. 
Schools have always had this supporting role because it is a basic part of their 
function to prepare graduates for interaction with people as they assume their 
societal responsibilities in the community and in the workplace (Marrazo, 1998, p. 
45). 

Many voices tell educators what they should or should not teach, but those voices 

are overwhelmed by the roar of sexual diseases, teenage pregnancy, drug addiction, and 

violence. Teachers join the quiet chorus, as many often fear engaging a classroom in 

topics about which they lack formal education and feel that students' affective learning 

should be left to qualified counselors. Unfortunately, schools' counselors drown in 

paperwork: schedules, scholarships, career inventories, and much more. Thus, they also 

remain silent due to lack of time to work with young people in the business of 

counseling. 
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These symptoms of silence, the re&sal or inability to speak about issues in the 

classroom that are most relevant to our students, spread beyond our campuses into the 

streets and homes of those who would protect their children, and the ones who suffer the 

most are the young people who have not been given the opportunity or tools with which 

to address the daily challenges they face. Gang violence is one of those challenges. ' 

Daggett comments, "Young people want to be part of a comfortable group. With family 

structures disintegrating, some are turning to gangs to find the friendship, support, 

protection, respect and general sense of belonging they need.. .While these problems 

may be more extreme in poorer communities, children from all areas are affected" 

(Daggett, 1998, p. 336). This is not someone else's problem. It belongs to all of us. 

The roots of societal violence are grounded in our shared histories: 

Collective aggression, born in a frontier spirit and enhanced by both the 
sanctioned collective aggression of warfare and the ready availability of 
guns in the United States has historically found diverse expression in vigilante 
movements, feuding, agrarian and labor strife, racial lynchings, student and 
antiwar riots and, in recent years, in ever-increasing levels of youth gang 
violence (Goldstein, et al, 1994, p. 3). 

Violence is sanctioned in some homes which have entered a gang culture that extends 

from family histories. In fact, some families have been in gangs for generations. 

Acculturated into violence, students become the adults of the future. Our future is 

slated to be rife with ethical choices we never had to make. Daggett writes. 

In addition to the influence of media on youth, a growing concern is 
cyberspace. A very powerful generation of search programs has the ability to 
index the entire Internet, making it possible to find information on almost 
everything, including the recipe for manufacturing bombs. Cyberspace is a 
great leap forward technologically, but how we incorporate it into society and 
use it responsibly has not yet been defined. Our young people must be taught 
how 10 deal with the vast amount of accessible information independent of 
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adult supervision. If they lack guiding principles, they are more likely to be led 
away (Daggett, 1998, p. 335). 

The answer according to Daggett is to focus on each child, supporting that child 

throughout her moral development. We need to create resiliency in students. Parrini 

(2002) suggests that resiliency consists of four major elements; 

• social competence (characterized by empathy, caring, communication skills, 
and resistance skills) 

• problem solving (characterized by critical reasoning skills, decision making, 
and planning) 

• autonomy (characterized by feelings of efficacy, high self-esteem, sense of 
independence, and impulse control) 

• sense of purpose and future success (characterized by planning and goal setting, 
delaying gratification, and belief in the future). 

However, educators are foisted with core curricula as parents ask for higher standards 

academically, more knowledge, improved skills, and national movements support these 

demands. How can individual teachers address all these requests? 

Some psychologists recommend whole school programs, such as Peace Builders, 

focusing on a proactive program to teach peaceful skills in and out of the classroom. 

Another program managed by Our Town teaches peer mediation, claiming that promoting 

peace is not enough; people have to accept that conflict is a natural part of life and need 

methods to deal with it. Furthermore, BreakAway, which is a model promoted by 

Providence Corporation, encourages schools to bring stakeholders together to discuss 

problems in their communities, examine the culture that exists, then brainstorm methods 
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for changing the culture by examining indicators. However, this is similar to other 

valuable, student leadership programs that require pulling students out of the classroom 

rather than integrating skills into existing curricula. Susan Kovalik's work in Integrated 

Thematic Instruction does integrate students' life skills, guiding principles in ethics. 

However, the application of those "lifeskills" is problematic. I have witnessed teachers 

use them as vocabulary words rather than dynamic principles to be explored and 

incorporated into the social mileau of the classroom. 

A promising model is described by Martinez (1998 ), who recommends "the Six 

Pillars of Character: trustworthiness, respect, responsibility, fairness, caring and 

citizenship" (p. 27). In this program, "The strategies of T.E.A.M., teach, enforce, 

advocate and modeF are claimed to be "measurable.. .applicable to real-world scenarios, 

and help students to make decisions that produce the greatest amount of good in the long 

term" (p. 28). As Martinez explains, "The study of what it means to be 'a person of 

character' should include direction in determining potential consequences of actions and 

considering the effect of choices on those involved, as well as specific decision making 

strategies" (p. 28). In order for this model to work, however, teachers need to know how 

to structure simulations and decision-making strategies into their classrooms, while 

modeling the social skills they want students to learn. 

One challenge is that classrooms frequently have safety gaps between students 

and teachers that do not lend themselves well to discussing social issues occurring in that 

immediate environment. In my experience, when the safety gap is breached, students and 

teachers often feel threatened. The gaps between students and teachers are similar to the 
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principle of Uao in Chinese philosophy: emptiness speaks loudly. Students perform rote 

tasks that often do not engage problem-solving abilities, and they sink into apathetic 

states in their classrooms, creating an inertia that is hard to break. When students take the 

risk to join special, heterogeneous programs that engage students' creativity, sometimes 

they are threatened by the freedom and the choices available (Cunningham, 1995). 

Therefore, classroom teachers themselves need to know social skills and the 

cognitive structures that underpin those skills in order to teach them to others, and too 

often they work in a place of isolation, either unable or ill-equipped to deal with social 

conflicts among their own peers, let alone to share ideas with peers about how to 

incorporate ethical decision-making in their classrooms. Olson writes: 

.. collaborative relationships are relatively new to the educational 
landscape where formal learning relationships have traditionally been of a 
very different sort. Developing collaborative relationships calls for a 
monumental shift in the traditional version of epistemology which is 
implicitly lived within present social contexts of educational institutions 
(Olson, 1995, p. 13). 

Teachers' abilities to explain and model collaborative decision-making processes around 

complex ethical issues when they do not practice it within their own profession is highly 

problematic. Instructors can talk about it in their classrooms, and they can give activities 

to students that may require them to make decisions together, but if teachers do not 

involve others in the decisions they make about what to leach and how to teach it with 

explicitness (Delpit, 1995), students will not experience collaboration vicariously and 

then must find its importance independently, if at all. Students' inability to make wise 

decisions leads to poor choices, escalating violence, which in turn increases teachers' 
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fears of being close to students or allowing social exchanges in the classroom, and so the 

cycle continues. 

Consequently , the symptoms of silence in our classrooms extend beyond students' 

lives and into the fabric of educational institutions. Silence, like a missing loop, weakens 

the cloth of our understanding. Too often the students who survive and go on to greater 

achievements seem to be the ones who do merely that, survive the educational system 

because they can adapt to many situations, have supportive home lives, and strong ethical 

fibers that f i l l  in the gaps the loose weave of educational life does not fill .  

To strengthen educational systems, teachers need to have professional 

conversations and conduct inquiry in their classrooms, but the gaps between teachers 

make it difficult to work in collegial relationships that foster professional collegiality. 

McLaughlin and Yee (1988) write, "In schools with low levels of collegial exchange, it is 

difficult to create shared norms or to build a sense of common purpose for instructional 

improvement" (p. 34). Whereas teacher leaders under various labels work within schools 

to provide such instructional improvement, the teacher leader within is a problematic 

role, as Little (1988) explains: 

Teachers placed in positions that bear the titles and resources of 
leadership display a caution toward their colleagues that is both poignant 
and eminently sensible. The relation with other teachers that is implied by 
terms like mentor, advisor, or specialist, has little place in the ordinary 
workings of most schools. Even the simple etiquette of teacher leadership 
is unclear (p. 84). 

Although lead teachers are wary of others, the majority of teachers are also wary 

of colleagues who have titles that appear to be hierarchical. The standard hierarchy in K-

12 education creates divisions between teachers and administrators, and the additional 
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layer of teacher leader, even without remuneration, is quickly judged to be quasi-

administrative leadership and is distrusted from the first. 

The answer seems to lie in the ability of lead teachers to establish relationships 

over time with other teachers and work with them individually to improve instructional 

practice and incorporate social skills into their classrooms. This may be accomplished by 

discovering what classroom teachers find to be the most important content they wish to 

teach, offer resources and skills for incorporating decision-making as an academic skill 

students can use in all educational and personal pursuits, then build lessons 

collaboratively with teachers to incorporate those skills. The problem becomes an issue 

of time How can teachers, particularly at the high-school level, give up some of their 

precious moments to incorporate ethics and decision-making processes? 

High-school teachers tend to see themselves as the end of the line academically. 

Students may be passed on from grade to grade, but high school is the final educational 

fortress for many students, and teachers at that level feel they have the last chance to 

bring students to a level of literacy and knowledge that will have to last them the rest of 

their lives, whether or not this is true. High-school teachers also tend to see their schools 

as the last stop on the way to a wilderness that may possibly never offer another 

stronghold for young people on their way to adulthood. That stronghold is a fortress, but 

also it is a prison. Students are obligated to attend, and teachers feel they must make life 

as tough as they can make it because, they reason, all students will experience afterward 

is a tough life, and if students don't make it in their high-school classrooms, they may not 
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make it in life at all. Obviously, attitudes vary from one individual teacher to another, 

but the general culture of high schools is a curious mix of protection and challenge. 

Therefore, at the same time students are making some of the toughest choices of 

their lives, they are living in an environment with instructors who are marching them 

through the day, paying little attention to affective needs, and demanding they learn how 

to meet deadlines, display academic competence, and sit in neat rows, silently paying 

attention to lecture after lecture, in a kind of academic torture chamber that students will 

never again experience. Even in college, lectures are dispersed, and students choose to 

be there rather than having parents contacted if they miss a single portion of their day. 

Amazingly, many students adapt to this regimen, but many drop out or simply cope with 

the demands. It is not clear who are the greatest victims. 

The students who succeed academically, the students who cope, and the students 

who drop out, all share one thing in common. Few of them, if any, have learned how to 

negotiate the complex ethical issues in life. Their inheritance may be as slight as an 

inability to deal with relationships in the workplace, the loss of a marriage, a 

dysfunctional family situation, or as severe as domestic violence, crime, or addiction. 

These same students become leaders of our country. They are the people who 

make decisions about whether or not to drop chemical bombs on other countries. They 

are the people who will decide whether or not to use new technology to clone a master 

race. They are the people who decide who eats and doesn't eat. They are the people who 

decide whether or not educational institutions should be funded or not. They are we, 

educators of the future who will decide whether or not they should teach young people 
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how to make ethical decisions for their future, and their future may be even more 

challenging than ours. 

Out of this quagmire of multiple responsibilities, this teacher leader finds a 

question that may address a small portion of the problem. Given current research on 

decision-making skills around complex ethical issues and recent discoveries in electronic 

meeting systems, how can lead teachers use collaborative technology to assist other 

instructors to build ethical decision-making skills into an academic curriculum? This 

broader challenge leads me to the research questions that guide my study. Given a 

discussion of complex, ethical issues, what is the nature of classroom participation roles? 

In addition, are participation roles in a regular classroom structure different from a 

collaborative, technological environment? Furthermore, in each environment, how do 

ethnically diverse students participate in discussions of complex, ethical issues, as 

defined by their participation roles? Finally, in each environment, how do male and 

female students participate in discussions of complex, ethical issues, as defined by their 

participation roles? 
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Chapter Three 

METHODS FOR DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS 

This study addresses the current theories on classroom participation roles as seen 

in a classroom discussion, led by an instructor as the "sage on stage," and a computer-

mediated discussion, facilitated by an instructor as the "guide on the side" (Briggs, 1995). 

I chose to use discourse analysis, a qualitative approach, in an attempt to understand the 

nature of student utterances in both environments, broken down by gender and ethnicity. 

I chose a qualitative approach in order to examine the roles that students play in a 

classroom discussion, as such data lends itself to ethnographic research methods, keeping 

in mind Coffey's and Atkinson's explanation of diversity in data analysis: 

Variety stems not only from the range of researchers' commitments 
and talents; the diversity of social settings and attendant contingencies also 
have an impact on the collection of qualitative data, as does the aim of the 
research. The types of data that can be collected in various field settings 
also affect the possibilities for data analysis, as do the analytical aims of 
the researcher. This diversity associated with data leads us to a wide variety 
of analytic strategies for qualitative data collection and analysis (1996, p. 5). 

Nevertheless, I felt it imperative to choose the most appropriate method of 

analysis to understand the roles students take in a regular classroom as well as in a 

unique, computer-mediated discussion. Linguistic analysis provides an in-depth tool for 

understanding the complexity of conversation at a grammatical level (Cameron, 2001, p. 

49), while conversation analysis focuses primarily on " 1. turn-taking and repair 2. 

conversational openings and 'adjacency pairs' 3. how 'institutional' talk builds upon 
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(and modifies) the structures of ordinary conversation" (Silverman, 2001, p. 168). 

However, my goal was to discover participation roles in both environments as well, 

which are impacted by the nature of their utterances. While Chinn, O'Donnell and Jinks 

exhort us, "It is not simply the activity of engaging in discourse that promotes peer 

learning but also the quality of that discourse," (2000, p. 78). the term "nature" seems 

more appropriate as "quality" presupposes a judgment of the utterances rather than a 

discovery. 

In addition, I considered using the term critical discourse analysis as part of the 

aim of the study was to discover differences, if they existed, between gender and 

ethnicity participation roles in both settings, but again, that appeared to be a 

presupposition. What if such differences did not exist? I could only label the study as 

critical after the fact. If the study appears to contribute to the body of literature dealing 

with the important issues of inequalities in gender and ethnicity participation, then the 

study will speak for itself without my labeling or presuppositions. 

Finally, the challenge of a methodology to approach two different modes of 

conversation, oral and written, drove the choice of discourse analysis. Cameron (2001) 

refers to chatroom discourse as a kind of conversation (p. 9), and the nature of the 

computer-mediated session is quite similar to a chatroom feature. Moreover, Silverman 

(2001) writes, "Discourse analysis (DA) describes a heterogeneous range of social 

science research based on the analysis of interviews and texts as well as recorded talk 

(pp. 177-178). 
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Therefore, this study will contribute to a body of research in classroom discourse 

(Cameron, 2001, p. 162), and an underlying question in the mind of this researcher deals 

with power. "If you are interested in questions of power in discourse, it is always worth 

asking in relation to your data, the question 'who is allowed, or obliged, to say what, and 

when?" (p. 163). The understanding of places of privilege in a regular classroom 

environment and an anonymous, computer-mediated session may lead to a greater 

understanding of issues of power in educational settings. 

Research Questions 

I designed the following research questions to investigate classroom participation 

roles during a discussion in a classroom and a computer-mediated environment: 

1. Given a discussion of complex, ethical issues, what is the nature of classroom 

participation roles? 

2. In addition, how are participation roles within a regular classroom structure 

different from a collaborative, technological environment? 

3. In each environment, how do ethnically diverse students participate in 

discussions of complex, ethical issues, as defined by their participation roles? 

4. In each environment, how do male and female students participate in 

discussions of complex, ethical issues, as defined by their participation roles? 
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Research Context 

I conducted this study at an urban high school, grades nine though twelve, on the 

southwest side of Tucson, Arizona. 1 chose this site due to my being employed in a 

quasi-administrative, teaching position at the time of this study. I was teaching two 

classes, which allowed the freedom of working with my own students. One class was a 

junior/senior English class, which also served as Pima Community College credit in 

Writing 100 and Writing 101. The other was a general elective class entitled School 

Law, in which students deal with controversial issues that lead to legal cases regarding 

education. In addition, my administration supported my research, and I had the capability 

of accessing the necessary software at this site. 

Description of Methodologv 

The first two steps were preparatory steps for research, and the next two steps 

involved the actual data collection. The first step in my study was to prepare the students 

from both of my classes to participate in a debate. I led classroom discussions on ethical 

dilemmas and the importance of working through controversial issues to determine our 

own ethical systems. After students appeared to understand the relevance of the 

curriculum, I lectured on the history of argumentation, led group discussions on what 

defines an issue as controversial, and read with students handouts on various appeals and 

logical fallacies. The second step was to lead a brainstorming session on possible issues 

for debate and vote on two topics in both classes within the regular classroom 
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environment. The topics which School Law, period 3 chose were Open vs. Closed 

High-School Campuses and Same-Sex Marriages. The two topics that Junior/Senior 

English, period four, voted for were Social Promotion and Same-Sex Marriages. I chose 

to have the classes debate same-sex marriages during the regular class and have their 

alternative topics debated online to provide as much similarity in process as possible. 

In order to address the level of interest students had in the topics and honestly 

assess the impact that could have on the nature of their participation, I conducted an 

interest-level survey, listing their choices, and letting students score their level of interest 

from most to least interested on a four-point scale (see Table 1, p. 239). This interest 

inventory allowed me to describe any influences that interest might have on possible 

shifts in participation between both environments. 

The third step was the initial step of data collection, during which students 

brainstormed possible arguments for one of the topics in the regular classroom. They 

were allowed to ask questions of clarification or elaboration about each others' ideas at 

the end of the brainstorming session. The next step was not a part of the data collection 

itself, but as an important follow-up, students classified the arguments as either pro (for) 

or con (against), as prompted through questioning by the teacher/facilitator. 

The fourth step, continuing the data collection using the second topic students 

chose, was to facilitate a brainstorming session in the collaborative technological 

environment in both classes, using the same procedures as in the regular classroom, 

except that the students entered the information on GroupSystems. Students used the 
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Topic Commenter tool of GroupSysteras to brainstorm arguments so that they could enter 

their aliases, allowing the teacher/researcher to discover their roles without revealing 

themselves to other students. The next step was not a part of the data collection but was a 

necessary follow-up in this educational activity. The teacher/facilitator shifted those 

ideas to Categorizer as that tool allows for the creation of labeled "buckets" into which 

students can "dump" the information. The buckets I provided were called "Pro" and 

"Con." First, students brainstormed arguments, and then I added the ability to add 

comments to each other's ideas by providing multiple comment windows. Students were 

able to double-click on another student's idea and anonymously comment on it. I asked 

students to restrict all comments to questions of clarification or elaboration. Then I 

shifted their ideas to the Categorizer tool and provided students the buckets into which 

they could drag and drop their arguments. 

Preparation for Debate 

Years of practice in preparing students for debate provided me with many teacher-

created documents. By emphasizing persuasive writing a great deal in my curricula, and 

through language acquisition theory, I have learned that oral exchanges provide 

an easier transfer of ideas to writing. After seeing this demonstrated in my classroom for 

fourteen years, I made it a regular part of my curricula. This experience drove certain 

choices about the ordering of curricula and activities within the classroom (Doyle, 1980). 

For instance, from experience I knew that students needed a conceptual framework to 

understand what involves controversial issues. An example is that many students, when 

asked to go directly into brainstorming controversial issues, list child abuse. The 
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explanation that a pro and a con is necessary for controversy has helped them to 

understand that the topic of spanking as a form of child abuse is more controversial. 

I have also observed that students tend to reason more effectively within the 

debate structure, questioning logic, using appeals, pointing out logical fallacies, and 

avoiding their own errors in judgment, which has carried over into readings about 

controversies as well as discussions about other ethical dilemmas. Through students' 

applying the information in a dramatic context, they appear to retain the information for 

longer periods of time. However, those connections need to be explicit (Delpit, 1995) 

and relevant. Thus I discussed with students in advance how controversies appear in our 

everyday lives by introducing the concept of conflict, external and internal, the 

importance of internal locus of control, and the difficulty of establishing an internal locus 

of control, particularly if students did not take the time to determine what they believed 

about controversial issues. Students established a common vocabulary, using the term 

"ethical dilemmas" as a way of talking about internal conflicts regarding choices. I 

related those choices with students to society at large by asking them probing questions 

for journal writing, such as "If everyone in the world made choices just as you do, what 

kind of world would we live in?" 

Finally, students were ready to brainstorm their ideas for topics in the regular 

classroom setting and vote on two. If a student introduced a topic that clearly was not 

controversial, the teacher/facilitator asked the student what the pro or the con for that 

topic would be. If the student could not support his or her choice, the topic was dropped 
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prior to voting. Two distinct issues then became the conceptual context for the research 

on student participation. 

Student Participants 

Student participants were assigned to my classes; however, some special 

considerations were required for the junior/senior English class. This small class was 

comprised of students who were interested in the Pima Community College concurrent 

enrollment credit. This credit provides students the opportunity of earning college credit 

while they are earning high-school credit. In order to qualify, all the students had to pass 

a written examination Pima Community College required. Consequently, only eleven 

students were enrolled by second semester for this demanding class. Since one student 

from this class was absent at the time of the research, only ten participated, six of whom 

were juniors and four seniors. 

The School Law class is a one-year elective course. The curriculum for School 

Law is a mixture of conflict management skills, law-related careers, trial procedure, 

student rights and responsibilities, and Supreme Court decisions. The ability to argue 

effectively is key in this class. The students who participated in this study were a mix of 

ninth and tenth-grade students: fourteen ninth-grade students and three tenth-grade 

students, for a total of seventeen students participating from the School Law class, due to 

absences. 

The totals of the two classes for the research per grade were fourteen freshmen, 

three sophomores, six juniors, and four seniors, for a total of twenty-seven students (see 

Figure 1, p. 248). 
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Within the School Law class, the ethnic breakdown was tMrteen Hispanics, one 

Native American, and three Caucasians. Within the junior/senior English class, the 

ethnic breakdown was four Hispanics, two African-Americans, and four Caucasians. 

The totals of the two classes for ethnic breakdown were seventeen Hispanics, two 

African-Americans, one Native American, and seven Caucasians (see Figure 2, p. 249). 

Gender breakdown of the School Law class was a total of sixteen females and 

thirteen males. In the junior/senior English class, the total was six females and five 

males. The totals for the gender breakdown of both classes were twenty-two females and 

eighteen males (see Figure 3, p. 250). These figures closely represent a balance of 

females and males for the school population, with a slightly heavier female 

representation. 

1 informed students and their parents that I was studying student participation 

during classroom discussions of complex, ethical issues in advance and explained that 1 

wanted to learn about similarities and differences between the two environments, the 

regular classroom and computerized setting, and that they would be assisting me in my 

learning process. Furthermore, I explained that the information would be shared in the 

educational community, but they would remain anonymous. In addition, I gave students 

an option not to participate with no punishments in the form of grades or treatment in the 

classroom. Then I had students and parents sign permission forms for student 

participation, and 1 called homes to verify signatures. 
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Timeframe for Conducting the Study 

The timeframe was the spring of 2004, the second semester of the 2003-2004 

school year. As the calendar for the GroupSystems area is set at least one month in 

advance, it became important to remain on schedule for conducting the research. The 

dates for each part of the research are as follows: period four, regular classroom, March 

15,2004; periods 3 three and four. Global Conference Center, March 16,2004; period 

three, regular classroom, March 17,2004. The order was dictated by the availability of 

the room. 

The hours of research were determined by the school schedule. The classes were 

held during third and fourth periods, with a brief lunch break in between. Class time for 

period three was 9:42 a.m. to 10:50 a.m., and class time for period four was 10:55 a.m. to 

11:50 a m. Period three was an elongated period due to a required silent reading period at 

the beginning of class. 

Student Preparation in Criteria for Scoring Responses 

1 chose as a standard practice for group participation to prepare students for the 

kind and quality of participation I considered desirable. The criteria were formed from 

the Gricean "cooperative principle" and the role I provided students as "consultants" in 

classroom participation structures using ethical dilemmas. The cooperative principle 

"consists of four.. .specific maxims" from the Gricean pragmatic model, as explained by 

Schiffrin (1994): quantity, quality, relation, and manner. 

The directions for students were derived from the explanations of the four 

maxims: 
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Quantity 
1. Make your contribution as informative as is required (for the 

current purposes of the exchange. 
2. Do not make your contribution more informative than is 

required. 
Quality 

Try to make your contribution one that is true. 
1. Do not say what you believe to be false. 
2. Do not say that for which you lack adequate evidence. 

Relation; Be relevant. 

Manner: 
Be perspicuous. 
1. Avoid obscurity of expression. 
2. Avoid ambiguity. 
3. Be brief (avoid unnecessary prolixity). 
4. Be orderly (Schiffrin, 1994, p. 194). 

To encourage active participation, as I would normally endeavor to accomplish 

with students, 1 used the consultant behaviors: clarified problem, presented multiple 

suggestions, presented details of solutions, encouraged participation, and maintained 

focus (Larson, 1986). I explained that in this context, they would be clarifying the 

problem as they listed arguments; they would be presenting multiple ideas as they 

brainstormed topics and arguments; they would be presenting details of their arguments, 

which might or might not be specific solutions to a controversial issue, and the method 

they would use to encourage participation among each other would be multiple comment 

windows, a feature of commenting on each other's ideas within the brainstorming of 

arguments by asking questions about each others' ideas wthout "put-downs" or criticism. 

Specifically, students were told they couid ask questions of clarification or elaboration. 

Moreover, 1 used what I would normally employ prior to any brainstorming session about 

controversial issues, classroom norms. 
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Prior to discussion of controversial issues, I lead students in a brainstorming 

session of norms or rules by which they think the class should abide when working in 

groups. These student-generated behaviors vary from showing respect to active listening. 

Cooper and Simonds write, . .students need to understand their role in the discussion 

process" (1999, p. 166), Social behaviors students agree upon is one way for them to 

better imderstand their roles, and my experience has been that students who dialogue 

about emotionally charged topics are better prepared for such participation after they 

have developed norms. As a support for this notion, Anderson and Pigford write: 

If the use of controversy is to be effective.. .teachers must ensure that 
information pertaining to the various "sides" of the controversy is available 
and that students develop the skills needed to disagree with the position taken 
without attacking or demeaning the person taking the position (1988, p. 11). 

As a result, the norms period three. School Law generated for the regular classroom were: 

a. Give other people a chance to talk. 
b. Equal responsibility in tasks on the debate. 
c. No put downs. 
d. Not just one person talking. 
e. Teacher should try and get participation. 

We discussed the norm of equal responsibility' in tasks on the debate and determined it 

would be important later when students were actually working on the debate itself. 

The norms students generated in period 4, junior/senior English, for the regular 

classroom were: 

a. Everyone participates. 
b. No bad comments about someone else's opinion. 
c. Don't cut people off. 
d. Don't argue during brainstorming. 
e. Stay on topic. 
f. Know what you are talking about. 
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We discussed the last norm and decided as a group that students did not necessaiy need to 

know what they were talking about during brainstorming, but this norm would be 

important later when they actually debated. 

The norms shifted when students went into the Global Conference Center. I put 

them on the whiteboard and had students review them and determine which were 

necessary to keep and which we should add. They determined that the norm of giving 

other people a chance to talk was not necessaiy online as everyone "talked" at the same 

time. However, students kept the norm of no putdowns. Furthermore, students 

determined that the norm of not just one person doing the talking was not important in the 

online session. Nevertheless, they wanted to keep the norm of the teacher trying to get 

participation from students. Finally, as the instructor I added "No flaming (stay on 

task)." I explained that this is a norm for using GroupSystems as a way to encourage 

students not to make off-task comments to each other. 

Data Collection Procedures 

The following section details the procedures I used for collecting data in both the 

regular and technological environments (see Table 2, pp. 240 - 241). In addition, I 

explain the procedures I used for examining differences and similarities between the two 

environments. Finally, I describe how I refined my research further by revisiting the 

four, original research questions. 
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Data CollectioB Procedure for Regular Classroom Environment 

Prior to conducting the study, I asked for participant-observers from among my 

faculty to assist in collecting data, and I provided them a copy of the coding sheet for 

nature of utterances (see Table 3, p. 242). In addition, I requested the assistance of a 

computer, audiovisual technologist in my department for videotaping. These assistants 

were available in both the classroom setting and the computerized environment. It is 

important to note that I shared this room with another teacher, who was there the majority 

of the time. 

In the regular classroom setting, the first task was to discover the roles through 

the nature of utterances, type of participation, or lack thereof, described according to the 

coding process. This goal was accomplished through a data collection activity, which 

involved a seating chart divided into three parts and a coding sheet. Participant observers 

were to code participation, using aliases on the seating chart, which corresponded to 

names in the teacher grade book. Participant observers, comprised of four high-school 

teachers, coded student behavior, using the pre-established coding sheet and having gone 

through training in how to do this coding. The teacher-researcher developed the codes 

based on a metaphor selected for the study and professional experience and observation 

over twenty-two years. In addition, on the coding sheet, participant observers could 

make additional comments about behaviors or utterances that did not fit into the codes for 

the pre-selected roles. Therefore, roles could emerge out of the data. 

In School Law, three participant observers were set up in three parts of the 

classroom with certain students that had to observe and code. Injunior/senior English, 
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two participant observers had half of the class (five each) to observe and code in the same 

manner. In addition, for both sessions, two video recorders in the classroom captured 

students who were talking, panned sufficiently to capture other interactions. 

After the session, I watched both videotapes, set at two different angles of the 

classroom, typed a transcript of the entire sessions (see Appendix A, p. 189), and 

independently coded student participation. Subsequently, I compared my coding to the 

participant observers coding to verify their results. 

After coding, 1 described the nature of participation I noticed as a whole on the 

part of each class, breaking down the class into the roles they played. Next, I made 

comments on the nature of participation as a whole, viewed in both regular classrooms. 

The final task in the regular classroom environment was to discover the nature of 

utterances by gender and ethnicity. I went through the same process, viewing types of 

roles by gender and ethnicity and described those roles as seen in the classroom. 

Data Collection for the Collaborative, Technological Environment 

I used the same participant-observers and videotaping assistants for this session as 

the regular classroom environment, with the same assigned students. In addition, I placed 

the videotaping equipment on both ends of the room, with adequate panning to observe 

large group as well as individual behaviors. 

The design of the room was based on suggestions by University of Arizona 

consultants from the Communication Department and the School of Business, Center for 

Management of Information. The circular arrangement supports face-to-face contact, so 
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that when students are not dialoguing online, they can interact more personally (see 

Figure 4, p. 251). 

Comments in this session were recorded online and generated as a report from the 

computer. 1 captured any dialogue in a transcript that was attached to the computer-

generated report (see Appendix B, p.219). 

The first task in the GroupSysteras session was to collect the nature of utterances, 

which I accomplished by generating a report. Then I used the coding chart of 

participation roles to verify the roles students played. In addition, participant-observers 

scored as they had for the regular session; however, as the online discussion was silent, 

participant observers were only privy to what they saw taking place in the room. 

Therefore, while I took into account participant-observer comments, my close analysis of 

the student-created transcripts was imperative. 

The session began by having students log-on using a pre-selected alias. This 

allowed the alias to appear after every comment for easier decoding. Participant-

observers had seating charts with a new format for the different environment; however, 

each alias on the chart corresponded to the same name on the student grade book as in the 

regular classroom. As previously mentioned, it was unnecessary for participant-

observers to mark the coding sheet for each comment as it was automatically logged on 

the system; however, this provided them more time for careful observation of other types 

of dialogue and behavior, so their coding was important in that sense. 

At the end of the session, I read the transcripts and coded the types of interactions 

by alias, reviewed the coding comments made by participant observers, and reviewed the 
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videotapes for any comments not reflected in the computerized transcript, adding them to 

the transcripts. Then I compared the aliases to the real names, and described the roles 

played by students as a whole in the computerized setting. To do so, I broke down the 

class by the roles that were played and made comments about any aberrations in roles. 

The second task was to view the roles played by students according to gender and 

ethnicity. In the same way I described roles for the regular classroom, I also described 

the roles in the computerized setting, looked for generalizations according to gender and 

ethnicity and described them. I also looked for larger shifts in terms of the roles played 

by students according to gender and ethnicity and described those shifts. 

Differences and Similarities between the Regular Classroom and Computer-Mediated 

Environments 

After determining the roles of individual students in each environment and 

describing those roles in each setting by individual, by group according to gender, and by 

group according to ethnicity, I looked for types of shifts between roles from the regular 

classroom setting to the computerized, online session, and described the shifts of 

individual students in the form of cases, to capture "the richness and indeterminacy of our 

experiences as teachers..." (Carter, January, 1993). In order to do this, I looked for 

patterns of shifts in behavior, created categories for those patterns, and collapsed them 

into four broad categories. From those categories, I found examples that I could examine 

closely as cases. While Silverman mentions deviant cases, I looked for representative 

cases of possible shifts in behavior as I felt they would better provide models of possible 

change in existing power structures (Silverman, 2000, pp. 233 - 239). 
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The cases that I chose represented different ethnicities and genders. In order to 

describe the individual student's participation in each case, I explained their level of 

interest in the topic, their general class behavior, as 1 was aware of it, and how typical 

their behavior during research appeared to be. In addition, I explored their role, as coded 

by participant observers and myself, in each session. Next, I examined the shift in 

behavior and described the nature of that shift. Finally, 1 interpreted the case by seeking 

implications of student role shifts as examples of the larger, student population. 

Further Refinement of the Research 

After I discovered the roles of individual students in both settings, looked for 

generalizations about participation roles according to gender and ethnicity, and searched 

for shifts in participation, and created cases that represented those shifts, 1 returned to my 

research questions to further guide my investigation. I examined the first question; 

Given a discussion of complex, ethical issues, what is the nature of classroom 

participation roles? To answer the question of the nature of classroom participation roles, 

I revisited the description of the roles of individual students and roles shared by students 

according to their gender and ethnicity. 1 looked for patterns by comparing categories of 

roles that emerged within the classroom. In so doing, I discovered new patterns that I had 

not predicted would be present. Using the metaphor coined by Austin (1970), "modes of 

discourse being language games," I extended the existing metaphor of the regular 

classroom as Cave and the computerized setting as a Watering Hole. Seeing the artificial 

settings in a more natural metaphor, 1 explored the notion of water as soimd/student 
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voice, considering the connection between student voice and water as resources on which 

we depend, and I described patterns of hoarding versus sharing of resources as a way to 

view possible issues of power in terms of gender and ethnicity. However, I did not 

ignore other possible effects on student roles, and I made connections with what I already 

knew about students' relationships. 

In addition, 1 made further refinements to the roles, based upon hybrids, or 

combinations of roles, particularly examining shifts of students within the classroom 

discussion itself, and I described such shifts. Furthermore, I took into account shifts in 

participation as I have observed students in the past, considering that the research setting 

itself might influence student participation roles, and I made comment about any shifts I 

felt might be due to such influence. 

Next, I considered the participation roles in the computerized environment in the 

same way. I revisited the description of the roles of individual students and roles shared 

by students according to their gender and ethnicity in the computerized environment. 

Then I looked for patterns by comparing categories of roles that emerged within the 

online conversation. As I had in the regular classroom, I described those patterns and 

looked for possible issues of power in terms of gender and ethnicity in the online setting. 

I reflected on the metaphor of language games for the regular classroom, and it did not 

appear to be accurate for this environment. While some students tried to use the same 

rules of the language game in this area, it appeared not to be effective. The rules had 

changed. However, this understanding was important in and of itself Nevertheless, the 

metaphor of student voice as resource did appear to have validity in the computerized 
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setting, and 1 viewed participation roles in that setting and issues of power through that 

construct. 

Therefore, while I was willing to continue the same process 1 used for the 

classroom, making further refinements to the roles, based upon hybrids, or combinations 

of roles, particularly examining of shifts of students within the classroom discussion 

itself, and describing such shifts, the watering hole metaphor which I initially adopted 

seemed to fit this environment. So while I took into account shifts in participation as 1 

have observed students in the past, considering that the research setting or the 

computerized setting itself might influence student participation roles, and I made 

comment about any shifts I felt might be due to such influence, further description of the 

data involved the understanding of this phenomenon, a change of rules in the game. 

The next question that guided the refinement of my research is: How are 

participation roles within a regular classroom structure different from a collaborative, 

technological environment? Using the information generated for the answer to the first 

research question, I compared the roles of individual students in each environment and 

re-examined shifts from one environment to the next, again borrowing the metaphor of 

languages games and seeing the new environment as one in which the rules have 

changed. Furthermore, I continued the metaphor of student voice as resource. Using 

these lenses, I looked for connections between shifts in participation roles between one 

environment to the next, and I drew tentative conclusions about issues of power in the 

computerized environment. 
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The third question that guided the refinement of my research is: In each 

environment, how do ethnically diverse students participate in discussions of complex, 

ethical issues, as defined by their participation roles? To answer that question, I re

examined the data about roles played within each ethnic group from each area and looked 

for shifts in participation roles by ethnic group between each environment. In revisiting 

this data, I looked through the lens of language games to see if etimicity appeared to have 

any impact on participation in the game and the changes that might have occurred when 

those students participated in the online environment, in which the rules were changed. 

Furthermore, I extended the metaphor of student voice as resource to describe shifts in 

roles, with implicit issues of power. 

The final question that assisted in refining my research is; In each environment, 

how do male and female students participate in discussions of complex, ethical issues, as 

defined by their participation roles? As I had with ethnicity, I used the data of roles 

played by each gender from each area and looked for shifts in participation roles between 

each environment. Again, I applied language games as a metaphor through which to 

view gender participation, and I described the possible impact of those games and the 

change of rules in the computerized environment. Finally, I viewed gender through the 

lens of student voice as resource to describe shifts in roles. 
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Chapter Four 

ANALYSIS OF DATA 

Introduction: 

In the following chapter, I describe the results of interest inventories, emerging 

themes, as previously mentioned, and their sources. Furthermore, I describe the data by 

area, first in the regular classroom, then in the collaborative, technological environment 

viewing total participation roles and a breakdown of roles by gender and ethnicity. Next, 

I describe shifts in participation. Finally, I provide representative cases from the 

categories of shifts that became apparent, and I interpret those cases. 

Interest Inventories: 

Prior to examining the results of all the data, it is important to note general levels 

of interest in the students' self-selected topics. For period three, the results of the interest 

inventory demonstrated a high level of interest in open vs. closed campuses, with a score 

of 3.59 and for same-sex marriages between moderate and little interest as seen in a score 

of 2.35; period four showed between moderate and high interest in same-sex marriages 

with a score of 3.1 versus a score of 2.3 about social promotion, which is close to little-

level of interest. 

Prior to drawing conclusions about participation roles by ethnicity and gender in 

either setting, it is also important to note interest level in student-selected topics by 
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ethnicity and gender. By ethnicity, during period three, Hispanic students indicated a 2.3 

level of interest in same-sex marriages whereas Caucasians indicated a 3.0 level of 

interest. The single Native-American student indicated only 1 as her level of interest in 

the topic, or no interest. About the issue of open versus closed campuses, Hispanic 

students indicated a 3.4 level of interest in open versus closed campuses, a significant 

leap in interest. Caucasians' interest level, on the other hand, only increased slightly to 

3.3. The Native-American student's interest in open versus closed campuses was 

dramatically higher, rated at a 4.0. During period four, Hispanic students indicated an 

interest-level of 3 .8 in the issue of same-sex marriages, while Caucasian students only 

indicated an interest of 3.0 in that issue. The two African-American students indicated on 

an averaged-level of 2.0 in the topic of same-sex marriages, which was discussed in the 

regular classroom. For the second topic of social promotion, which was discussed in the 

online setting, Hispanic students indicated an interest level of 2.0, and Caucasian students 

similarly indicated only a level of 2.3. The two African-American students' average 

level of interest in the issue of social promotion was indicated to be 3.0. 

When the two subtotals from each area are averaged by ethnicity, Hispanic 

students level of interest in the topic of same-sex marriages, discussed in the regular 

classroom, was indicated to be a 3.1, and Caucasian students who indicated a 3.0. As 

those are the only two ethnic groups shared by both classes, it does not make sense to 

total Native-American or African-American levels of interest. Therefore, viewing the 

data as a whole by ethnicity, it would appear that level of interest in topic would not be 

tremendously significant in terms of shifting roles. 
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By gender, in period three, male students indicated a 2.1 level of interest in the 

issue of same-sex marriages and a 2.3 level of interest in open versus closed campuses, 

indicating a slightly higher level of interest in the second topic, but overall little real 

interest in either topic. Female students indicated a 2.6 level of interest in the topic of 

same-sex marriages but a 3.0 level of interest in open versus closed campuses. However, 

the half-point difference did not appear to be that significant. In period four, male 

students indicated an interest level of 3.0 in the issue of same-sex marriages, and females 

indicated an interest level of 3.2, not significantly different from males in the same class. 

Males in period four indicated a much lower issue in their second topic of social 

promotion, 2.2. Similarly, females in period four indicated an interest level of 2.4 in 

social promotion. 

When the two subtotals from each area are averaged by gender, the total level of 

interest by all males in the study about the self-selected topic of same-sex marriages 

discussed in the regular classroom was indicated to be a 2.6 versus the second topic 

discussed in the computer setting, which was indicated to be a 2.3. The total level of 

interest by females in the study about the self-selected topic of same-sex marriages 

discussed in the regular classroom was indicated to be a 2.9, and their level of interest in 

the second topic discussed in the computerized setting was indicated to be a 2.7. As a 

result, in viewing the data as a whole by gender, the shift in interest should not 

significantly affect participation roles. 

Furthermore, it may be assumed that the smaller level of interest indicated about 

same-sex marriages may have been because students knew that the instructor would 
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view their level of interest. The sensitivity of the topic of same-sex marriages, as 

indicated by the transcripts, could have affected the degree to which students wished to 

acknowledge their interest in the topic. Therefore, such sensitivity must be considered 

when factoring in level of interest. 

Emerging Themes 

I discovered themes emerging out of the separate camps, regular classroom setting 

and collaborative, technological setting. I accomplished this by reviewing the transcripts 

separately from any other coding device. I particularly looked at similarities and 

differences between the two settings across all categories and questions. Using constant, 

comparison analysis (Glaser & Strauss, 1967) and referring to the process as described by 

Bogdan and Biklen (1992, pp. 152 - 183), I looked for categories I had not seen before 

and searched for a metaphor among the coded comments, comparing them to the 

comments from the opposite camp, and further refined categories as a result. 

In determining a metaphor, I was guided by the work of Lakoff and Johnson 

(1980) who claim that metaphor is an "experiential!st account of understanding and truth" 

as an alternative "which denies that subjectivity and objectivity are our only choices" in 

research (p 192). They explain that metaphor "unites reason and imagination" (p. 193). 

Furthermore, they add: 

An experientialist approach also allows us to bridge the gap between 
the objective and subjectivist myths about impartiality and the possibility of 
being fair and objective.. .We have seen that truth is relative to understanding, 
which means that there is no absolute standpoint from which to obtain 
absolute objective truths about the world" (p. 193). 
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As Bogden and Biklen (1992) admit and as implied by Lakoff and Johnson, subjective 

attitudes and beliefs influenced my choice of metaphors to analyze and later describe this 

data. 

As I considered the issue of conversational spaces and power issues, it occurred to 

me that similar issues exist in our world today around the sharing of water resources. 

Communities fear sharing limited resources, and as a result, they may use power 

positions to either hoard the water or exaggerate their need for it. Time, prestige and 

influence are similar to water in that they are often seen as limited resources for which 

one must compete. In addition, greed may be reinforced by the ability to control certain 

resources over time. Thus, a conversational space may also be influenced by similar 

influences. As a result of this metaphorical processing of the issue, 1 was drawn to the 

work of Thomburg. 

Thomburg writes about three conceptual spaces for conversations to take place, 

campfires, watering holes, and caves. He explains: "Campfires are informational spaces 

where we go to get information from experts." However, he adds, "Watering holes are 

conversational spaces where we go to share what we have learned with our peers." 

Finally, "Caves are conceptual spaces where we go to reflect and elaborate in private on 

what we have learned" (1996, p. 51). While the ideal function of a forum to brainstorm 

arguments about ethical dilemmas would be a watering hole, it occurred to me that the 

regular classroom is more like a cave with a campfire inside. A few sit around the fire 

and exchange ideas and information, the elite, storytellers of the group. The storytellers 

have tremendous power as they have the opportunity to impact opinions about the subject 
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discussed. The others sit in darkness and rumiaate, sometimes wMsperiiig a thought to 

another cave dweller. If the stoiyteller is captivating, most become drawn into the 

images (s)he creates, but a few become bored with the storytellers and tend their own 

business, perhaps drawing on the metaphorical cave walls (on paper or in their miflds) 

their own versions of the story. However, the collaborative, technological setting, with 

its virtue of anonymity, is more like a true watering hole. All are welcome, even 

enemies. 

While the sharing in the computer-mediated setting is less formalized, less like 

storytelling, with shorter comments that are not as deeply explained, the tongue dips 

shallowly as the eyes watch everyone around. Watchfulness in this setting is more about 

ideas, however, and less about fear. Nevertheless, a few may be afraid of the water. 

Perhaps the watering hole is too open and the visitor prefers the close, dark whispers of 

the cave. Maybe (s)he is a cave artist who doesn't like drifting from the cave very often. 

Thus, I developed the original categories that became the foundation for the original 

coding for roles, but I later extended Thomburg's naturalistic metaphors to include water 

as student voice. 

Within the regular classroom setting, the codes initially established (see Figure 5, 

p. 252) include Watchers, who are characterized by watching others participate but not 

participating themselves; Whisperers in the Dark, who whisper to their neighbors during 

the discussion but don't speak up; Cave Dwellers, who balance conversation with 

listening and participating but don't dominate the discussion; Powerful Storytellers of the 

Cave, who speak up a great deal and dominate the conversation: Occult Cave Artists, 
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who draw on paper while the discussion is going on, and Cave Sleepers, who doze off 

during the discussion. 

Within the technological setting, 1 looked for Shore Watchers, who are 

characterized by watching others keyboard their ideas but who do not personally 

participate; Shore Whisperers, who whisper with their neighbors during the online 

discussion but don't participate online; Watering Hole Dwellers, who balance their online 

conversation with reading others' comments and writing their own but do not just write 

all the time; Powerful Storytellers of the Watering Hole, students who write a great 

deal about their own ideas but do not respond to others' ideas; Occult Watering Hole 

Artists, who are students who endeavor to get out of the program altogether to get into 

other programs, and Watering Hole Sleepers, who doze off during the online discussion. 

Data Description for the Regular Classroom 

Within the regular classroom, the following categories of roles occurred: Cave 

Dwellers, Powerful Storytellers, Watchers, and Whisperers in the Dark. In addition, 

there was some off-task behavior, but very little observed. Specifically in period three. 

School Law, there were seven Cave Dwellers, one Powerful Storyteller, three Watchers, 

and six Whisperers in the Dark. Within period four, junior/senior English, there were 

four Cave Dwellers, one Powerful Storyteller, four Watchers, and one Whisperer in the 

Dark, with a total of thirty-four, on-task comments in the public forum. Although there 

was some Occult Cave Artist behavior in the room, it did not dominate enough for 

students to be classified as playing that role. 
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The totals for type of participation were two Powerful Storytellers, eleven Cave 

Dwellers, seven Watchers, and seven Whisperers in the Dark (see Figure 5, p. 253). 

Clearly, one student in each class dominated the class discussion as the Powerful 

Storyteller, with a few who were willing to participate but balanced their participation 

with listening as Cave Dwellers, and even in the advanced, smaller class, which I would 

have thought to have greater participation across the board, there were similar results. In 

fact, in the more advanced class, the Powerful Storyteller was even more powerful, 

dominating to an even greater extent the entire conversation, even taking over other 

students' remarks and trying to "explain" them to the teacher. The Watchers in third 

period had an intense look on their faces at times, even shaking their heads "yes" or "no," 

but not volunteering their comments. In fourth period, similar behavior took place, but 

the Whisperers in the Dark during third period very adeptly led their own conversations 

in the background, while others led the conversation. During fourth period, one young 

man who was a Whisperer in the Dark took the advice of the student he was tryi ng to talk 

to but would not respond and wrote his ideas down, appearing to be frustrated about not 

getting them out in the open, but once he spoke up briefly, indicated he hesitance about 

speaking his thoughts. 

Ethnicity and Gender in Reaular Classroom: 

The following is the breakdown of participation by ethnicity. During period 

three. School Law, the Powerful Storyteller was a Caucasian female in the ninth grade. 

Of the Cave Dwellers, one was a Caucasian female in the 9^ grade and one was a 

Caucasian male, for a total of two Caucasians; in addition, two were Hispanic males, and 
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three were Hispanic females, for a total of five Hispanics who were Cave Dwellers 

during period three. It is important to note that of the three Hispanic females who were 

Cave Dwellers, two of them had a split coding as Watchers and one had a split coding as 

a Whisperer in the Dark, but their dominant feature was Cave Dwelling. In addition, one 

of the Hispanic males also participated in some Whisperi ng in the Dark, but that was a 

side conversation with the Native American female who was only a Whisperer in the 

Dark, and she sat close by and would sometimes counter his arguments quietly while the 

rest of the class continued their discussion. Next, one Watcher was Hispanic female and 

two were Hispanic males, for a total of three Hispanics playing the role of Watchers. 

Finally, in the Whisperer in the Dark category, two Hispanic females, three Hispanic 

males, for a total of five Hispanics, and one Native American female played that role (see 

Figure 6, p. 253). 

During fourth period, the Powerful Storyteller was Hispanic. In addition, of the 

Cave Dwellers, three were Caucasian females and one African-American male. One of 

the Watchers was a Caucasian male, two Hispanic females, and one African-American 

male. It is important to note the African-American male Watcher combined his activities 

with some Occult Cave Artist, Cave Dwelling, and Whispering in the Dark behavior, but 

his dominant feature was Watching. In addition, when he tried to participate, he seemed 

hesitant, uncertain of his participation. He was sitting next to the Powerful Storytel ler 

who was more than happy to interject clarifications of what he had to say. In fact, even 

though the facilitator/teacher encouraged the Watching student to clarify independently, 

eventually he broke down and signaled to the Powerful Storyteller to take over. Lastly, 
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the single Whisperer in the Dark was a Hispanic male. This Hispanic male was the one 

who seemed frustrated by lack of participation yet hesitant to speak and resorted to 

writing his ideas down, although he tried continuously to Whisper them to a neighboring 

student, a Cave-Dwelling Caucasian female who hushed him (see Figure 7, p. 254). 

The following are the total roles played by ethnicity for both classes. One 

Caucasian student played the role of Powerful Storyteller, five played the role of Cave 

Dweller, one played the role of Watcher, and there were no Caucasian Whisperers in the 

Dark. One Hispanic student played the role of Powerful Storyteller, five were Cave 

Dwellers, six were Watchers, and five were Whisperers in the Dark. In addition, the 

single Native American student played the role of Whisperer in the Dark. Finally, of the 

two African-American students, one was predominantly a Cave Dweller and the other 

was predominantly a Watcher (see Figure 8, p. 255). 

In examining ethnicity as one possible factor in participation roles, I felt it would 

be informative to see how percentages varied from the actual breakdown of the total 

class. As previously mentioned, the totals of the two classes for ethnic breakdown were 

seventeen Hispanics, two African-Americans, one Native American, and seven 

Caucasians (see Figure 2, p. 249). Thus 63% of the total population is Hispanic, 8% 

Afiican-American, 3% Native American, and 26% Caucasian. In examining the roles, of 

the Powerful Storytellers, Hispanics comprised 50% and Caucasians 50%. Of the Cave 

Dwellers, 46% were Hispanic, 46% were Caucasian, and 8% were African American. In 

the Watcher category, 75% were Hispanic, 12.5% Caucasian, and 12.5% African 
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American. Of the Whisperers in the Dark, 83% were Hispanic and the remainder Native 

American. 

Next is a breakdown of roles by gender. During third period, as previously 

mentioned, the one Powerful Storyteller was female. Of the Cave Dwellers, four were 

female and three were male. In the Watchers category, one was female and two were 

male; however, it is important to note as previously mentioned that three of the Cave 

Dwelling females were in fact hybrid roles, two partially Watchers and one Whisperer in 

the Dark as opposed to the male Cave Dwellers functioning more completely in that role. 

Finally,  three females were Whisperers in the Dark and three were male (see Figure 9,  

p. 256). 

During fourth period, the one Powerful Storyteller was male, but he was much 

more dominant than the female of third period; in other words, he talked more, 

interrupted other students to give his input, and appeared to be quite comfortable being 

center stage. In the Cave Dweller role, three were females and one was male. In the 

Watcher category, two were male and two were female. The two female Watchers sat 

toward the back of the room, which was their tendency, and very briefly they whispered 

to each other on one or two occasions, but their primary feature was Watching. There 

was only one dominant Whisperer in the Dark, who was male (see Figure 10, p. 257). 

The following is a breakdown of the total roles by gender. Of the female gender, 

one was a Powerful Storyteller, seven were Cave Dwellers, four were Watchers, and 

three acted as Whisperers in the Dark. Of the male gender, one was a Powerful 

Storyteller, four were Cave Dwellers, four were Watchers, and four acted as Whisperers 
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in the Dark (see Figure 11, p. 258), As previously mentioned, there were a total of 

thirteen males and fourteen females who participated in this study. That means that 

approximately 48% males and 52% females participated in this study. 

It is interesting to note percentages of participation by roles. Of the Powerful 

Storytellers, 50% was the single female who played this role and 50% male. In the Cave 

Dweller role, 64% were female and 36% male; in the Watcher category, 50% were 

female and 50% were male. In the Whisperer in the Dark category, 43% were female and 

57% male. 

Interpretation of Data for Regular Classroom: 

It is obvious to this teacher-researcher that a small group of students dominated 

the classroom discussion in this setting. One young man during third period, Benjamin, 

had a lot to say but much was off-task, so he was not determined to be a Powerful 

Storyteller. However, the number of students openly participating in the classroom 

forum as either Powerful Storytellers or Cave Dwellers was about equal to the number of 

the students who were Watchers or Whisperers in the Dark. When viewed through the 

theme of sharing resources, it would appear that within this setting, only about half of the 

students were sharing the resource of open classroom discussion. 

In addition, an examination of ethnicity demonstrates that within this setting, 

participation by Hispanic students in an open classroom discussion decreased, even 

though one of the Powerful Storytellers was Hispanic. A disproportionate number of 

Caucasians participated in the open classroom discussion, and while the single Native 
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American female who was a Whisperer in the Dark may not be statistically significant, it 

certainly supports the experience of this teacher-researcher, as the majority of Native 

American students in my classrooms have been either Watchers or Whisperers in the 

Dark. Finally, even though there were African American participants, the fact that in the 

same classroom, given the same discussion, only one of the two comfortably participated 

is important to note. 

As far as gender is concerned, participation was fairly evenly distributed; 

however, as previously mentioned, of the two Powerful Storytellers, the female was less 

dominating than the male. This could have had to do with the setting as she was in a 

larger class than the male. Nevertheless, in the Cave Dweller classification, there were 

fewer "pure" Cave Dwellers among females and more hybrid classifications. In other 

words, females who acted as Cave Dwellers also mixed Watching and Whispering in the 

Dark. 

When 1 viewed the regular classroom setting separate from all previous notions of 

codes, I was able to see that the classroom discussions that took place had their own 

dynamics. I particularly noted this in the larger class, third period. It was as if these 

students had developed their own game, a language game. While I was concentrating on 

the formally acknowledged speaker and endeavoring to see everything that was going on 

in the classroom, it is evident that I was unable to do so. Students picked up strands of 

the conversation and had their own side conversations. 

Nevertheless, even the side conversations seemed to be a type of game. For 

example, when the Powerful Storyteller of that group took another student's line of 
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reasoning and created a logical syllogism that destroyed his line of reasoning, the entire 

classroom called out an "ooooh" as observers in a game would when someone made a 

point. The game was marked by playfulness, sometimes quiet, sometimes boisterous 

laughter, and students made points not only in the public forum, as monitored by the 

instructor, but also in the private forum on an informal level. Those students who did not 

participate in the open forum but were Whisperers in the Dark all appeared to be playing 

this quiet game. Perhaps they were more comfortable making intellectual points at this 

level. 

It is important to consider that the ideas that are conveyed in the open forum, such 

as the point made by the Powerful Storyteller, could have greater power to create change 

than those on a quieter level. Just as many citizens in our country have deep feeling and 

opinions and may argue at the dinner table, these quieter citizens in our classrooms have 

strong feelings and opinions but for whatever reasons choose not to express them in an 

open forum. Thus they have less influence than a public speaker, who has a larger 

audience. 

Of greater concern to this researcher are those who remain Watchers. Quite a few 

students in the regular classroom played this role. From my experience, those who 

played that role during this class discussion played that role every day in the classroom. 

They rarely if ever spoke in class, didn't ask questions and didn't participate. Some of 

them had decent grades; others were failing, but all of them withheld their ideas or 

opinions about any topics. It was as if they could have disappeared into the floor, they 

would. 
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Data Description for Global Conference Center 

Within the Global Conference Center, the following categories of roles occurred; 

Powerful Storytellers of the Watering Hole, Watering Hole Dwellers, and a single Shore 

Watcher. Within third period, of the seventeen students who participated, all were 

Watering Hole Dwellers but one who manifested a hybrid of Powerful Storytellers of the 

Watering Hole. After reviewing the transcripts, it is obvious that only one was a 

Powerful Storyteller. In addition, six of the Watering Hole Dwellers had at least some 

ofF-task behavior, demonstrated by flaming or off-task comments. These comments were 

not calculated in as participation that would create their role as a Watering Hole Dweller 

but were separate comments. Finally, one of the Watering Hole Dwellers only provided 

three comments each, which led to a hybrid classification of Watering Hole 

Dweller/Shore Watcher as her participation was not as intense as that of the other 

students. To consolidate this information, one student clearly played the role ofPowerftil 

Storyteller of the Watering Hole and all sixteen of the others were Watering Hole 

Dwellers, with some aberrations. 

It is important to note that due to the change in the type of environment (students 

entering their ideas at the same time), the number of comments possible increased 

tremendously, even though we used less time for the online discussion. Therefore, the 

number of comments required to consider students as Watering Hole Dwellers was 

increased, using an average of the number of comments made by students in the entire 
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group. If we had used the number of comments used in the regular classroom as a way to 

code this environment, all of the students would have appeared as Powerful Storytellers, 

and the two students who only made three comments each would have been considered as 

Watering Hole Dwellers without any Shore Watching role mix. There was a total of 138 

comments made in third period alone, not including off-task comments or teacher prompt 

questions (see Figure 12, p. 259). It is important to note the time difference as well. The 

regular class discussion took only thirty minutes while the Global Conference Center 

session took five minutes. 

Within period four, similar data emerged, although the differences were not as 

drastic. In this small class, all but one student participated at Watering Hole Dwellers. 

The single student who did not was a Watcher in the other class, and in the Global 

Conference Center, he made one comment, which is more than he made in the regular 

environment, and then he fell silent and played the role of Shore Watcher. Other 

aberrations included one the Watering Hole Dwellers I labeled as a hybrid role of Shore 

Watcher as she only made three comments, and one of the students made more comments 

than all the other students, so he was coded as a hybrid Watering Hole Dweller/Powerful 

Storyteller of the Watering Hole. The total comments made by this class in the Global 

Conference Center were forty-eight, not including teacher prompt questions. Unlike third 

period, there were no off-task comments. Similarly to third period, while the regular 

class discussion took thirty minutes, the online discussion only took five minutes. 
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Combining periods three and four for the Global Conference Center, there was 

only one Powerful Storyteller of the Watering Hole, who only demonstrated that role due 

to not so much the amount of participation, although that was factored in, but more by the 

type of participation he demonstrated in the third-period class. In addition, there was one 

Shore Watcher, and all the remaining students were Watering Hole Dwellers with some 

aberrations. There was a total of 186 comments in the Global Conference Center for 

third and fourth periods as opposed to a total of 68 comments in the regular classroom. 

In other words, participation more than doubled. 

Ethnicity and Gender in the Global Conference Center: 

In order to examine ethnicity, it is important to look at aberrations or hybrids of 

roles played by students. During period three, within the Watering Hole Dweller 

category, as previously mentioned, there was one who emerged as a Powerful Storyteller 

of the Watering Hole, a Caucasian male, marked by the amount and type of participation 

he demonstrated. In the regular classroom, he had functioned as a minimal Cave 

Dweller, making only two comments in class. In the Global Conference Center, he made 

twelve comments, only one or two more than many students, but his ideas were fresh, 

completely expressed, not just in a phrase or a comment on others ideas, but vvith 

conviction and thoughtfulness. 

Of the six who were Watering Hole Dwellers with some off-task comments, all 

six were Hispanic males. It is interesting to note that one of these young men was a 

Watcher in the regular classroom setting, and though he made some off-task comments, 

he made nine comments about the topic. The comments tended to be the same or 
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comments about other people's ideas, but his participation increased tremendously. 

Another interesting example of this category is a Hispanic male who only made one off-

task comment and eleven on-task comments, which almost won him the categoiy of 

Powerful Storyteller of the Watering Hole, but his ideas did not demonstrate quite the 

same level of thoughtfulness as seen in the other Powerful Storyteller of the Watering 

Hole. 

The other aberration is a hybrid of Watering Hole Dweller/Shore Watcher, and 

the only person who fimctioned in that role was a Native American female who had been 

a Whisperer in the Dark in the regular classroom setting. Within the Global Conference 

Center, she only made three comments in the public, online forum. However, she had 

made none in the regular classroom. All the other students were Watering Hole 

Dwellers, seven of whom were Hispanic and two Caucasian. 

Within period four in the Global Conference Center, the only Shore Watcher was 

Caucasian, and the remainder of the students were Watering Hole Dwellers, which 

reflected the ethnicity of the classroom as previously explained. The slight aberrations 

included some hybrid roles. One Hispanic male and one Hispanic female were Watering 

Hole Dweilers/Shore Watchers. In addition, one African-American male was Watering 

Hole Dweller/Powerful Storyteller of the Watering Hole. However, in all cases, the 

dominant characteristic was that of Watering Hole Dweller, with the exception of the 

single Shore Watcher, a Caucasian male. 

Therefore, combining third and fourth periods viewing ethnicity and participation, 

it would appear that it was not as much of an issue. It is of concern to me that so much 
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ofF-task participation took place within third period among a group of Hispanic males, 

but it is also important to note that online, anonymous conversations are very 

empowering, and if there is a desire to get attention, this is a way to do it None of the 

comments were spiteful, just playful. It could be that these young men were trying to 

reinvent the language game, as seen in the regular classroom, and those who were 

perhaps not as adept at playing the game in the regular setting, were trying to play in this 

public forum, enjoying the freedom of expressing themselves and "making points," even 

though they were off-task. None of the students who made off-task comments were 

strictly off-task, and one of them only made a single off-task comment. 

Considering gender and participation, as previously mentioned, within third 

period, all but one of the students were Watering Hole Dwellers. The single Powerful 

Storyteller of the Watering Hole was male, and all others were Watering Hole Dwellers, 

with some aberrations. Within fourth period, the only Shore Watcher was a male, and as 

the remainder of the class played the role of Watering Hole Dweller, with some 

aberrations, four were male and five were female. Combining third and fourth periods 

looking through the lens of gender in participation within the Global Conference Center, 

it would appear that gender did not influence the level or type of participation. 

Shifts in Participation 

After carefully analyzing the data, I discovered six major classifications of role 

behavior patterns from the regular classroom to the Global Conference Center: Cave 

Dweller to Watering Hole Dweller, which isn't truly a shift in participation. Cave 
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Dweller to Powerful Storyteller of the Watering Hole, Powerful Storyteller to Watering 

Hole Dweller, Watcher to Watering Hole Dweller, and Watcher to Shore 

Watcher, and Whisperer in the Dark to Watering Hole Dweller (see Table 4, p. 243). It 

is important to note that when the categories of Watcher to Watering Hole Dweller, 

Powerful Storyteller to Watering Hole Dweller, Cave Dweller to Powerful Storyteller of 

the Watering Hole, and Whisperer in the Dark to Watering Hole Dweller are all 

combined, sixteen out of twenty-seven, or fifty-nine percent of the students, experienced 

a dramatic shift in participation roles. 

As is clearly demonstrated, the largest category, ten out of twenty-seven students, 

was in the category of Cave Dweller to Watering Hole Dweller, which is not a huge shift; 

however, representative students changed the level and type of participation adequately to 

qualify for a case study, which follows later. In addition, the single student who fell into 

the category of Watcher to Shore Watcher did not experience a shift. Due to this 

student's singularity and the consistency of his behavior with the entire year's 

participation, 1 did not deem it necessary to create a case out of this category. However, 

Watchers turned Watering Hole Dwellers constituted twenty-two percent of the twenty-

seven students, and a representative case appears to be necessary in this category. 

Within the Powerful Storyteller to Watering Hole Dweller shift, it is significant 

that both students, male and female, changed their roles. It could be that they did not 

change so much as the environment around them changed, bringing them to the same 

level of participation as the rest of the class. I chose one case out of this category to 

explore notions of change in roles. Next is the category of Cave Dweller to Powerful 
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Stoiyteller of the Watering Hole, Only one student made this shift, and Ms shift was 

subtle enough that the dilference between Ms role in the Global Conference Center was 

not that much greater than the other Watering Hole Dwellers; therefore, I did not feel it 

was necessary to create a case for this category as the representative case for Cave 

Dweller to Watering Hole Dweller would suffice. The final category of Whisperer in the 

Dark turned Watering Hole Dweller is a very interesting category that represents twenty-

six percent of the total students participating in this research. As such, it appears 

necessary to have a case that represents this category. 

Examining the shifts by ethnicity (see Table 5, p. 244, and Table 6, p. 245), it 

appears that the greatest shifts occurred in the Hispanic population, particularly from 

Watchers to Watering Hole Dwellers and from Whisperers in the Dark to Watering Hole 

Dwellers. While the percentages themselves may not be as high as the single African-

American male who shifted from being a Watcher during fourth period's regular class to 

a Watering Hole Dweller in the Global Conference Center, a larger number of students 

experienced this shift among the Hispanic population. This also informed my choice of 

cases within these categories. 

Furthermore, examining shifts by gender (see Table 7, p. 246 and Table 8, p. 

247), it is obvious that seven of the fourteen female students participating in the study 

experienced a huge shift in their participation roles. In addition, it is important to note 

that even though the Cave Dweller to Watering Hole Dweller shifts were not as extreme, 

they were notable in the amount of participation, as is previously mentioned in the way 

that participation was coded for the Global Conference Center. Siirprisingiy to this 
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researcher, an even larger shift was evident among males as eight out of thirteen, or sixty-

two percent, shifted roles. While the girls' conversations in the Global Conference 

Center were more on-task than the boys' conversations online, there was a definite 

increase in the amount of participation on the part of the male students who participated 

in the study when they used the online system. 

I took gender into consideration when making choices about cases. It seemed that 

since there were approximately equal numbers of male and female participants, I should 

choose two females and two males to represent the four categories. Therefore, within the 

category of Cave Dweller to Watering Hole Dweller, I chose an African-American male 

whose alias is William. From the Powerful Storyteller to Watering Hole Dweller 

category, I chose a Hispanic male by the alias of Charles. From the Watcher to Watering 

Hole Dweller category, I chose a Hispanic female known by the alias of Connie. Finally, 

from the Whisperer in the Dark to Watering Hole Dweller category, I chose another 

Hispanic female known by the alias of Maria. In the following chapter, I will describe 

these cases and analyze them, providing possible implications for representative groups 

of students. 
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ANALYSIS OF REPRESENTATIVE CASES FROM THE CAVE 

AND WATERING HOLE 

William. Cave Dweller Turned Watering Hole Dweller with a Tendency toward Powerful 

Storyteller of the Watering Hole: 

At the time of this study, William was in the eleventh-grade. He was a member of 

my college-level, junior English class fourth period. William, an African-American 

male, started the year as a veiy quiet young man who demonstrated a great deal of talent 

in understanding literature and writing, but he confided that the only fear he had was the 

required public speaking as he had a challenge with stuttering and had been made fim of 

by other students in the past. I assured him that with time he would feel more confident, 

particularly as this was such a small class, and William made tremendous progress. 

During the regular classroom period, William sat toward the front of the class in 

his assigned seating, just one row back. William's participation was that of Cave Dweller 

with participant observers noting that he also Watched quite a bit. His manner was 

tentative when he spoke, as many of the students within the class, almost questioning 

whether his ideas were "correct" or "not correct." He provided his first possible 

argument about same-sex marriages after several other students had already contributed 
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ideas: "It's known to be between a man and a woman by what we learn through, through 

society, by um, the media. It's just this thought that has been in our brains ever since 

were, you know, old enough to.. .(Teacher inteijection; So, you're saying that you've 

been conditioned to think that only heterosexuals can marry?) Yes." An interesting 

aspect of this exchange was my inteijection of the completion of the idea when William 

began to stumble looking for words. 

A clearer example of William's questioning his own ideas was later in the 

brainstorming activity when he made the comment, "You could ask why the State has the 

power to it, um, make illegal action or not. Like, how some states put a ban on it. Like if 

they.. .(Teacher inteijection: Do states have the right...) Yeah. (Teacher continues 

while writing on the blackboard: to ban or to...) to.. .(Teacher continues: on the other 

side, to approve it?) Yeah." The teacher inteijections appeared at points that William 

faltered and appeared frustrated at finding the words; however, I have to question my 

own choice of providing the language, wondering if that didn't stop William from finding 

his own voice, completing his own thoughts, even if he were frustrated with the process. 

Perhaps walking through the frustration is a part of the process of finding one's own 

voice. 

Next, when the teacher asked "What else comes to mind when you think of this 

issue that could be used as an argument," William responded, "Such as ideas, or 

examples of it?" After the teacher told William anything he could think of, another 
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Student just began talking. Since it was a female student who had said nothing, I did not 

stop her from speaking, but again, William was not provided an opportunity to explore 

whatever he might have been thinking in the public forum. After these three tries, 

William fell smilingly silent for the remainder of the period, occasionally exchanging a 

quiet word with a neighboring student, but not sufficiently to warrant a label of 

Whisperer in the Dark. 

William's Cave Dwelling role was demonstrated through his willingness to 

negotiate the difficulty of communicating ideas in a public forum. However, his 

difficulty in finding the language, his shyness in this forum, and his extreme willingness 

to hand over center stage to the Powerful Storyteller, stunted his eloquence and power. 

Nevertheless, 1 discovered a different William in the Global Conference Center's 

transcripts. This difference is in spite of William's rating his interest in the topic of 

same-sex marriages as a three, or of moderate interest, and his interest in social 

promotion as a two, of little interest. 

William had eight comments in the public, online forum about social promotion, 

indicating more than double the number of comments in the regular classroom. His first 

comment appears as the second statement on the transcript; "Social Promotion doesn't 

effectively show if a student is prepared for high school." (Transcript comments from the 

Global Conference are in the exact spelling and form in which students wrote them.) 

This is an opening statement rather than a response to someone else, and it isn't 

incomplete, as his statements were in the regular classroom. It is succinct, and if William 

had made that statement in the regular classroom, I might have asked a prompting 
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question such as "In what way?" Nevertheless, in his second comment, which appears as 

the eighth comment in the transcript, he explores a more personal issue that students 

might have who experience this issue; "The students might feel that they need help 

before entering high school, but are afraid to be held back and not go on with their 

friends." 

William's comment prompted a reply from Connie, who wrote, "No one is ready 

for high school it's a big step." It is possible, though he did not phrase his next comment 

as a reply, that he was replying when he wrote in his third comment, which is shortly 

after Connie's, "It's helpful for a student to progress through school at a normal rate." 

Connie replied, "Its not fair for the student tobe held back because the teachers 

don't do their job well," to which William commented, "Teachers can't be blamed if the 

student didn't even try to learn." It is obvious through this line of conversation that 

William has entered a side conversation with Connie within the public, online forum with 

a type of point, counterpoint exchange. In addition to Connie's response, William also 

elicited comments from other students, such as Linda's "but people should be ready 

academically even if they arent ready socially." It appears that William's ideas, at least 

at this point, had become the source of a line of conversation, which he was leading. 

After this stream of conversation, however, no one continued to respond to 

William's idea about the difficulty- of student's speaking up and requesting what they 

need, so he restated it in his fifth comment; "Some students are just afraid to speak up if 

they have trouble with school." However, no one appeared to respond to this specific 

idea, but William did not give up. His sixth comment was "Some students are just afraid 



124 

to speak up because they may be embarrassed." The following two comments by other 

students, "Kids get left behind," and "Student that are late bloomers will not do well if 

they are move on to something harder every time" may or may not have had anything to 

do with William's insistence that someone listen to his thoughts. 

In any case, in the seventh comment, William followed another train of thought: 

"Social promotion may send the wrong signals to the student; telling them that he or she 

is doing well in school when they really aren't." That was countered by Mark's comment 

immediately following, "Social promotion get children out of the system and into the 

work program," and Sandra's comment, "We may have a high drop out rate because 

many of the students that are passed into high school may get discouraged and think that 

they are not smart enough to be in school." William responded with his eighth and final 

comment, "Not if the students are prepared to enter the work environment." It appears 

that this final comment was in response to Mark's statement that social promotion would 

get children out of the system and into the "work program." 

Interpreting William: 

It is obvious from this stream of conversation that some definitive changes 

occurred in William's participation role. First of all, he jumped right into the 

conversation. He did not hold back. Furthermore, without a teacher or another student to 

complete his thoughts, he completed them quite adequately on his own. In addition, he 

did not let go of ideas, even when they were not completely accepted or when there was 

no response. Finally, he was willing to risk conflict, countering other people's ideas 

when he did not agree with them, as seen in his final statement. 
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If we see the sharing of ideas as a watering hole in the Global Conference Center 

and as a cave in the regular classroom, it would appear that, at least for William, there is 

tremendous empowerment for a young man who is deeply aware and expresses his 

concerns about students' fears regarding asking for help and participating in a public 

forum. He shifts from participating on the edges of the cave as a Cave Dweller to a 

Watering Hole Dweller who verges on being a Powerful Storyteller of the Watering Hole 

through his leading conversations, his willingness to take risks, his sharing of his ideas as 

resources for others to consider, and his resiliency in not letting ideas go. 

Charles. Powerful Storyteller Turned Watering Hole Dweller 

Charles is a Hispanic male who sat at the front of the room during the class 

discussion in question, and this was his general habit, despite my not having firm seating 

arrangements with this small, advanced class. At the time of this study, he was a senior 

in my fourth-period English class. Charles demonstrated many leadership characteristics 

throughout the school year. He was very vocal in every class, and when small group 

work was assigned, he always led the discussion of his group. In addition, Charles 

tended to always be on-task, and he seemed to enjoy learning. He demonstrated 

tremendous ability in reading, writing, listening and speaking, and he often made it 

known publicly that he was aware of this ability, but he did it in such a way that others 

accepted his talent and allowed his position as group leader. 

However, Charles was not the first person to speak in the regular classroom 

setting about the issue of same-sex marriage. Two students had already spoken when 
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Charles decided to speak, and then his tone was questioning. However, it is important to 

note that the questioning tone among some students, including Charles, is quite common 

and may be a cultural artifact. It also could be that the first two students who spoke 

appeared to be bringing forward ideas that could be used to support same-sex marriages 

and Charles wanted to look at the other side of the issue. He always enjoyed a good 

debate. 

Charles first contribution to the brainstorming process then was; "Immorality?" 

When he said that, Cathy, who had spoken first and sat right behind him, giggled and 

tapped him on the arm, covering her mouth briefly, as if in embarrassment. At that point, 

the young man who spoke right after Cathy repeated his idea, "Constitutional rights." 

Immediately, Charles countered, "I've got one against it.. .That immorality as far as 

religion..." I asked Charles to talk more about what he meant by immorality. He 

responded, "Like a religion has certain beliefs that, um, same-sex marriage isn't allowed, 

most of them 1 think." Charles had a questioning tone in his voice, but he demonstrated 

that he wasn't afraid to provide an idea and explain what he meant by that idea, even 

when it differed from other students' points of view. 

The next student speaking was William, who was talking about the conditioning 

by the media to think that marriage has to be between a man and a woman. Immediately 

following that, Charles offered, "Marriage rights?" When I repeated what he said as a 

statement, he followed up, "As far as two couples having the same rights as hetero, a 

hetero marriage, like, you know, land distribution, you know, if they were to get 
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divorced, if they were to get together, there's certain rights for married couples, 

insurance.. 

At that point, 1 asked for clarification as to how this idea could be applied to 

same-sex marriages regarding marital rights. Charles responded, "If they're married, 

they get those rights. They get the rights as hetero couples." Then after one other student 

spoke up, Charles offered another idea: "Reproduction is not possible with two people, 

two persons who are same sex." 

Right after Charles provided this idea, a young woman, Trudy, who had not 

spoken before in this class discussion, said, "Also, if they even want to just even adopt 

kids, the effect that having homosexual parents..." but before she could finish her 

statement, Charles spoke over her,".. .the psychological effects." Trudy said, "Yeah, the 

psychological effects on children." 

Immediately after I wrote down that idea, Charles spoke up again: "You could 

ask why the State has the power to it, um make illegal action or not. Like, how some 

states put a ban on it. Like if they..At this point, I finished Charles statement, "Do 

states have the right to ban or to on the other side, to approve it?" While I was restating, 

Charles, was encouraging with "Yeah." 

Then he said, "I want to say something but I don't know if I'm getting toward the 

arguing side." This is due to the class's determining that if everyone was to feel 

comfortable getting all their ideas out, norms would have to be followed to not argue 

against other people's notions at this stage. 
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I laaghed and said, "You know if it's an argiiment that could be posed, either 

way." 

Charles responded, "Because I was going to say, um, as far as epidemics, uh, 

when two people get married that would kind of deter some disease, you know, at least, 

you know there'd, if they're having relations, they're having relations with each other." 

I said, "Oh! I see what you're saying okay..and Charles spoke over me, 

"Instead of being promiscuous..and I clarified, "What you're saying is if there's a 

same-sex marriage, they're going to be less likely to be promiscuous," and Charles 

confirmed, "Yes." Immediately after that, a young woman, Sandra, asked by 

promiscuous meant. I defined it, and I turned to Charles to make sure that I wasn't 

speaking for him, "Um, it's having sex with many partners. So, and that, in turn, you're 

saying prevents disease?" 

Charles responded, "It could, I, I, I, possibly!" I said, "Possibly?" and Charles 

stumbled, "I don't think it's gonna'.. .I'll shut up." He turned toward Trudy, who was 

sitting next to him, and they laughed softly. 

After this exchange, two other students spoke up, and Sandra contributed an idea 

for the first time, "Kids at school, like, if other people know they're parents are same sex, 

it could be they'll be made fun of and stuff because it's not normal." 

This immediately prompted Charles' saying, "Are we arguing yet?" Obviously, 

he had an idea to counter Sandra's but was not sure if it would be okay to offer it. 1 

responded, "Get your arguments out there, any arguments that can be used." Then I 

asked whose hand was up first. 
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Two other students spoke up, one of whom had not offered ideas before, and I 

was trying to field questions by whose hand was up first. Charles, whose hand was up 

frequently, was next; "I don't know if this is an argument, and I don't know how to say 

it, but when my friend, one time we were having a discussion about this, and I was 

(cleared throat) against gay and she persuaded me to be for gay marriage, and she's not 

gay. She's straight.. .And she told me, she asked me if, if people were bom gay. And I 

stayed stuck, and I was like, I don't know, I like think they are, because usually you see, 

mainly male children, you see a tendency to, for them, to play with dolls, you know, be 

very girl-like. I like, so, I said, yeah, I said, I think some people are like bom gay.. and 

then she asks me, well, if people are bom gay, and if God makes people, then why is so 

against the Bible? So I know that's kind of getting toward the argument side. I don't 

know how to put this." I straggled to consolidate this into a statement that I could write 

on the board with Charles, and he assisted me. 

I said, "So, if people, let's see if we can put this on the, help me out on this." As I 

wrote on the board, I said, "If people are bom gay then..." 

Charles responded, "Then why is it wrong, why is it against the Bible, why is it 

against the Bible, or Bible scriptures for people to be homosexual?" I wrote this down 

and Charles confirmed for me that it was accurate. 

Shortly after he offered this idea, Connie, who had not spoken up at all, said, 

"About what he said (pointing to Charles), if parents, gay parents get married, the child 

will probably think it's normal and will more likely be the same way." 
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I responded, "Okay, so you think that it would encourage, not you think, but one 

of the arguments that could be brought up is that if a child is brought up in a same-sex 

marriage, they'll think it's normal; therefore, they may be in a same-sex marriage," and I 

wrote her idea down. 

While I was still writing Connie's idea on the board, Charles turned to Trudy and 

said, "Oh, I just thought of an idea that is good," and grinned at her. I called on the next 

two students, one of whom brought up the idea, "What does society classify as normal?" 

and Charles spoke up, "Yeah, that's what I was going to say. That's what I was going to 

say." It was obvious that he was delighted the idea had come forward and was anxious to 

let the class know it. He did not make the statement with any kind of irritation that he 

hadn't been the one to bring the idea forward. 

After this exchange, George, who was sitting to the other side of Charles, spoke 

up for the second time, and he stumbled a great deal as he was trying to explain himself. 

After I tried to help him clarify his ideas so I could get them on the board and it was 

apparent he was still struggling, Charles began interrupting (raising his hand part way), "1 

can..." and George was conceding to Charles to finish his statement. Cathy began 

giggling at this, and I asked Charles to let George finish his thought, and if he couldn't 

then he could "jump on in." George said, "Well, you can say that hate crimes influence 

people, then gay marriages should help." 

Charles said, "Yeah, 1 know where he is trying to get." 

1 responded, "Okay, well let's see if you do. You want to restate what you think 

he's saying, and then you let him know and me know (I spoke this part to George)." 
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Charles began, "Like, if, if gay marriage was um, passed and made a law, it would 

become normal and we would see it more and more often, so people would not be as 

hateful toward homosexual people." Turning to George, "Is that what you're trying to 

say?" George confirmed with a "Yeah," and Charles finished up, "People would get used 

to it." 

After this Linda, who had spoken up several times before offered, "Coming from 

the other side, it could increase hate crimes because now you can see exactly who to 

commit the crime against, or it's a bigger issue now for people, so it would happen more 

often." 

As I wrote this idea down, Charles said, "I think, 1 think it would. I think it would 

increase for, for the beginning, but, if, if, it would be normal after awhile." After that, 

Mark started talking quietly with students around him and there was some laughter, but it 

is not apparent that Charles heard what was said and didn't appear to participate in the 

quiet side conversation. 

When this exchange was over, I asked for more ideas, and Charles offered, 

"Disease. Diseases. The problem of diseases from homosexual males spreading aids." 

Mark continued his quiet conversation and was hushed by Cathy. Linda, who 

seemed the primary target for his on the side conversation, "You're arguing. Don't even 

tell me that you tried." It appears in viewing the transcripts that Mark was making points 

quietly against what Charles had to say but was unwilling to voice them. Charles seemed 

undaunted by this, if he noticed it at all. 
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Cathy and Linda joined in and provided ideas. After Linda said, "Okay, so what 

she's saying (clarifying Cathy) is there's a number of hate crimes committed now against 

gay people. Compare that to the number of gay crimes if it was legal." 

Charles corrected, "But, you see, it's not legal." 

Linda responded, "No, no, but if it were hypothetically, then compare the 

number." 

Charles said, "Yeah, hypothetically." Then he picked up the lead in the 

conversation again and said, "I could go back on the other side of my argument of what I 

said." 

Cathy said, "Yeah, get yourself," giggling. 

I added, "Argue with yourself!" 

Charles began, "That, um, instead of you know seeing all the disease that it 

creates, all the diseases it reduces, after, hypothetically speaking." Once we located his 

previous argument, we added his idea to his previous notion. 

After that, Trudy offered an idea about the sense of discomfort people feel at 

seeing gay couples together, and then Linda made a comment about prejudice in the 

workplace toward gay people. Immediately after this idea made in a serious tone, 

Charles inteqected, "There's really good figure skaters," and everyone laughed 

I responded, "Figures skaters, huh? Now there's something to think about." 

Charles added, "And hair stylists and.. .and the designer people." 

1 tried to get the conversation back on track, "Okay, let's, let's get back to our 

issue on prejudice." Linda completed her thought, and nothing else was offered. 
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Considering that, it could be that Charles' adding his own brand of humor to the situation 

was his way of letting the class and me know that he was done. 

Clearly, from close to the beginning of the class, Charles dominated the 

discussion, and the class and 1 allowed that to happen. Even though 1 asked for raised 

hands and tried to call on students in order, Charles played the role of the Powerful 

Storyteller through his willingness and anxiousness to contribute to the discussion. In 

addition, he provided in depth stories of personal experiences that showed he had 

struggled with the issue as seen in his story about how he changed his mind. 

Furthermore, even though he didn't seem upset by the fact that someone made a point 

that he had in mind, it was obvious that he wanted everyone to know that he supported 

the idea. He was clearly a master of the language game, and he wanted to retain that 

position. 

When Charles participated in the Global Conference Center, it was a very 

different story. It is important to note that on the interest inventory, Charles had 

indicated twice as much interest in same-sex marriages than he did in social promotion, 

but possible lack of interest in a topic had never stopped Charles from participating in the 

past as he loved a good discussion and could create one out of nothing. Nevertheless, in 

the public, online forum, Charles only made three comments. The first was after the 

majority of the class had already entered at least one idea on social promotion (all 

comments are exactly as they appeared in the online transcript): "I think that puberty 

plays a big part in this issue, you'll have a 20 year old, going to school with a fifteen yaer 
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old making him more likely to go after younger girls." The comments that followed did 

not appear to be in agreement with or a direct response to what Charles had to say. In 

fact, William appeared to be leading the only strand of conversation. All ideas were 

converging, bouncing off each other, but no real conflict of opinions occurred. 

However, Charles second comment, about midway into the entire online 

discussion, shows that he was unwilling to let go of his idea and wanted it acknowledged; 

"I know of a person that was 16 in 8* grade and he had a mind and a body of a high 

school kid, it's more of a psychological issue. He actually got in trouble for trying to go 

out with a younger girl." While other students were dealing with standards, it appears 

that only William and Charles were trying to articulate the emotional issues of being held 

back in school. Charles, as William, was unwilling to let his idea die. 

Eventually, Linda responded to Charles, "True, psychologically it is probably 

better for students to move on.. .also, older student who have been held back might pose 

a threat to younger students." Therefore, Charles had the effect of influencing a student 

through his ideas online. 

Finally, Charles volunteered, "We have programs in school like special education 

that help students with learning disabilities why can't we implement programs for those 

who are not that apt." When students categorized their ideas as pro or con in fourth 

period, more ideas were categorized as against social promotion than for social 

promotion, so Charles, as William, was willing to swim against the tide of social favor. 

However, he volunteered so few ideas that he barely made the classification of Watering 
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Hole Dweller. He was shown to play the hybrid role of Watering Hole Dweller/Shore 

Watcher. 

Interpretation of Charles: 

The movement from Powerful Storyteller to Watering Hole Dweller/Watcher was 

a huge shift for Charles, and one questions whether it was a personal loss. In addition, if 

it were a personal loss, was it a loss for the entire class? Apparently, there are few 

winners or losers in the online environment, if any. The language game with its point 

system and the rules of which Charles so obviously is a master are not in effect in this 

different environment. It could be that Charles' dramatic decrease in participation could 

be due to his being so comfortable in the other environment that the change required 

some adaptation. It could also be that the motivating factors that inspired his 

participation in the other environment, particularly social favor, might not work in this 

new environment. Due to the dramatic increase of participation on the part of other 

students, it would appear that there was no loss for them in his decrease in participation. 

Rather, it is possible that the quality of his participation was increased through the ability 

of students to read and reflect on other students' ideas. 

The Powerful Storyteller has many advantages but perhaps he/she has 

disadvantages as well. The advantages obviously include the ability to retain power in 

the social milieu and to win the language game. However, one must question to what 

degree ideas are actually influenced by the Powerful Storyteller. If students hear the 

same voice talking all the time, it may be that they will be tempted to "tune that student 

out" rather than truly taking his/her opinion. In this case, I did not see anyone who 
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confirmed Charles' ideas or make the statement that he had made a valid point within the 

regular classroom. However, in the online setting, Linda did by restating what she read 

in Charles' notion of psychological effects. Without a barrage of ideas from one person, 

all ideas may be considered equal superficially, considered individually, and retained or 

discarded based on their worth, not based on who is talking and how much that person is 

talking. Therefore, less may be more in this case. 

Connie. Watcher Turned Watering Hole Dweller 

Connie is a Hispanic female who sat toward the back of the class in the regular 

classroom setting. At the time of this study, she was a junior in my fourth period English 

class. Connie played the role of a Watcher in the regular classroom during the study, and 

this was consistent with her behavior throughout the year. She rarely asked questions or 

spoke in class, even when I asked her if she needed help. Connie kept a smile on her face 

all the time, but she seemed embarrassed whenever I asked her questions in class. 

However, Connie was assertive about her papers, and if she felt that I had made a 

mistake about a grade or had not returned some work, she was quite willing to assert 

herself and ask for what she believed was right. In fact, toward the end of the year, she 

actually approached me individually and asked for help after school, which 1 had been 

offering all year long. While she only showed up for two of the sessions, she was quite 

friendly and open. Connie appeared to feel free to ask questions, get help, and to ask for 

clarification about what she didn't understand when we worked individually. 
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This freedom did not appear during the regular classroom discussion about same-

sex marriages, although Connie surprised me by speaking up publicly one time. Based 

on what I know about Connie, I believe she only spoke up because she felt a moral 

imperative to inform others of her opinion about the topic, rather than feeling that she 

wanted to contribute to a pool of ideas on the topic. The single idea she contributed was 

a response to Charles; "About what he said (pointing to Charles) if parents, gay parents 

get married, the child will probably think it's normal and will more likely be the same 

way." Prior to her making that contribution, she leaned over to the student sitting next to 

her, Sandra, and whispered something. It could be that she was checking Sandra's 

response to what she had to say prior to making the statement publicly. 

In the Global Conference Center, I saw a very different Connie emerge about the 

subject of social promotion. On her interest inventory, Connie rated her level of interest 

in same-sex marriages and social promotion equally, at a three, indicating she had a 

moderate level of interest in both topics. Nevertheless, her role changed from a Watcher 

to a Watering Hole Dweller. 

Connie's first comment was the ninth one in a series of comments by other 

students, so she did not jump into the water immediately. In fact, she tested the waters 

tentatively, responding to another person's ideas. She responded to William's idea, 'The 

students might feel that they need help before entering high school, but are afraid to be 

held back and not go on with their friends." (Note that all comments are transcribed 

exactly as they students wrote them.) 
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Connie responded, "No one is ready for high school it's a big step." In addition, 

she continues her line of reasoning in her second statement about the issue: "Its not fair 

for a student tobe held back because the teachers don't do their job well." On one hand, 

Connie reasoned that no one is ready for high school, so that shouldn't be a reason to 

hold students back and that students shouldn't suffer if teachers don't do their jobs well 

enough. 

However, after a number of comments come up about students' needing to take 

responsibility and not being promoted if they aren't ready, Connie responded, "then if 

thats the case they need to speak up to get help." It is not completely clear whether she 

meant that if they were promoted to high school without being ready they should speak 

up to get help or whether she meant that if students were retained, they should speak up 

for help, but clearly, she has moved from assigning responsibility solely to the teachers to 

acknowledging the responsibility of students in the process of asking for help. 

Connie's fourth comment demonstrates a powerful shift from responding to 

other's ideas to stating her own: "when a child is held back then they are waisting time 

and have to stay in school longer than they really have to and they are going back wards 

than forwOTd." Clearly, Connie has an opinion that she has been tentatively using as a 

tool to respond to other's ideas, but her fourth comment is bold. 

Connie's fifth and final comment is, "If a child is not dong well in school then the 

school should provide extra help than to held them back like the movie Stand and 

Deliver." This idea provides not only an opinion but also support based on an example 

that Connie drew from a movie, which obviously inspired some of her ideas about 
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education. This idea builds on her previous reasoning but more clearly articulates why 

she believes that teachers should be responsible. 

Interpretation of Connie: 

Connie changed from making one very tentative comment in a regular classroom 

setting to making five comments in the public, online forum. Obviously, it was a very 

empowering experience for her, and she embraced the new role of Watering Hole 

Dweller. She felt comfortable sharing the resources available in that environment, and 

she quickly began swimming with bold strokes. 

In addition, her comments about students' willingness to ask for help and the 

school's need to provide sufficient help provides insight into Connie's thought processes. 

Such insights could help a thoughtful instructor to see into Connie's own beliefs and 

needs in the educational environment. 

Maria. Whisperer in the Dark Turned Watering Hole Dweller 

Maria was at the time of the study a ninth-grade student in my third-period class. 

She is a Hispanic female who, when I first met her, was very vocal and assertive. Maria 

spoke up in class quite a bit early in the year, but as the year progressed, she became 

more and more withdrawn. Maria became involved with another young man in class who 

had demonstrated social challenges in the classroom. I watched her change from a 

vibrant, young woman, who was ver>' willing to speak her mind, to a reclusive person, 

seemingly afraid of expressing her opinions. 
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During the regular classroom discussion, Maxia was sitting in the second row 

back. As the room was unusually configured, there are approximately four to five rows, 

so this placed Maria just right of the center of the class as I was facing the class. Maria 

contributed no ideas to the public forum in this environment, although she did turn to 

classmates and whisper occasionally to them in an intense manner, and she nodded 

vigorously occasionally or mouthed "no" on occasion silently. It was obvious when 1 

watched the videotapes that Maria had ideas and her talk with neighbors was not off-task, 

but for whatever reason, she chose not to speak up in the public forum on this topic. 

In the Global Conference Center, Maria took on a very different role. She became 

a strong. Watering Hole Dweller, despite her indication of the level of interest in both 

topics being a one, meaning she had no interest in either topic, same-sex marriages in the 

regular classroom or open versus closed campuses in the Global Conference Center. In 

fact, in the public, online forum, Maria made eleven comments, and the only reason she 

was not classified as a Powerful Storyteller of the Watering Hole is that a few of her 

comments were simply "I agree" statements. 

Maria's first comment in the online forum was a suggestion to make open 

campuses available for students (note that all comments are typed exactly as they appear 

in the transcript): "should have a monitor type thing with students when they leave to get 

food." While one might assume that Maria was going along with the crowd, it is 

apparent in the transcript that there are strongly differing opinions about it, some students 

advocating against open campuses and some of them for open campuses. 
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Maria's second comment reinforces the idea that she is promoting: "can only 

leave at lunch." Soon after that she comments, "come back in a certain amount of time." 

This approach of making short statements that concisely state the main idea is typical 

of many online conversations, particularly in brainstorming. Obviously, Maria is 

articulating rules that could be used to make open campuses viable. 

However, Maria did not remain devoted to one side of the argument. When 

another student commented, "nothings wrong ditch for food," Maria retorted online, 

"theres lots of things wrong ditching for food." She followed that comment up with a 

fifth statement: "we should just have better food here or a food court." 

Another student, Alice, commented after this, "Also it would be complicated for 

the school because if the kids leave and don't come back the school will be getting 

complaints from the parents." To this statement, Maria replied, "agree w/Alice." It is 

obvious that Maria started with one view that she was willing to explore and shift her 

views based on arguments expressed and/or a willingness to explore both sides of the 

issue, which students had been encouraged to do. 

Interestingly, more and more students began to look at the challenges of an open 

campus as the discussion continued, and Maria appears to have continued exploring 

reasons for closed campuses in the following statement: "they wouldn't have much time 

to get high and drunk in a period of time." This is confirmed through an exchange Maria 

had with Elena. Elena stated, "Fast food places should just come on campus instead of 

students leaving campus. Less worries." Maria commented, "agree w/Elena." It would 

appear that Maria has firmly left the camp of arguing for open campuses to arguing for 
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closed campuses from this exchange. Shortly after Maria's supporting Elena's statement, 

another student. Cat, asked her, "Maria why do you agree with Elena?" and Maria did not 

respond. 

Interestingly, shortly after that exchange, Troy made the comment, "lets start a 

revolution," and Maria responded, "that's why they assign more monitors and the police 

drive around at the malls, movies and many other places troy." It is possible that Maria 

was picking up the sense of what Troy was saying rather than his actual words. It could 

be that Troy was making an off-hand remark that was indicative of an "I could care less; 

let's be destructive" attitude, at least in Maria's estimation, and she let him know it was 

this type of attitude that created more control for young people rather than the freedom 

they crave. 

Troy spawned an entire list of off-task comments after this, but Maria did not 

engage in conversation about this topic. At the end of the timed session, Maria's 

eleventh comment was to agree with someone who remained unidentified as the system 

turned off before she could complete her eleventh and final comment. 

Interpretation ofMaria: 

It is clear that while Maria did not believe she was interested in either topic, she 

truly was interested in both once the conversations began. However, her interest in the 

topic of same-sex marriage was not a sufficient motivator to overcome her silence in the 

classroom, except to engage in a side conversation, whispered to a neighbor, playing the 

role of Whisperer in the Dark. While one can only hypothesize why Maria chose to be 

silent in the classroom, it could be that the change in Maria's behavior might have 
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something to do with her boyfriend's being in the same class. Atlas, as he was called for 

this study, was vehemently against same-sex marriages and for open campuses. Maria 

did not indicate her opinion about same-sex marriages, but she did openly engage in 

conversation about open versus closed campuses for high schools, and she was open-

minded enough to change her point of view and argue both sides. 

In addition, Maria's participation role in the Global Conference Center was not 

only one of vocalizing her point of view. She clearly became a Watering Hole Dweller 

as she not only explained her perspective but also read other people's ideas and 

commented on them. Why she did not respond to the one question posed, "Maria why do 

you agree with Elena" could be due to her not reading the question or simply choosing 

not to explain herself. 

Maria's liberation from the silence she displayed in the regular classroom allowed 

her to participate freely and to become a resource to her peers. In the concept of sharing 

of resources, Maria exemplified how the online environment allowed her to freeiy dip 

into different ideas, shoot out lines of thought to be considered, and to revise her position 

in the Watering Hole, depending on what seemed most efficacious to her, despite the 

opinion of her peers or her boyfriend. The person I saw at the beginning of the year re-

emerged in this online setting. 

Implications of Cave and Watering Hole Cases 

Each of the students in the cave and watering hole cases represent types of 

participation roles typically seen in regular classrooms. William is the type of student 
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whom I have seen over and over again in the many years I have been teaching. He is 

intelligent but shy, afraid to speak up, even though his ideas are very valuable. However, 

this type of student will often force himself to participate, despite his trepidations, in 

order to get his ideas across about controversial issues and in order to cooperate in the 

classroom. Nevertheless, the exchange can be difficult, painful, and even traumatizing, 

as is evident from William's histoiy. 

When this type of student is placed in an online environment, it is obvious 

through William's case that there is hope for a change in participation roles, and from the 

flow of the conversation, a change in the pain. In fact, the change in role to one of 

becoming a resource and a sharer of resources as a Watering Hole Dweller could be 

possible for other students similar to William. The value of ideas coming from similar 

students is incalculable, as William as the possibility of effecting real change in his 

world. William's insights as a sensitive, intelligent student could help other students see 

into important issues such as social promotion and same-sex marriage, as well as many 

other issues about which we make laws daily. By having someone who examines 

feelings and demonstrates clear, balanced vision of the world, who reads widely and can 

write convincingly, the Williams of the world can teach us deeper truths about equity as 

they enjoy the freedom of expression seen in a metaphoric Watering Hole of ideas. 

Freedom of expression is no problem for Charles or students similar to him in this 

world. Charles is the type of student who is intelligent, has verbal talent to dominate a 

discussion and push a decision to what he believes to be the best, and while this is a talent 

to be envied, the dangers are clear. The Charles role of Powerful Storyteller, while it 



!45 

provides a teacher with an assistant in keeping an active pace in the classroom, can be 

damaging for the student as well as the rest of the class. The most obvious damage is the 

loss of other students' ideas. The Charles-type takes over, takes charge, and breeds 

apathy. 

However, below that apathy seethes anger, which often comes out in sarcasm, 

even if it is whispered. Other students want to be heard, even when they deny it. This is 

obvious to me when I get the stock response from students about school being boring, but 

when 1 actually empower students to be active in the classroom and open the pathway for 

them to be vocal, they love it. Nevertheless, they won't push themselves forward, while 

the Charles-type is more than happy to pick up the reins of the conversation and make 

sure his voice is heard. 

The shift of the role from Powerful Storyteller to Cave Dweller for Charles is an 

important shift not only in participation but also in reflection. While Charles may feel he 

benefits from being so vocal in class, it is possible that he loses the opportunity to truly 

listen when he is constantly absorbed in what he is going to say. Perhaps the quiet time 

for reflection in the Watering Hole allows him to absorb the thoughts of others and 

consider his own more intently. While this may be experienced initially as an experience 

that tethers the reins of control, it may be a freeing experience in the long-run. 

The Connie-type of student is one I see very prevalently in classrooms that 

crosses gender and ethnic lines. She is the Watcher, the one who for whatever reasons 

feels she is unable to participate in classroom discussions. Perhaps she has been taught 

that silence is desirable. Perhaps she has been shamed for talking in class. Perhaps she 
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does not feel she is as intelligent as the rest of the students. Whatever the reason, the 

outcome is the same. She does not share her ideas in a public forum, and she cannot 

negotiate those ideas to determine if she has enough foundation on which to rest them 

due to her silence. Therefore, the Connie's of the world are deprived of equal access to 

education. 

When the Watchers are able to become Watering Hole Dwellers, as Connie was 

able to, they experience a profound shift that may require some adjustment, as is seen in 

the opposite case of the Powerful Storyteller entering a different environment. The 

adjustment may require time, but if Connie is any indication, it won't take long! It was 

not apparent from the Connie case that any real shift of ideas occurred, but at least she 

was able to truly enter her ideas in this anonymous, public forum, and she was able to 

consider the efficacy of her notions. With time and experience in expressing herself, she 

might feel safer to question her own notions and even change them. 

The Maria-type is able to change, when given the opportunity. This Whisperer in 

the Dark in the regular classroom reflects what I see as a tragic tendency among many 

young women. For whatever reason, they begin to bottle their feelings and ideas to bow 

to a beau or to some other societal pressure. The only safe course for the Maria's of the 

world is to Whisper their notions in the Dark, so their intelligence, their wisdom is lost to 

the larger public. In addition, they are unable to challenge their own notions, and thus, 

they may become stuck in their ideas. 

So far, this evidently has not happened with our Maria as when she enters the 

Global Conference Center, she dramatically changes roles and vigorously enters the 
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conversation, shifting ideas after she reads and becomes convinced by other notions. She 

challenges, agrees, and whole-heartedly participates, without fear of reprisal as no one 

knows who she is in the anonymous, public, online discussion. Perhaps she will even 

transfer her refreshed sense of self to the classroom once more. 

Emerging Themes from Cases 

Resources and the Games We Play: 

Hoarding Resources: 

The coding process, discovery of roles, and emergence of representative cases led 

to the discovery of themes within the two settings. One of the themes, as guided by the 

issue of sharing resources is hoarding of limited resources. This theme implicitly 

demonstrates that issues of power will drive students' roles. Students who play the role 

of Powerful Storyteller hoard the limited time and teacher attention in a classroom 

conversation, finding fulfillment and pleasure in the discussion, and as the classroom 

instructor is the one guiding the discussion, these students do not appear to display 

concern for others participating equally. 

Nevertheless, some students have adapted to this environment in their own ways, 

as have the Cave Dwellers in the regular classroom of this study. In an environment 

where resources are being hoarded and a sense of competition for those resources or 

power over them emerges, other roles may be seen as influenced by fear. Typical fear 

responses are fight or flight. The Watchers may be seen as those who have abdicated all 

power and are fleeing the situation entirely. The Whisperers in the Dark may be fighting 
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in their own way, winning the power struggle on their own "turf," as it were. Fear leads 

to apathy, and some of the responses of the students would indicate that what may have 

been at one time a fear response has turned to an almost hostile reaction when lured to 

speak. I chose not to lure specific students to speak, so the hostility was absent; however, 

1 have experienced it many times before when I have encouraged the Watchers or 

Whisperers in the Dark to speak. 

Sharing Resources: 

Furthermore, another theme that emerged is sharing resources. This theme is 

developed from behaviors that indicate a lack of fear of limited time or space in which to 

participate. These roles emerged somewhat in the regular classroom, but they became the 

norm in the online environment. Overall, most students behaved as Watering Hole 

Dwellers in this open environment. Students in this mode do not appear to dominate or 

run from conversations. Rather, they participate equitably and respectfully, allowing for 

everyone's voice to be heard. 

Language Games: 

Finally, the theme of language games emerged. It would appear that the teacher 

is not in control of the language games of the regular classroom, even though she may do 

her very best. The game is complex, has its own system of points based on an intellectual 

scoring board, and boards can appear all around the room, at random. Whenever there is 

an ear to hear a Whisperer in the Dark, there is a potential score board. If one cannot feel 

comfortable making points publicly, one may do so privately. 
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This game does not work in the same way in an anonymous, online environment, 

as competition based upon identity is no longer an issue. At that point, the gaminess of 

language appears to be minimized, and the true issues seem to emerge. 

However, other types of games begin, such as seen in the flaming during third 

period. Students will try to discover who the others are in the environment, and they will 

try to establish or re-establish positions of control, separate from the instructor as the 

discussion is no longer facilitated directly. Their off-task behavior might be seen as 

Splashing, playfully distracting others from the "work" of the day to their own side 

conversations. Nevertheless, all the students, even those who were off-task, entered the 

more serious discussion of open versus closed campuses during third period, so the 

games did not tremendously impede sharing of resources. 
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Chapter Six 

FINDINGS: FOUR RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

In this study, I attempted to discover students' participation roies in a regular, 

classroom setting and in an online, anonymous, face-to-face setting, with a view to 

finding any differences there might be between the two environments. I also endeavored 

to discover how gender and ethnicity play a part in those roles. 1 was surprised by some 

of the findings, and other discoveries supported previous research, primarily in the field 

of business. Those discoveries also supported my own observations since I have been 

working with students in the online environment. 

In this chapter, I will discuss the results of the study in terms of the four research 

questions, using the three themes that emerged; hoarding of limited resources, sharing 

resources, and language games. I will also extend existing metaphor of resources to 

include the resource of sound. If we consider the classroom to be a chorus of voices, 

different roles may be seen to represent different voices, seeking to be heard. 

Furthermore, the desire to be heard can be viewed as thirst. The two environments, the 

regular classroom is viewed as a Cave in which the limited resource of voice as water 

becomes a type of competition, creating the hoarding and/'or sharing activities. The 

online, public forum is viewed as a Watering Hole in which there is no limitation on 

access to voice/water, and everyone shares equally. 
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Given a discussion of complex, ethical issues, what is the nature of classroom 

participation roles? 

While participant observers and 1 discovered four roles within each of the 

environments, the regular classroom setting and the Global Conference Center, those 

roies could be folded into two classifications; those who thrive and those who survive. 

Those who thrive are the students who are either Powerful Storytellers or Dwellere, 

whether it is in a cave-like setting as seen in the regular classroom or a watering-hole 

type of setting as seen in the Global Conference Center. Those who thrive know how to 

access the vocal spring and satisfy their thirst. Powerful Storytellers may be viewed as 

individuals who perceive a need to hoard limited resources, and they may be the most 

thirsty to be heard. Therefore, the Powerful Storyteller sings the libretto, leading the 

chorus acapella. As has been made clear through the students' participation in my third 

and fourth-period classes, very few students are Powerful Storytellers, but they provide 

the majority of the classroom discussion. 

The Regular Classroom : 

As seen in Charles' case, the Powerful Storyteller set the pace of the chorus in the 

regular classroom. He took control of the water jug within the cave and satisfied his 

thirst to be heard by dominating the discussion. He established his dominance through 

quantity and quality of participation. The quality of participation is seen in his ability to 

provide concrete examples and lines of reasoning to explain his point of view 

In addition, he took over for other students when they were tr>'ing to speak, volunteering 

to become their voice. Finally, when he was finished with the discussion, he began to 
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make jokes to cue the class that the song was over; he was bored with it, and it was time 

to go. 

On the other hand, the Dwellers, who share resources, neither demanding the 

water skin nor drinking it dry, actually punctuate the discussions with various insights, 

sometimes providing resources for the Powerful Storytellers to continue the line of 

conversation. Their role is similar to individuals in a choir who sing harmony. They 

might counter the ideas that are posed, but they do not rise above the tones of the class as 

a whole, keeping their voices at a pitch that does not bring what might be perceived as 

discord. 

An example of a Dweller is William's case, in which he offered ideas, but he did 

not dominate the discussion. The quantity of his participation was such that all could 

have been heard, if they had a similar pacing. Nevertheless, he did not go into deep 

explanation of ideas either, whether that was due to his shyness in the public setting or 

his lack of familiarity with the topic. 

The differences between Charles and William are evident. Charles, as a Powerful 

Storyteller, has considered this topic previously, practiced voicing his ideas in different 

settings, and appears to be comfortable singing the lead. William may or may not have 

practiced in different settings, but he did not reveal this in his discussion; furthermore, he 

did not exhibit comfort in voicing opinions on the topic. However, it is important to note 

that I, as the teacher-facilitator, may have influenced William's role. When he stumbled. 
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1 had a tendency to complete his statements. Nevertheless, I engaged in the same activity 

with Charles, and both of them appeared to pick up on and follow the pattern of 

overlapping speech. 

It is interesting to this researcher that the function of overlapping speech occurred 

almost entirely in the fourth-period class, not during the third period. Demo (2001) 

describes this feature of discourse: 

(S)ome speakers may engage in overlap, speaking while someone else is taking a 
turn-at-talk. For some linguistic groups, this discourse behavior can be interpreted 
as a signal of engagement and involvement; however, other speakers may view it 
as an interruption and imposition on their speaking rights (p. 2). 

It would appear that during fourth period, my students and I participated in this feature of 

discourse, prompting each other, which appeared to be a "signal of engagement and 

involvement." However, not all students were engaged or involved in the discussion, at 

least not in the open forum. Overlapping speech might be seen as cadence, or the pacing 

of the music. In this particular type of cadence, the conversation is similar to a round, a 

canon where the melody is sung in two or more voices. After the first voice begins, the 

next voice starts singing after a couple of measures are played in the preceding voice. 

Therefore, the teacher-facilitator in this environment is a type of choral director who 

participates in the music, creating a round through overlapping speech and a refrain when 

repeating what the student has said. Both these features were evident in the fourth-period 

class, but the use of refrain was only evident during third period. 

Those who merely survive in the libretto of classroom discussion as opposed to 

those who thrive are the Whisperers in the Dark, who carry out their own form of 

discourse separate from the public forum, and the Watchers. In essence, the Whisperers 
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in the Dark create a type of background noise that does not appear to detract from the 

chorus as a whole, but their voices are not clearly heard either. Whispering in the Dark is 

an interesting phenomenon of the classroom discussion, and it bears further investigation; 

however, such investigation will require the willingness of students to be individually 

monitored, and that might impact their participation roles. Therefore, it would be 

difficult to find authentic, covert conversations. Nevertheless, this is a very real feature 

of classroom participation that bears further investigation. 

Maria's case provided insight into the role of the Whisperer in the Dark in the 

regular classroom. Her role was characterized by listening most of the time, but when 

she did speak, she spoke quietly to neighbors rather than in the public forum. 

Occasionally, shaking her head "yes" or "no," she appeared to want to share the resource 

of voice, but for whatever reasons, Maria chose not to thrive in the public discourse. 

One might debate whether watching is surviving at all; however, based upon my 

experience in the classroom, many Watchers do survive quite well, at least academically. 

They appear to have their own resources on which they rely. Perhaps their silence in the 

regular classroom provides the space for the other voices to be heard. If everyone tried to 

talk in a classroom discussion that was facilitated by a teacher, it would be a cacophony, 

and if this were a Darwinian discussion, it would be a matter of survival of the fittest. 

However, this teacher-researcher prefers not to use Darwinian terms when reflecting on 

the classroom. Rather, it is my premise that society loses when all voices are not heard. 

In fact, I see individuals such as Connie, whose case features a Watcher, as a 

resource herself While voicing ideas in the public forum may be a resource for students 
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to develop their ideas and gain power in society, their voices are also a resource for us. 

Connie's voice appears to have been silenced a long time ago. Since she was hesitant to 

participate all year long in a small class that afforded a great deal of time and space for 

discussion, it is evidently her chosen role of participation. I can only speculate about 

what might have created that silence for Connie, but in large group discussions, the class 

lost the opportunity of hearing her ideas and learning from her experiences. 

In is apparent that participation roles appear to have various influences that drive 

them, including who is listening, as seen in the case of Maria. If a student feels safer 

singing to students close by them in a regular classroom setting, they will participate in 

different ways to have their voices heard, as seen in the role of the Whisperers in the 

Dark. If they do not feel safe at all, they may be silent, as Connie was silent. Perhaps 

their roles change when they enter different, regular classroom settings. However, this 

would have to be the subject of future studies as I did not have the availability of viewing 

them in a different regular classroom. 

Therefore, participation roles within the regular classroom reflect a power 

structure that appears to be a type of vocal game. The classroom setting provides a type 

of field, a sheet of music to which the conductor refers as she calls on various voices, and 

while the public zone for making points is either not available to all students, the open 

microphone if you will, or some students do not wish to play in that zone, other zones are 

available. It is in these zones that the Whisperers in the Dark manage to make points on a 

smaller field, which exists within the larger field, singing their own tunes, unheard by the 

teacher facilitator who is focused on conducting the choir of brainstormed ideas. Thus, 
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the teacher becomes the referee/choir director on a field that is filled with activit>' and 

sound that surpasses her ability to watch and negotiate. Students appear to be in control 

of this chorus to a m uch greater degree than the teacher may be aware. What seemed to 

be a cave, with a campfire center around which everyone gathers, a sheet of music that 

everyone is singing in harmony, the theme of which is the controversial issue on which 

the class focuses, is not really a cave or single sheet of music at all. The classroom as a 

place for discussion of controversial issues is a complex extension of activities that 

students understand. For Powerful Storytellers and many Dwellers, it is a competitive, 

vocal field in which balls are not tossed for points but ideas are, and if an idea can "slam" 

another student's point of view intellectually, a point has been made. For those students 

who seek a more harmonious blending of ideas, this playing field may not be desirable to 

them; thus, they may watch in silence, a Mozart sitting silently. 

One language game with which students are familiar is that of "dissing" each 

other. Ritual insults, by some cultures described as "playing the dozens," may be the 

foundation for dissing games (Foster, 1974). As I have pondered previously, it may still 

be true that ritual insults are used as a way of getting at tough issues. If that is true, it 

could be that in a discussion of complex, ethical issues, students will revert to what they 

already know, a language game: 

Our classroom situations are attuned to academics but divorced from the 
psychological implications of a social dynamic we have created by infusing 
various cultures into an artificial environment, and we do not deal with the social 
dynamic; nevertheless, students find ways to negotiate their relationships with or 
without us. They make classrooms relevant to their own issues, even if that 
means ignoring the teacher or learning to play the games necessary to survive, 
while the business of learning to get along or not get along continues 
(Cunningham, 1997, p. 10). 
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While my previous conclusions are based on classroom observation and 

experience, it appears that the current study supports similar notions. Students are still 

creating their own relevance in classrooms when they cannot see it through real-life 

applications. Although the discussion of complex, ethical issues may be relevant to the 

instructor, it is quite possible that students do not recognize that relevance immediately, 

or they may want to make the situation relevant to their own issues, which often have to 

do with what other students are thinking about them. This being the case, the ability to 

answer back or have an intellectual retort during a class discussion may be related to the 

rules of dissing, in a student's intellectual framework. 

The Global Conference Center: 

Within the online, anonymous forum, the roles students chose merged, as water 

that flows from different streams converge in a Watering Hole, and the result is atonal, 

creating a type of musical discussion that is written and performed without regard to any 

specific key. In this environment, almost all students became Watering Hole Dwellers. 

As an example of Powerful Storytellers, William decreased his participation 

tremendously, but we also lost the quality of his ideas. He did not dominate the 

discussion, but he also seemed to lose the desire to explain himself in depth, which was 

his typical behavior. Nevertheless, student voice increased as a whole, and almost 

everyone appeared to thrive in this new environment, unable to hoard the resources, 

which are much more abundant in this online setting. 

As students could all voice their opinions at once, the previous Whisperers in the 

Dark, such as Maria, participated more fully, providing opinions, countering other's 
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opinions, and reading/listening to other's thoughts as needed to reformulate their own. 

Borderline Cave Dwellers from the regular classroom, such as William, started lines of 

the libretto with a strong voice and amplified their voices through repetition of ideas they 

felt were not heard adequately. Finally, Watchers, such as Connie, became Dwellers, 

voicing ideas for the first time during the school year in a public forum. 

However, the roles students took in the Global Conference Center, possibly due to 

the leveling of participation, did not have the strong contrast in features. Their comments 

tended to be shorter, more like a chatroom, confirming Cameron's notions (2001), 

dipping their tongues shallovvly in the water and watching other's responses. This 

shallow drinking or voicing may be due to the lack teacher probing, but it may also be a 

cultural artifact of other online discussions in which they have participated previously in 

chat rooms. Finally, it could be due to the activity itself, brainstorming. I did not ask 

them to defend or provide examples for their ideas, only to brainstorm possible ideas for 

a future debate. Therefore, students may not have believed it necessary to go into great 

depth. Further studies asking students to support their opinions would be necessary to 

examine this aspect of the roles. 

Nevertheless, the roles students took in the online, public forum appeared to be 

largely that of Watering Hole Dwellers who neither dominated the discussion nor took 

back seat to any other participant. In fact, almost all of them joined the chorus of ideas, 

contributing their voice to a large pool that accumulated quickly in the limited time 

afforded them. Furthermore, I did not see evidence of the language game, at least in the 

same form as that demonstrated in the regular classroom. The voices seemed 
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cacophonous, sometimes discordant but the greater harmony appeared in the MI 

participation afforded all students, sharing resources equally. 

How are participation roles within a regular classroom structure different from a 

collaborative, technological environment? 

I discovered in this study that in an online, anonymous setting, the rules change; 

in fact, it may be a shock to students as they are no longer successful in the competitive 

roles, as seen in Charles' case. In fact, the entire environment has changed. They move 

from the cave-like atmosphere to an open space with no limitations on whose voices can 

be heard, thus the metaphor of a Watering Hole. Nevertheless, the new environment is 

embraced by almost all students, and previous Whisperers in the Dark and Watchers now 

become Dwellers, as seen in the cases of Maria and Connie, freely sharing resources or 

ideas with others, seemingly not seeking to slam others' ideas but pondering their value. 

In essence, a role or image may not be in effect within this new environment. Rather, 

action prevails. Students who endeavored in this study to find out the identity of others 

may have been trying to enjoy the power they felt could be used in this environment, but 

without knowledge of others' identities, that power was not available. All ideas stood on 

their own value. 

What comes to mind when considering the roles of the regular classroom and the 

loss of roles, or emergence of roles, in the online setting are the differences between 

western and eastern interpretations of the Self. Within western civilizations, we have a 

very strong sense of the "I," and as Maxine Hong Kingston once wrote, "I" was one of 
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the most difficult words she ever learned (1977). According to eastern philosophers, a 

sense of separate identity, a self who is driven by ego, fights for power. It creates this 

illusion of power by comparing itself to other selves. It is only in the process of 

comparison that one might feel better than or inferior to another, and it is in this process 

that one feels driven to hoard what is perceived to be limited resources. 

In the online, anonymous environment, that sense of self is limited. While 

individuals who have remained silent feel empowered, what really happens is that they 

enter the mainstream of life, participating in the open forum of ideas. All is the water or 

the pool of ideas, and their voice drops into the pool and merges. The loss of personal 

power for the Powerful Storytellers is replaced by a much larger sense of benefit to the 

whole, as seen in William's case, who contributed deep insights into the feelings of 

students lost voices. Probably it is impossible to completely eliminate the human ego or 

the power that it craves; however, if this small study demonstrates anything, it shows that 

there is a possibility of reducing the effects of ego in dominating discussions and 

eliminating others from such a conversation. If nothing else, it tears down the walls of 

the cave and opens up a bubbling source of water for all to share. 

What became evident in the Global Conference Center, however, is that the 

ability of the teacher-facilitate to probe is limited by the manner in which I set up the 

online discussion. It could be that if I had set up students to earn points for answering my 

questions or for answering other students' questions, there could have been more probing, 

not only on my part as facilitator but also on the part of other students. This could allow 
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for more layered discourse, rather than bulleted ideas, which are common for 

brainstorming. 

Nevertheless, as previously explained, this was a brainstorming activity, so 

students' lack of elaboration was to be somewhat expected. Should future studies be 

conducted on the nature of participation roles within the collaborative, technological 

environment during a more in-depth discussion, it might be important to set up the 

activity in such a way that students earned points for that type of dialogue. Therefore, I 

still have questions as to the quality of discourse in the online environment as opposed to 

the regular classroom, and while this study provided interesting data about the nature of 

participation, further studies on the quality of participation should be conducted. 

Finally, although participation roles shifted dramatically from one environment to 

the next, becoming resources for their peers and sharing the resource of ideas, it could be 

that the novelty of being in a different environment contributed to such a change. While 

in previous classes, I have repeatedly taken students into the Global Conference Center 

and found a consistent improvement in participation, I have not conducted longitudinal 

studies to see if such engagement would decrease or not. Again, in order to discover that 

information, further studies would need to be conducted. 

In each environment, how do ethnically diverse students participate in discussions of 

complex, ethical issues, as defined bv their participation roles? 

While this study is too small to make large strokes about ethnicity and the nature 

of participation, it is very interesting to note that all the Caucasians, except one, were 
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either Cave Dwellers or Powerful Storytellers in the regular classroom, even though they 

were the minority of students. Hispanic students, on the other hand, experienced the 

greatest shift from being Whisperers in the Dark or Watchers to being Watering Hole 

Dwellers. Insufficient numbers among African Americans or Native Americans do not 

allow this researcher to make any generalizations about participation, but it is interesting 

to note that the two African-American males in fourth period did increase their 

participation in the online setting, one significantly, as did the one Native-American 

female student in third period, who shifted from being strictly a Whisperer in the Dark to 

a Watering Hole Dweller with a tendency to be a Watcher. 

At Cholla High Magnet School where Hispanics are the majority, if being the 

majority in a particular setting has any effect, one would think that Hispanic students 

would be the Cave Dwellers in a classroom. However, this study indicated that the roles 

Hispanic students took varied greatly, comprising the largest population of Whisperers in 

the Dark and Watchers, characterized by their lack of participation in the public forum 

within the regular classroom. The shift experienced by this majority population in the 

online setting to becoming Watering Hole Dwellers is dramatic. Even the off-task 

behavior noted among a few of the Hispanic males during third period may be an 

indicator of a sense of empowerment in the new setting. Their off-task behavior was 

blended with other types of comments, and it may be that they were trying to carry the 

language game into the new environment to find a sense of power they did not experience 

in the regular classroom setting. 
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This discovery supports my previous observations of classroom participation 

levels among students when I have moved them from the regular classroom to the Global 

Conference Center. In the fall of 1996 for Collaboration Computing, MIS 497A/597A, 

under the tutelage of Dr. Jay F. Nixnamaker, Jr., at the University of Arizona, I led a study 

with two colleagues from the field of business, Rae Lyn Hicks and Kenneth Zonge, at 

Cholla High Magnet School. In that study, we examined the amount of participation 

among students, without considering roles, as students brainstormed ideas for a 

discussion about a controversial issue. As I led the discussion. Hicks and Zonge 

observed and counted interactions. Then in the Global Conference Center, we counted 

participation on the transcript. This study revealed an overall increase of 247% in the 

number of ideas generated. In the 1996 classroom study, we discovered; 

The most significant increases came from those groups that had participated the 
least in the traditional session; more female participation and Hispanic girls, in 
particular, participated more, and African Americans of both genders showed 
increased participation (1996, p. 23). 

Therefore, the findings in the current study corroborate my previous 

investigations, even though this study is more descriptive in nature. Student roles do 

change when they enter the online, anonymous environment, and those changes appear to 

be more drastic among ethnic minorities. 

When the regular classroom is viewed in terms of language games, it would 

appear that ethnic minorities within these two representative classes at Cholla High 

Magnet School do not participate equitably in the game during classroom discussions. 

Furthermore, if we view student voice as a resource for society- as a whole, they are not 

sharing resources equitably. However, when those same students enter the Global 
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Conference Center and the rules of the language game seem to disappear, they do share 

resources equitably. 

In each environment how do male and female students participate in discussions of 

complex, ethical issues, as defined bv their participation roles? 

My findings in this study for this research question were the most shocking to me. 

While gender seemed to play a definite role in the previous, quantitative study 1 

conducted with Zonge and Hicks in 1996, it did not seem to make a huge difference in 

this study when students shifted from one environment to the other. In fact, in the regular 

classroom, roles were fairly equally distributed. As previously mentioned, the one 

student who played the role of Powerful Storyteller during third period was female and in 

fourth period was male. 

However, the discovery that in the Cave Dweller classification, there were fewer 

"pure" Cave Dwellers among females and more hybrid classifications leads to a question 

as to the level of comfort with which females play the role. As females who acted as 

Cave Dwellers also mixed Watching and Whispering in the Dark within the regular 

classroom, it is possible that while they are finding a greater voice in classroom 

discussions, remaining vocal is challenging for them. It may be that more studies need to 

be conducted on the subtleties of female/male participation roles in order to discover if 

females are comfortable in being vocal or not. 

The shift from previous roles in the regular classroom to the Watering Hole 

Dweller role, which almost all students played in the online environment, was for 
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everyone, not just females. Therefore, it would appear that if females are experiencing 

discomfort that causes their hybrid roles in a regular classroom environment, the 

anonymous, online forum may provide the bridge needed to remain vocal and share 

resources more equitably. 

In an informal observation I conducted in the late 1990's with another teacher at 

Cholla High Magnet School, while I was assisting in the implementation of legal 

curricula into coursework, I experienced very different findings. One example is when 

an instructor and I were endeavoring to incorporate jury deliberations into his classroom. 

This strong, teacher-leader led many discussions in his English class, and 1 convinced 

him to lead jury deliberations once in his classroom and once in the Global Conference 

Center, using an earlier version of GroupSystems, still anonymous. One of the Hispanic 

females in his classroom experienced a 400% increase in participation when she went 

into the Global Conference Center, and then she shocked her instructor even more. She 

spoke. According to her instructor, this was the first time she had spoken all year, and it 

was the last quarter of the school year. Her story is not unique. I have observed this over 

and over when I have taken my classes into the Global Conference Center. However, 1 

have never videotaped and observed my own classes separately, and I have not had any 

other participant observers in my classroom since 1996. 

If the current study is an indicator of change in society, it may be that female 

students are participating more in the regular classroom than they have in the past, with a 

caution that many of the females in the regular classroom environment displayed less 

confidence in active roles than their male counterparts. As study is too small to be an 



overall indicator, all that can be said, based on my findings, is that female students 

participate similaxly to male students in a discussion of complex, ethical issues. 

Nevertheless, individual cases, such as Connie and Maria, provide ample evidence that 

many females are still silent, as are many males. What may be different for the two 

genders are the reasons why they are silent, but that information is not available in this 

study and needs to be the subject of future research. 



167 

Chapter Seven 

CONCLUSION AND IMPLICATIONS FOR 

TEACHING AND TEACHER EDUCATION 

Introduction: 

It is clear that the roles students take during a classroom discussion will affect not 

only their own participation but also the other students' participation in that same 

environment. Students' participation roles do vary, and while they may not be gender-

specific, gender may still have a factor in how comfortable students are in becoming 

sources of knowledge. Furthermore, ethnicity does appear to have an effect on the roles 

students play. During a classroom discussion, it may be that students will take roles that 

feel comfortable for them and that help ease the boredom of the educational environment, 

creating relevance even when the activity does not appear to be relevant in and of itself. 

If a student does not feel comfortable being in a position of power, (s )he will not become 

a Powerful Storyteller in a regular classroom. In fact, (s)he may not even be a Cave 

Dweller. However, when the environment is changed to an anonymous, online setting, 

students may be more engaged and act as resources of ideas for their peers. Furthermore, 

ethnic minorities may feel more comfortable in becoming Watering Hole Dwellers, and 

such empowerment may lead to greater societal changes as these students act as resources 

in conversations about complex, ethical issues. As a result, in the following section I will 
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explore each major body of literature that informed my study and reflect on the 

implications this study has for further research. 

Classrooisi Interaction and ParticiDatioii Stmcturcs. 

Viewing classroom communication as a negotiation of relationships (Cooper & 

Simonds, 1999), which adds insight about how human interaction defines a classroom 

culture, it is obvious that the negotiation of relationships involves issues of power. As 

seen in this study, students negotiate relationships in a regular classroom discussion 

through the use of language games that may or may not be evident to the teacher-

facilitator. These games may be covert, and while many students may not feel 

comfortable expressing themselves in the public forum, the culture allows them to 

convey their ideas with their neighbors. Others, however, do not appear to be playing the 

game at all. Therefore, many students remain disenfranchised, or Watchers. 

It is also apparent that roles may change, sometimes not for the better in 

classrooms, especially if the presence of some students is intimidating. This may 

particularly be true when a classroom romance is affecting the participation of one or the 

other student. 

Furthermore, this study did not support the notion that the teacher has a great deal 

of control in the development of roles (Phillips, et al, 1974), at least when acting as the 

facilitator of a classroom brainstorming discussion about complex, ethical issues. In fact, 

in this study, it became apparent that the teacher-facilitator may not even be aware of all 

the roles that students are playing in the classroom, due to the complexity of the language 
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games occurring within the field of the classroom. The cacophony of voices includes 

whispers in the background, and while the teacher/conductor may believe she is leading 

the choir, she may in fact only be leading a few in the chorus. The song is much richer 

than what is captured in the public setting within the regular classroom. 

In addition, the "reciprocal relationship" between "communication and self-

concept" (Cooper & Simonds, 1999, p. 31) did appear to be consistent with this teacher-

researcher's observation and prior knowledge of her students. For example, William's 

difficulty with expressing himself in public was quite evident in his self-concept within 

the regular classroom. This changed when William entered the online, anonymous 

discussion. The connection between open conversation and self-concept is a logical link, 

but it would require further investigation, probably in the form of interviews with 

individual students, to see if their self-concept changed in the online forum as a reflection 

of their participation role. 

During informal discussion during class with all students after the session, I did 

hear from those who spoke up that they "preferred" the online conversations, and when I 

inquired why they preferred it, they explained that it was less intimidating and everyone 

was able to participate. While 1 can hypothesize from students' comments the probability 

that there is a connection, further studies about students' beliefs about themselves in this 

new, online environment would be helpful if educators are interested in the connection 

between participation roles and student self-concept. 

Another possible study that could be conducted is on the connection between 

participation roles and student learning. While it was not the purpose of this study, it 
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would be interesting to discover if there is a correlation between student participation 

roles and student learning, possibly focusing on the debate itself as a discourse activity. 

If students' participation in brainstorming sessions and pre-writing activities assists in the 

improvement of writing, perhaps it also improves the quality of public speech as a type of 

rehearsal, as Cazden reminds us in a discussion of the "cognitive benefits of discourse 

among peers" (1988,126) and Wells explores "the possibility of developing ways of 

using language as an intentionally controlled tool for thinking and feeling" (1989, p. 

254). 

Also considering student learning, one aspect of the regular classroom discourse 

that surprised and interested me in this study was the difference between third and fourth-

period I noted, specifically the students within fourth period tending to pose ideas as 

questions. If this had followed cultural lines, I might have supposed it to be due to 

student's linguistic patterns; however, that was not the case. The only differences 

between periods three and four are the ages (fourth period being older students), the 

academic label of the fourth-period students as honors, and the sizes of the classes, fourth 

period being much smaller. While this was not the subject of my research, I did not 

conduct further investigations into the differences in intonation between "advanced" 

classes and "regular" classes, it would be interesting to discover if the posing of ideas as 

questions is more typical in advanced classes than in regular courses. Perhaps it was 

simply a unique feature of this particular class's method of discussion complex, ethical 

issues and their concern about not being "wrong," even though right and wrong was not a 

labeling process I encouraged or used in this study. 
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In terms of physical spaces for the arrangement of learning, while the Global 

Conference Center itself is designed in a circle, reminding one of King Arthur's round 

table, drawing from democratic archetypal arrangements, I'm not sure if the physical 

arrangement affected participation roles as much as the virtual design itself Anonymity 

and the open system of communication afforded by GroupSystems are probably the 

greatest factors in creating that sense of safety for participation. Nevertheless, further 

investigation on the effects of such arrangements would be interesting. Even though it 

was not the subject of this study, I have observed over the years that within the regular 

classroom, physical spaces do impact participation. Perhaps it may be that the influence, 

even within virtual design, is apparent. Our colleagues who explore virtual design are 

probably much more aware of this than I am. It would be helpfiil to create a partnership 

with those who are masters of virtual design and classroom teachers in creating the most 

efficacious spaces for learning. 

The issue of teacher control is one that was very interesting for me as the teacher-

researcher in this study. Within the regular classroom, I did experience, as Almasi 

explains (1996), the discussion as collaboratively constructed, contributing to a new-

understanding of all parties involved. In the regular classroom, the loose structure of the 

brainstorming session allowed any and all to participate who wished to, if they could get 

my attention and did not lose diligence in wanting their ideas out there. For me, 

negotiating this relationship was rather like being a referee on a field, making sure that 
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everyone was able to play and trying to help everyone follow the rales of engagement 

they previously established. However, it was evident that I did not get the entire class 

engaged publicly, and some were not even engaged covertly. In fact, I was not nearly as 

in control of the discussion as I thought 1 was, and the number of sub-public games that 

were being played was very surprising. 

A question that emerges for me from this experience is did I have subliminal 

expectations of students that impacted their participation? I did not see evidence of my 

suppressing conversation, but it could be that the overlapping feature of my conversation, 

particularly during fourth period, might have been due to my previous experience with 

students' inability to express themselves publicly and the frustration they experienced at 

times. Am I shutting down students from participating in class? This is an area that I 

will need to watch more closely as an educator, especially given Whitmore's injunction 

that "The importance of the role a teacher plays in classroom discourse cannot be 

overstated" (1997, p. 123). 

Within the Global Conference Center, once students began their online 

conversation, 1 felt unnecessary. Students took over, and even my occasional inserting of 

questions to encourage student involvement and to make sure that I did everything in the 

same way as I did in the regular classroom felt somewhat unnecessary. Students 

definitely took over the forum, and while I retained control of being able to delete ideas, a 

tool I chose not to use, the power was out of my hands. The implications of this are 

tremendous, considering that most teachers do believe control is their raison d'etre 

(Delamont, 1983). While many of us espouse empowering students, when sitting in the 
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seat of a plane that is piloted by another, we are not so comfortable. It reveals a lack of 

trust in the process of democracy. 

This point gets to the core of what I believe is one of the greatest issues we are 

facing, not only in the classroom but also in society as a whole. We are very good at 

parroting democratic ideals, but how often do we practice those ideals? I must examine 

where I place my energies to know my true values. If I believe I value democracy, but I 

do not act in such a way that reflects those values, then all I am doing is lying to myself 

Am I truly willing to empower students to think for themselves? Am I willing for 

students to be active participants in the classroom, not just puppets? Before engaging as 

a facilitator of learning using GroupSystems, I would have answered imperatively, "Of 

course!" Now, I am not so sure that I am comfortable allowing them such freedoms, but 

I am willing to change. I am willing to be uncomfortable and to take the time necessary 

to learn new tools for creating student participation. 

Therefore, the "conflict within self (Almasi & Gambrell, 1997) that is 

demonstrated in classroom discourse is also a critical feature of teacher leadership. The 

injunction, "It is clear that teachers can promote students' social and cognitive growth 

when they assume a more detached role" (p. 149), requires reflection and the devotion 

necessary to meet those internal conflicts. Professional development for teachers needs 

to include processes that allow teachers to meet those internal conflicts as they create 

more democratic classroom environments. 
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Computer-Supported Conversations with Teacher as Facilitator: 

It is evident from this study that online, anonymous, public forums do have great 

potential for leveling of participation roles among students. The equitable distribution of 

virtual time and space for all to participate and the feature of anonymity appear to be 

invaluable for most students. While teachers still struggle with integrating basic 

technological tools in the classroom, we have a need to integrate collaborative 

technologies such as GroupSystems. Therefore, teacher-education programs need to 

advocate for collaborative technologies and provide more research for governmental 

funding to support such virtual learning spaces. 

Furthermore, partnerships between teacher-education programs and schools of 

business need to be in place so that education and business can profit from the 

implementation of up-to-date technologies. Divisiveness within colleges and universities 

should be overcome to consider the greater good for society. Such partnerships may 

require dual appointments in both colleges to begin to bridge the gap. Moreover, school 

districts need to allocate greater funding for the research of current technologies to 

improve learning, publishing those findings. This would assist the companies who fund 

such endeavors and would assist our understanding of learning. Studies such as this one 

and those conducted by Brandt and Briggs (1995) could become the subject of a meta

analysis that would provide broader implications for education as a whole. 

Certainly this study supports the findings of Brandt and Briggs, particularly the 

finding that there was more participation and the participation levels were even, students 

contributing approximately the same amount of information. What appears to be 
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different is that the brainstorming sessions this teacher-researcher led in the online forum 

took much less time than the regular classroom sessions, and Brandt and Briggs found the 

fifty-minute class period too short. It could be that the type of project Brandt and Briggs 

used as the focus of their study impacted the time issue, as students were working on a 

specific product in that study, and in my study, students were simply brainstorming ideas. 

One area that may need further study is the notion Levin postulates, "Most of our 

students are familiar with both classrooms and computers. While they associate 

classrooms with learning, they probably don't associate computers with learning" (1997, 

p. 6). It is true that in my study, the third-period class did engage in some ofF-task 

comments. However, if I compare that to the regular classroom, considering I was not 

aware of half of the students' conversations, it is possible that off-task comments were 

being made all the time. The concept of students' beliefs about what constitutes learning 

has been of interest to me for a long time, and I have discovered that when 1 engage 

students in a social venue, even though it is work-related, they tend to interpret it as play; 

however, that does not mean that work is not happening. Therefore, play as work is an 

interesting notion that may need further exploration, particularly with a view of 

understanding how "off-task" comments or flaming reflects such play. 

In addition, it would be interesting to discover the causes of flaming in an online 

environment among students. It is possible that students who have been previously 

disenfranchised from the existing power structures found within classrooms might be the 

ver>' ones who engage in more off-task comments. Further studies would be necessary to 

discover correlations between these two factors. 
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As far as oflf-task statements that are detrimental to students, that would have to 

be explored more deeply. If anonymity is maintained, then students may make off-hand 

comments, but no one knows about whom they are made. This does not mean we should 

ignore Weisser's warnings (1997) that unrestricted interaction between students could be 

"suppressive and pernicious" (p. 2). Rather, it means that we should explore the use of 

anonymity with teacher knowledge of student identity as a way to avoid personal attacks, 

create norms for participation, as students did in this study, and use methods for students 

to create deeper understanding of the roots of prejudice and its effects. While I did not 

interject myself in the conversation among the students in the online portion of this study 

in order to discover their roles, certainly in the normal course of an online conversation I 

would delete off-task comments and/or find a way of reducing students' points for 

flaming. 

While within the regular classroom, there was no public harassment of individuals 

for their perspectives, there was the occasional, joking punch with a giggle, and it is 

difficult to determine what kinds of comments Whisperers in the Dark made. The issue 

of same-sex marriages that students chose to discuss could have created conflict outside 

of the classroom about which I never heard. However, in the anonymous, online setting, 

comments were not about people but about ideas, and no one knew who made the 

comment, so students would not be able to harass another unless that student made 

his/her alias known to others. 
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Cross-Cultural Communication in the Classroom: 

Furthermore, concerning the issue of cross-cultural communication, students' and 

my possible preconceived notions of others (Cortis, 1977 & Delamont, 1983 ) did not 

impact within the online environment. While I did not engage in any denigration of 

student ideas (Cazden, 1988), as I have previously stated, I have concerns about my 

preconceived notions shutting down student participation within the regular classroom; 

however, I did not choose who spoke within the online session; therefore, my role was 

invisible. In addition, this study clearly showed an increase in participation among ethnic 

minorities. As a result, it is possible that the use of online, anonymous conversations 

could be a tool for improving equity in education. 

One interesting notion that emerged from this study as 1 reflected on Raphael, 

Brock, and Wallace (1997) and their recognition of diversity in student groups when 

researching peer talk is the idea that online, public forums may be used as a way for 

teachers to layer environments for students to share ideas or to provide "public/individual 

spaces for students to 'go public'" (p. 199). The online, brainstorming sessions were a 

type of practice session for students prior to their planning the debates themselves. 

Therefore, online discussions may be in essence a personal cave in which students can 

find their own voices to then brave the more public cave of the regular classroom. 

Certainly, this environment provided students the "meaningful opportunities for them to 

openly express their thinking and confusions and receive helpful feedback in 

nonthreatening peer interactions" (p. 202). 
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While ethnicity was definitely a feature of the participation roles students played 

in this study, gender did not seem to be as large an issue. Similar to Evans (1997), in the 

past I have seen gender be an important aspect of classroom participation; however, I was 

surprised that the roles students played in this study did not appear to be along gender 

lines. Nevertheless, as previously noted, female students did appear to have more hybrid 

roles, being only part Cave Dweller and the rest of the time playing the role of Whisperer 

in the Dark or Watcher. It is possible that females are participating more equitably in 

classroom discussions now, but further research would be necessary to discover if this is 

true or not. In addition, it would be interesting to discover among females who do 

participate who comfortable they feel in that participation, particularly if they have a 

male with whom they are in relationship within the same setting. 

While Maltz and Borker (1998) and Evans (1997) find that girls attempt to help 

others to speak and clarify the ideas of others more than boys, I did not find a great deal 

of difference in that feature of discourse within this study; however, it is important to 

note that the very notion of brainstorming connotes a lack of back-and-forth 

conversation, requiring clarification. If we had been participating in an informal debate, 

without norms regarding brainstorming, this gender-specific feature might have been 

evident in the class discussion. However, it would be interesting to fiirther study this 

feature of discourse in an online setting. One question that might emerge is to what 

degree female students seek clarification of other's ideas as opposed to male students. 

Certainly, it was apparent that some females did seek clarification online, but it was not 
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the subject of this study to compare male/female participation around the issue of seeking 

clarification. 

Another area that online discussions might contribute to in the field of gender 

researcher and the discourse of feeling is "reading against the grain" (Evans, 1997). 

While the original definition has to do with challenging stereotypic notions of gender, it 

is true that as students are reading comments of other students, whose ideas do not 

necessarily need to be identified by gender, they could be reading against the grain. One 

choice 1 made in my research design was to provide aliases that were gender specific, 

particularly to provide the reader a deeper understanding of the students about whom I 

created cases. However, I could have just as easily had them enter a number rather than a 

name when brainstorming their ideas. That would have created even greater anonymity, 

and the students who were responding would not have known not only the identity but 

also the gender of the student. Future studies could incorporate this design feature to see 

if differences in responses occur that appear to be related to gender. 

It is imperative that we remember Weisser's admonition (1997) that "Some power 

relationship will always exist in both the traditional classroom and one reliant upon 

technology" (p. 11). Given that, it is important to watch for issues of power displaying 

themselves in the roles students play in both playing fields. As technology is 

incorporated more and more into the classroom rather than created as separate from the 

learning environment we need to carefully plan for learning experiences that allow 

collaboration among students. As we do so, if we can learn that anonymity provides 

safety among students who would not normally take an active, vocal role in the 
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classroom, we wall benefit our students. In addition, if we can incorporate collaborative 

technology that allows for all students to participate simultaneously, that will assist in 

decreasing the amount of time we spend on certain activities and will allow for equitable 

participation from all. 

However, we need to explore expanded notions of asynchronous learning to allow 

this concept to expand beyond the walls of the classroom. Through newly created web-

versions of collaborative technology, students could participate in class discussions from 

distance, whether they were home ill or unable to be in class, for whatever reason. In 

addition, students could dialogue with other students about particular strands of ideas, 

expanding the Watering Hole to bypass limitations of time and space. Certainly, not 

every student thinks the best during the single fifty-five minute portion of the day in 

which we see him/her. Universities and colleges are already acknowledging this fact in 

the creation of distance education courses and hybrid courses that meet face-to-face but 

have web-enhanced aspects of the course. It is important for public education, K-12, to 

realize that having availability of time to participate online from home in the evening 

would allow students to have a voice, become a resource for peers, and share the resource 

of ideas available, pooling knowledge and learning at their own pace. 

Character Education and Teacher Isolation: 

While character education was not the subject of this study, certainly it does 

provide insights into this important field. Students in this study participated in 

conversations about ethical dilemmas, and I believe this provided a supportive role for 

students to develop their own ethical systems "to prepare graduates for interaction with 
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people as they assume their societal responsibilities in the community and in the 

workplace" (Marrazo, 1998, p. 48). Beyond providing good workers for society, it is my 

goal as an educator to provide students with an understanding of who they are in society 

and who other people are as well. This requires compassion. However, compassion does 

not come automatically. If I cannot understand the pain of another, it is difficult for me 

to be compassionate. How can 1 understand another person's pain without hearing from 

that individual? We had an example in William's case when he repeatedly reminded 

students online of the feelings a student who is held back in school has. From his wealth 

of experience about being afraid of speaking up, he was able to empathize, even though 

he personally was never held back in school. He posed questions for students to consider 

about how a student's fear of asking questions could affect his or her achievement. 

Therefore, classroom participation is a necessary part of creating compassion, 

particularly as we address complex, ethical issues. Even in the regular classroom, the 

diverse opinions about same-sex marriage allowed students to question their ideas, and as 

Charles shared with the class, the careful questioning of a friend had changed his ideas 

about homosexuality. Through storytelling and reasoning in discussions, students may 

assist others to empathetically engage in a deeper understanding, as was evident in the 

online exchange when one student, Linda, acknowledged the veracity of another 

student's opinion, calling into question her previous stance. 

Equitable participation is also connected to character education when we consider 

the roles students played during this study in the regular classroom. As previously noted, 

students created a type of game that appeared to be competitive. Competition is a source 
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of conflict and requires comparison. There are no winners without there being losers. 

When these classes entered the online discussion, the competitive elements of gaming 

disappeared. Therefore, it is impossible to conjecture that anonymous, online discussions 

may decrease conflict, not only in the classroom but also in society as a whole. Further 

studies on the impact of cooperative, online discussions on societal groups would be 

advantageous. 

The culture of violence needs to be changed. Since we are making giant leaps in 

technology, as Daggett advises (1998), we need to address the issue of character 

education so that such technology is used responsibly. By modeling the appropriate use 

of technology in learning environments, we may be able to impact future decisions that 

will affect society as a whole. 

While it is a challenge for me personally and professionally to engage my 

students in discussions about controversial issues such as same-sex marriage, it was my 

decision to follow Delpit's advice to involve others in the decisions they make about 

what to teach and how to teach it with explicitness (1995). The "others" I choose to 

involve are my students, as well as others in my learning community. Even though some 

students were more interested in the topics they chose than others, the mere fact that 

students chose the topics to discuss may have made a difference in their engagement. 

Students in both environments were engaged; however, the importance is the level of 

engagement as seen in the roles they chose to play. 

As silence in our learning community creates gaps in understanding, it is clear 

through this study that the silence was broken in the online conversation, as Watchers and 
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Whisperers in the Dark turned into Watering Hole Dwellers. It is possible that educators 

may also benefit from participating in online discussions that would allow them the 

opportunity to discuss and make decisions about difficult issues, without issues of power 

interfering in that decision-making process. However, for that to happen, educational 

leaders will have to, as I did, let go of their previous notions about whose voice should be 

heard. It is hard when we are first learning to let others speak and to honor what they 

have to say, especially if we have fought hard for the authority we believe we have. 

However, according to Krishnamurti (1999), the controller is the controlled. We are the 

victims of the system that we have created. As long as there are winners in a debate, 

there will be losers. 

Finally, this study, which was conducted as an activity to precede debate, actually 

helped me to call in question the entire debate process itself It occurred to me as I 

analyzed the data and saw the elements of competition that were working invisibly in the 

classroom that the process of debate itself, while helpful in getting students' ideas out and 

providing them a prewriting tool for arguments, might be creating the very competition 

that I was loathe to see. Once more, 1 am drawn to eastern philosophers to explain a 

concept for which there are few equivalents in western culture. Thich Nhat Hanh writes 

that there is no path to peace. Peace is the path (1992). In addition, Krishnamurti 

explains that there is no means to an end. The means is the end. 

As an educator, I cannot separate my academic training from my own philosophy 

of life and relationships. If 1 truly believe in the ideas postulated by Nhat Hanh and 

Krishnamurti, I must re-examine the use of the debate itself as a tool for student voice. 
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How can I inspire students to speak, examine their ideas without competition? This was 

a brainstorming session, and students set up norms that appeared to be cooperative, but 

students are so programmed for competition, it emerged anyway. 

Perhaps the use of GroupSystems or some similar tool is the answer. It removes 

so many of the pre-established power structures seen in personalities. The tendency to 

compare oneself to the other and be better or less than the other appears to be the 

foundation for competition. Without knowing who the other is, there is no comparison. 

According to Krishnamurti, it goes even deeper. He explains that in true learning, there 

is no teacher, no learner; there is just learning. GroupSystems also provides that type of 

landscape. It opens a virtual space for which there is no limit, except for the confines of 

our own ideas. 

No matter what tool is used to accomplish the task, this teacher-learner would like 

to continue to explore the creation of learning environments in which there is no 

controller or controlled; there is just learning. If we can help students to see that those in 

"power" are controlled by their own status seeking, perhaps they will begin to access 

their own intelligence, a deeper intelligence than is manifested in language games. 

Conclusion: 

In a society in which equity and active participation on the part of its citizens is 

deemed vital, we must continue to study the patterns of such participation in educational 

settings. In this study, participation roles in a regular classroom varied. Few students 

play the role of Powerful Storyteller, hoarding the resource of time and space, and while 

many played the role of Cave Dwellers, far too many were silent in the chorus of voices. 
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as seen in the role of Whisperers in the Dark and Watchers. By contrast, student voices 

increased in the online, anonymous setting, and roles merged. 

Participation roles in the regular classroom appear to be deeply influenced by 

existing power structures, and the ethnicity of students cannot be separated from the roles 

students choose to play during such discussions. Within this study, while the majority of 

students are Hispanic, many of them chose to remain silent in the public forum within the 

regular classroom. Furthermore, while this study showed that females may be 

participating in classroom discussions more equitably, future research should focus on the 

comfort female students feel in voicing their opinions. 

This study showed that existing power structures appear to be almost eliminated 

in the anonymous, online setting as roles merged into Dwellers, who share resources 

equitably; however, some of the richness of the conversation appears to be eliminated 

with that anonymity, particularly on the part of those who thrived as Powerful 

Storytellers in the regular classroom environment. While this may be perceived as a loss 

initially, it may be a blessing in that students do not remain static in their roles. It is 

possible that their self-image could be expanded so that they see their capability' of 

sharing resources equitably with a community of learners. 

Lyme McTaggart (2002) provides a synthesis of recent discoveries in quantum 

physics and marries these revolutionary understandings with metaphysics in The Field. 

She writes; 

Quantum physicists had discovered a strange property in the subatomic 
world called 'nonlocality'. This refers to the ability of a quantum entity such as 
an individual electron to influence another quantum particle instantaneously over 
any distance despite there being no exchange of force or energy. It suggested that 
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quantum particles once in contact retain a connection even when separated, so 
that the actions of one will always influence the other, no matter how far they get 
separated.. .Nonlocality shattered the very foundations of physics. Actions did 
not have to have an observable cause over an observable space.. .Subatomic 
particles had no meaning in isolation but could only be understood in their 
relationships... 

Perhaps the most essential ingredient of this interconnected universe was 
the living consciousness that observed it. In classical physics, the experimenter 
was considered a separate entity, a silent observer behind glass, attempting to 
understand a universe that carried on, whether he or she was observing it or not. 
In quantum physics, however, it was discovered, the state of all possibilities of 
any quantum particle collapsed into a set entity as soon as it was observed or a 
measurement taken. To explain these strange events, quantum physicists had 
postulated that a participatory relationship existed between observer and observed 
- these particles could only be considered as 'probably' existing in space and time 
until they were 'perturbed', and the act of observing and measuring them forced 
them into a set state - an act akin to solidifying Jell-0. This astounding 
observation also had shattering implications about the nature of reality. It 
suggested that the consciousness of the observer brought the observed object into 
being. Nothing in the universe existed as an actual 'thing' independently of our 
perceptions of it. Every minute of every day we were creating our world (pp. 11-
12). 

Considering the interconnected nature of all things, as a teacher/researcher 

observing my classroom, it is impossible to state clearly a cause and effect relationship. 

By the mere fact that I am observing, 1 am affecting the relationships and roles students 

take. I cannot separate them from my interactions with and observations of my 

classroom. In fact, as McTaggart explains, "Every minute of every day we were creating 

our world" (p. 11). 

If I create the world I live in, then I have the greatest level of personal 

responsibility, even touching my thoughts. As I vision a world in which peace is a 

reality, and I am connected to the suffering and pain as well as the joy, I must learn to 

transform my own personal suffering into joy in order to create the world I envision. For 

this teacher/researcher, the transformation of personal suffering into joy has been an 
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important part of this research process. As I wrestled \vith questions, I learned how to 

observe without coming to conclusions in advance. Nevertheless, I realize that any 

predisposition to seeing students' behaving in certain patterns may have affected the 

results. Therefore, the findings of this study are not scientific fact; rather, they are 

products of an interconnected discourse in which student and teacher seek meaning in the 

world around them. I am informed by student participation roles that 1 am not in control 

of a classroom discussion, as I previously thought; rather, a dynamic relationship is 

occurring, during which students play at learning the best they know how, trying to create 

an interesting environment, even when I as the instructor fail to understand that 

creativity. 

My value of equity and active participation probably impacted my students' 

participation roles, but they have their own values that also co-created the environment. 

Through providing a different environment, it may be that students can envision a new 

tv'pe of society in which roles are not Jell-0, static and unchangeable. Perhaps students 

can melt stereotypes and allow themselves the freedom to see each other differently. 

Qualitative research on classroom participation roles using discourse analysis is 

one method for studying these issues. The high-school classroom affords us an 

environment in which we can see people who are on the verge of becoming our voting or 

non-voting citizenry. We can observe how students negotiate their relationships and pose 

questions about a correlation to our society as a whole. Using online, anonymous, public 

forums may be one way to provide equity in that negotiation process. However, more 

investigation is needed about the quality of utterances in the online, educational forum. 
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Finally, we can leam not only about the roles students take but also their perceived needs 

during discussions of complex, ethical issues that shape our future and move us toward 

creating better educational environments and better processes for active participation in a 

democratic structure. 
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APPENDIX A 

Transcripts of Sessions in Regular Classroom 

Period 3: Regular Classroom 

Teacher; You have all decided on norms that you have agreed to abide by while 

participating in a brainstorm ing session about your chosen issues. Of the issues you 

chose, same-sex marriages is the one we will be focusing on today. When I tell you to 

begin, give me some ideas, both pro and con, for or against this issue. Remember, you 

don't have to believe in the arguments you speak to me. You are simply telling me some 

of the arguments that might be used in a debate on this topic. So to begin, what are some 

arguments that come to mind to either support same-sex marriages or to argue against it? 

(Teacher moves to black board and begins to write student ideas.) 

Benjamin; Argue against it? 

Teacher; Either way. (Teacher speaking about the trashcan.. .) I'm going to get this out 

of the way. 

Benjamin; Oooh, oooh. It's Adam and Eve. 

Teacher; Oh, talk to me about Adam and Eve. (Pause and Javier's hand goes up.) 

Benjamin; It's Adam and Eve, not Adam and Steve. 

Teacher; Okay. It's Adam and Eve, not Adam and Steve. All right. (Class is giggling.) 

Octavio, I think your hand was up next. 

Octavio; It's immoral because of religion. 

Teacher; It's immoral because of religion. 
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(Several hands axe up; Amelia, Alice, a girl named Alex, Stephen, and Cat's). Teacher 

turns to class after writing on the board and asks...) 

Teacher: Whose hand was up next? 

Benjamin and Bonnie: Stephen. 

Teacher: Stephen? 

Stephen: It's unconstitutional. 

Teacher: Okay, what is? 

Stephen: Gay marriage because it says marriage is sanctioned between a man and a 

woman. 

Teacher: Okay, so same-sex marriage is unconstitutional. I'm just going to write SS 

marriage unconstitutional (writes on board). 

Teacher: All right, whose hand was up next? I'll just grab one and we'll keep going. 

Amelia: They're going to be together anyway, so why not let them get married. 

Teacher: Okay, they're going to be together anyway, so why not just let them get 

married. (Maria squints disapprovingly and shakes her head no. As teacher is writing, 

Benjamin is looking around the room with eyebrows raised, grinning.) 

(Octavio turns and grins at the girl who offers this idea. All students are sitting up 

straight except for Erin. Her head is pointed toward board but is lying on purse or back 

pack. Simon grins and makes an unheard comment to her and she raises her head briefly 

to hear his comment.) 

Teacher: Okay, and then, Alice. 
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Alice; If we allow it to happen then that means we axe encouraging it, and more people 

will think it's okay and then.. .(couldn't hear) (Benjamin's hand goes up.) 

Teacher: Okay, I'm hearing two arguments, let's do the first one first, and then we'll go 

to the second one. (Benjamin turns and grins at Alice.) If we allow it, (writes on board) 

more people will feel it's acceptable? 

Alice: Yes. 

Teacher: Okay, more people will feel it's acceptable. And then the second idea was they 

cannot reproduce? (Benjamin raises his finger to make a sign of agreement and then 

grinningly looks down at his feet.) 

Alice: Yeah. 

Teacher: (writes on board) They cannot reproduce. Okay. Then Alex (girl named 

Alex). 

Alex: Some of them grew up that way and they can't help it. 

Teacher: Some grew up that way (while teacher writes on the board, Octavio has his 

hand up again, Octavio makes some kind of sign with his hand, makes an unheard 

comment by the camera, but Bonnie swipes at his back playfully) and can't help it. 

Okay, and then Cat and back up here and then back. 

Cat: A child needs to have both a mother and a father. 

Teacher: A child needs a mother and a father. (Teacher writes.. .) A child needs a 

mother and a father. Okay, do I have a volunteer to start copying some of this? (Erin, 

whose head is now on her hand leaned on desk raises hand and volunteers.) Okay, thank 

you Erin. Then Octavio and back to Alex. 
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Octavio; I have a question. What do they mean when they say they grew up that way? 

(pointing finger at the written statement) 

Teacher: Okay, we have a question, "What do we mean when we say they grew up that 

way? Can we just, can we get clarification on that? 

Alex; Like some people, they're bom with it. They just automatically like the same sex 

and they can't help it. (Can hear Benjamin talking at the same time as teacher after this 

saying something about Barbies. ) 

Teacher; Does her idea make sense to you? I mean, not, not that you have to agree with 

it. I'm not asking you to agree with it, but does what she's saying make sense? Okay, 

you don't understand her point at all? (Benjamin makes kissing sounds at the camera.) 

Okay. 

Stephen; (Can't understand what he says.) 

Teacher; Okay, now that doesn't mean you have to agree with it just because, here's the 

difference and let's make sure we imderstand. (Star's hand is up.) When we're 

clarifying, we're just trying to understand the words they're saying and the point they're 

making. It does not mean that we agree with their point. We're just trying to make sure 

that we understand what they're trying to say. Okay, and then, I think I've got to come 

back to Alex and then Star. 

Alex; It's a free country and why can't they do what they want? 

Teacher; Okay, it's a free country (writes on board; can hear Troy make a laughing 

comment to Benjamin, and Benjamin's hand goes up) so they should be able to do what 

they want. Okay, and then Star. 
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Star; I don't know what this is, but okay, if a girl got molested an older guy, then she's 

going to be scared to be with a guy, so she'll go with a girl. 

Teacher; Okay so, effects of molestation on choices, so let me put this, take this off the 

board so we can continue. (Writes on board. While writing on board Benjamin raises 

hand.) Effects of molestation on sexual choices. Okay. And then I think Benjamin had 

his hand up and we'll go to you, here. 

Benjamin; Some people feel uncomfortable around gay people, like they would feel 

more uncomfortable like getting close to a gay couple. 

Teacher; Okay, so some people feel (writes on board) uncomfortable around gay 

couples. And then Stephen. 

Stephen; Well this is like what Alex said, if blacks and Mexicans and women and men 

have equal rights, then why can't gays have equal rights with them. 

Teacher; Okay, (writes on board) if umm, can I say ethnic minorities to represent... 

Stephen; Yeah. 

Teacher; .. .those groups, okay, if ethnic minorities can have equal rights, why can't 

gays? Gay people. Okay, did I say that correctly? And I'll put that as a rhetorical 

question, a question that we're not answering right now, (Octavio is glancing around at 

friends grinning, making eye contact around the room) but yes (signals to Simon who has 

had his hand up). 

Simon; Well, maybe it should be their choice to get married or not as long as they keep 

everything that they do, you know, into umm, not in a public place, you know, cuz it 
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wouldn't be right to see two men kissing, or anything like that. (Someone talking, can't 

distinguish. Star's hand goes up.) 

Teacher So, so... 

Simon: So they need to do that in their own privacy of their homes. 

Teacher; So, so, let's, let's (speaking over quiet conversations that are emerging around 

the classroom) let's look at that idea (Star is grinning at students across the way. Alex's 

hand is up.) And I hear two ideas. I hear two ideas in there. First of all, you're 

suggesting maybe they could have the right as long as they stay private. (Writes on 

board.) They could have the right if they stayed private (conversations going on quietly 

in the room while teacher writes on board and Star's hand is up). But then the other idea 

that I heard is it's not right to see two men kissing. Is that what I heard you say? 

Unknown Student: What about two women? 

Benjamin: Uh, what if some children seen that? (Conversations breaks out more openly 

among the students with each other. Lots of laughter and grinning.) 

Bonnie: (Turns to Alice and says) He didn't say two women, only two men. 

Teacher: Okay, and then I heard, I saw Erin's hand is up next. You forgot what you 

were going to say? (Amelia's hand is up.) If it comes back to you, write it down! Don't 

forget it. Okay, who was next? 

Alex: 1 was. 

Teacher: You were next. Alex. (Amelia's hand stays up.) 



Alex: Umm, it's a comment towards Ms umm, the first one he said. (Turns to Simon.) 

How would you like it if you and your girlfriend were kissing. You better keep that 

private if have to keep their private. 

Benjamin; But they're not gay. (laughter) Girls kissing is okay. 

Simon: But but that would be actually.. .(conversation breaks out) well, that's their 

problem. 

Teacher: (speaking over class) So if gays have to keep it private (Benjamin says to rest 

of class, hey girls kissing is okay) so should heterosexual couples (teacher speaks a little 

more loudly over class as she writes). All right, and.. then, who was next? I don't 

know. Amelia and then Star. 

Amelia: If you're going to put two men up there, then you need to put two women. 

Star: Yeah, that's what I was gonna' say. 

Teacher: Or two women (writes). Okay, yes. 

Star: This is a question. I don't know. Umm. . .if it's okay for two girls to kiss, then 

why isn't it for two guys? I know a guy who would like to see two girls get married, it's 

the same thing. (Simon is saying something under his breath and shaking his head know 

as he giggles.) But except it's your race. I mean if you're gay or (covers mouth and 

laughs). 

Teacher: Okay, so so (Star turns to make comment and laughs with friend. Teacher talks 

over her.) So in Simon's argument was about two men but you want two women 

included in that too. And so we got that and that's good (Alice's hand is up). We got it 

up there. 



Simon: Okay, can I defend my story here? (grinning) 

Teacher: Okay, remember, remember that you're brainstorming so we're not going to 

start attacking each other, but what we want to do is get all the ideas, pro and con, and 

remember not to be too devoted to one side of the issue. Alice. 

Alice: If we allow women to get married, then next people are going to be arguing over 

wanting to marry their family member. 

Teacher: Okay, so if we allow (students talking in the background) gays to marry... 

Benjamin: But we're not allowing them yet. 

Teacher: (Writing on board and conversations among students continuing in the 

background, including Erin), next thing we know.. .(two conversations going on in 

background, one lead by Erin.) 

Benjamin: Oh yeah, we could in California. 

Teacher: (Continuing writing) family members are going to want to be married. (Family 

are (Benjamin's hand goes up) going to start getting married. Okay, who was next? 

Benjamin. 

Benjamin: If a little kid saw gay people kissing, it might have an effect on their life 

(while he is talking, teacher hushes laughter in background). 

Teacher: If a little child sees a gay couple kissing, it might have an effect on their life. 

(Turns to write on board.) 

Benjamin: Yeah. They might turn gay. 

Atlas: Adopting? It shouldn't be allowed. 



Octavio; (Responding to Atlas) The gay people might say they have to be gay because 

they're gay. (Troy makes a quiet response to Octavio, grinning.) 

Alice (to Atlas); I agree with what you're saying. 

Teacher: They what? 

Atlas; They shouldn't be allowed to adopt (loudly, and as teacher writes, says more 

quietly) and then when they grow up they start getting ideas. 

Octavio; (Octavio is talking to Atlas.) Exactly, and then they say they have to be gay 

because they're gay. 

Atlas; (to Octavio) The same thing if a girl gets molested. (Simon's hand goes up.) 

Teacher; Yes, Simon? 

Simon: Another thing on the privacy thing, why don't you have like, like, say they like 

to go to clubs, why don't they just have a special club for them? 

Everyone; They do! 

Teacher: (Writing while students are chatting in the background about gay bars) Okay, 

Erin, I just heard you say something and then 1 went ahead and put it on the board. "That 

would be the same thing as having the blacks separated from the whites." (Octavio and 

Atlas are having their own side conversation. Erin speaks with the instructor "separated 

from the whites.") 

Erin: (arguing on the side with Simon next to her) But that would be the same thing! 

That's what you're saying, that you want them to go to different things. When that's 

white they did with the whites and blacks. 

Simon: It's a different thing! 
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Erin; No, it's exactly the same thing, right! 

Teacher; (over Simon and Erin) Okay guys, let's refer to the norms here. Are you 

following the norms you established for yourselves? 

Unknown Student; Yes, ma'am (sarcastically). 

Teacher; Okay, check in, check in, make sure. Okay, wrong one. Okay, I'm just gorma' 

(Alex's hand is up) just, I, I know that there are, I was going to ask the prompt question, 

"Is there anything else you can think of?" but I already know the answer to that, so I'm 

going to skip for just a minute to um, "What else comes to mind when you think of this 

issue that could be used as an argument?" Yeah (pointing to Alex). 

Alex; Okay, if you're going to outlaw gay marriage, why don't you just outlaw marriage 

altogether? 

Teacher; Okay, (writing) if you're going to outlaw, (hear a "No!" but can't identify male 

student speaking; could be Benjamin) outlaw gay marriage (students talking in 

background), why not outlaw marriage (Octavio's hand is up, and Benjamin mockingly 

reaches hand out and upward, almost knocking desk over) altogether (spelling it out 

loud). 

Atlas; Hey, wait a minute, based under what, under the church (Octavio says, "Hey, 

that's what I was going to say!") or under the law? 

Teacher; Clarification? (pointing to Alex) 

Alex; Under like, if you're going to outlaw it, outlaw gay marriage, why not just outlaw 

marriage? 

Teacher; Make it illegal is what I hear you saying. 
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Octavio; But it can't interfere with their religion. 

Teacher: Okay, clarify what you're saying to me because I'm not sure what you're 

saying. 

Octavio: Okay, religion and law, you can't interfere with religion. 

Teacher: Okay, there's a separation of church and state is what you're saying. (Atlas 

says, "Yeah!") Okay, and that relates to, explain to me how that's a response to what she 

was saying. 

Octavio: That they can't outlaw, outlaw marriage. 

Teacher; So marriage is a religious institution, not just a legal institution, is what I hear 

you saying; therefore, they cannot outlaw it (turns to write on board), okay... 

Alex: Well, if they can't outlaw marriage, they can't outlaw gay marriage. (Bonnie 

laughs and Octavio's finger goes up as if to make a point. Side conversations break out 

at this. Atlas says something quietly to Alex as he is sitting right by her. Appears to be 

arguing.) 

Teacher: Okay, hang on just a sec. (Bonnie yawns, appears somewhat bored.) Umm, 

Erin, did you get all these ideas yet? Okay, I'm going to erase this side of the board. 

(Troy says something under his breath to Octavio.) And let's continue, um, (reading 

from script) "What happens to people because of this issue?" 

Atlas: What do you mean what happens to these people? (This is said while someone 

else is responding to question and teacher does not hear him.) 

Teacher: Okay, so gay people get arrested, so what would be a possible argument related 

to that? 
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Star; This will encourage people to do it more because, I don't know, for arresting 

someone, they're going to want to do so they can do it so they can... 

Atlas: (Something I can't understand) 

Teacher: Okay, how does this issue, which is same-sex marriages, affect people, in other 

words, what happens to them and how could that be turned into an argument one way or 

the other? (Points to Amelia.) 

Amelia: Gay bashing? 

Teacher: Okay, gay bashing, and as a result of... 

Amelia: Of, like, if they publicize it then more people are going to attack gay people for 

their beliefs of it. 

Teacher: (Writes and says out loud as writing) Gay bashing will increase if they make it, 

same-sex marriages (Benjamin turns and says something quietly to Amelia while 

instructor is speaking and writing Cat pokes Amelia in back and grins; Amelia sits up 

straighter and doesn't respond. Maria says something quietly to Octavio) legal. Okay? 

(Alex says something quietly to Amelia, who looks a little defensive and responds quietly 

to her) Who was next on that? Benjamin? 

Benjamin: I have something to support gay marriages. 

Teacher: Yeah, go. 

Benjamin: If there were a lot of gay people, they would sell a lot more sex toys. 

Atlas: Oh my God. (Classroom titters; teacher walks away to the blackboard. 
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Teacher; Ummm, we're going to take that into account, but Fm not going to put it on the 

board right now, okay? But okay, what else? Okay, let's go back to "What facts might 

people point to that might support or oppose this issue?" 

Alex; Wait, can you, can you (can't hear the rest)... 

Teacher; "What facts might people point to that might support or oppose this issue?" 

Atlas; Oh, facts? 

Alice; Facts, in the laws or the Constitution? 

Teacher; Can you think of some examples? 

Cat; Hasn't the President, hasn't (can't hear part) legalized? 

Teacher; Yes, that's true. 

Cat; So couldn't he make it so that it's not legal? 

Teacher; Okay, pardon me, go back to the... 

Cat; You know how Bush, he doesn't want it? 

Teacher; Uh-huh. 

Cat; Can't he make it so that they can't? 

Teacher; So, well, that's a question. I'm not going to be answering that question, but 

that's something to research. So a question to keep in mind, what I hear that the question 

is. Bush doesn't want same-sex marriages, so can he make it illegal or keep it illegal, 

because it still is in many states, uh, most states. Okay, Bush doesn't want it (writing) to 

be legal so can't he (Bonnie leans back in her seat and yawns at the camera, "Oh my 

God ") keep it illegal? Okay, and that's a question, a good question. Anything else? 
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Any facts that you know of that could either support or oppose this issue? (Octavio raises 

hand.) 

Octavio: Oh... 

Teacher; Yes. 

Octavio: (Can't hear.) 

Teacher: Okay, (writing) holy matrimony (Octavio turns to other classmates and grins. 

Atlas raises hand and lowers it) mo, mo, mo, matrimony (teasing about difficulty spelling 

the word)... 

Benjamin: (mimicking) mo, mo, mony. 

Teacher: .. .is between a man and a woman. Okay. Umm, anything else? Uh, if you've 

been only coming up with ideas that support one side of this issue, try to think of the 

other side now. What might a person say who has a different opinion about this issue? 

(points to Simon). 

Simon: Let them be happy. Let them do whatever they want. 

Teacher: (writing) Let them be happy. (Laughter breaks out from one girl. Atlas says 

something indistinguishable.) 

Teacher: Pardon me? 

Atlas: What only matters to them is that they're happy. (Alice's hand goes up.) 

Teacher: What only matters to them is that they're happy. (Turns to write on board. 

Alice raises hand.) Alice. 

Alice: Who are you to judge me because 1 don't.. .(can't hear rest)? 
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Teacher; Okay, who are you to judge me if I don't judge you. And that's coming from 

the gay person, right? (Alice nods yes. ) Yeah. Okay, (writing) a gay person might say, 

who are you to judge me if I don't judge you? (Conversation goes on while teacher is 

writing, but it is too soft to distinguish. Star is writing down what is on the board.) 

Okay, what else? Going to think on the other side, of whatever opinion you've had all 

along. Done? Okay? All right. Thank you for contributing your ideas. This is the end 

of our research portion of our discussion, and in a moment we will begin to label your 

brainstormed ideas as either pro or con, and what I'll have to do is have you, Erin, have 

you read out the ideas that you wrote down from the other list and label them as P or C, 

and then I'll do these (pointing to board) also. Okay, thank you very much. 
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APPENDIX A: continued 

Period 4: Regular Classroom (Note; This class's intonations are different from period 

3's. There is more of a lifting tone at the end of statements that make them sound as if 

they are questions rather than statements.) 

Teacher: You have all decided on norms that you have agreed to abide by while 

participating in a brainstorming session about your chosen issues. Of the two issues that 

you chose, same-sex marriages is the one that we will be focusing on today. When I tell 

you to begin, give me some ideas, both pro and con, that could be used as arguments for 

or against the issue. Remember you don't have to believe in the arguments you state to 

me. You are simply telling me some arguments that might be used in a debate on this 

topic. So, if you'll turn toward your audience, thank you (to the videotaper). So to begin, 

what are some arguments that come to mind that either support same-sex marriages or to 

argue against them. 

Cathy; The right to life, liberty, freedom. 

Teacher; Okay, the right to life, liberty, freedom. 

Mark; The Constitutional guarantees to happiness. (Cathy smiles and acknowledges 

this.) 

Sandra; Do you us to write this down. Miss? 

Teacher; Not right now, 1 just want you to participate now, but thank you, that's a great 

suggestion. Write 'em down later. (Continues writing.) Liberty and the pursuit of 

happiness. 



Charles: Immorality? (Cathy, who is sitting right behind Charles, taps Mm on the arm 

playfully and giggles softly, covering her mouth briefly as in embarrassment.) 

Teacher: Okay, and then I heard Mark say constitutional rights, is that the same thing? 

Mark; It's the same thing. 

Teacher: Okay. Constitutional rights. Okay? What else? 

Charles: I've got one against it. 

Teacher: Okay, either way, remember either side. 

Charles: That immorality as far as religion... 

Teacher: Immorality? Talk to me more about what you mean by that. 

Charles: Like a religion has certain beliefs that, um, same-sex marriage isn't allowed, 

most of them I think. 

Teacher: Okay, all right. What else? 

William: It's known to be between a man and a woman by what we learn through, 

through societ>', by um, the media. It's just this thought that has been in our brains ever 

since we were, you know, old enough to. . .  

Teacher: So, you're saying that you've been conditioned to think that only heterosexuals 

can marry? 

William: Yes. 

Teacher: Okay, conditioning, we've been conditioned (writing) to think only 

heterosexual couples can marry. Okay, what else? 

Charles: Marriage rights? 

Teacher: Marriage rights. 



Charles; As far as two couples having the same rights as hetero, a hetero marriage, like, 

you know, land distribution, you know, if they were to get divorced, if they were to get 

together, there's certain rights for married couples, insurance... 

Teacher; So tell me what that has to do with, or which kind of argument could come 

forward about same-sex marriage regarding marital rights? 

Charles; If they're married, they get those rights, they get the rights as hetero couples. 

Teacher; Okay, and that could be argued either way, right? (Writing) If same-sex 

couples are married, they have the legal rights of married couples. Okay, excellent point, 

okay, and, and that could be argued either way. (Mark has hand up.) Umhmm (to Mark). 

Mark; Uh, as far as one's personal happiness? 

Teacher; Moral.. .talk to me about that. 

Mark; Well, I mean are you going to deny someone happiness just because you don't 

like it? 

Teacher; Okay, so it's the question, "Are you going to deny someone happiness just 

because you don't like it" (writing). 

Teacher; Okay? 

Charles; Reproduction is not possible with two people, two persons who are same sex. 

Teacher; Okay, reproduction (writing) and, is not possible between two people of same 

sex. So are, are you posing that as an argument that would be to support, that could be 

argued against it? 

Charles; To be argued against it. 
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Teacher: Okay, to be argued having same sex marriages, okay. (To Trudy, 

acknowledging raised hand) yeati. 

Trudy; Also, if they even want to just even adopt kids, the effect that having homosexual 

parents...  

Charles: (Talking over Trudy) the psychological effects. 

Trudy; Yeah, the psychological effects on children. 

Teacher; (Writing) the effect on children. Okay. Anything else? 

William; You could ask why the State has the power to it, um, make illegal action or not. 

Like, how some states put a ban on it. Like if they... 

Teacher: (Talking over William) Do states have the right... 

William: Yeah. 

Teacher: . . .to ban (writing), or to... 

William: To... 

Teacher:.. .on the other side, to approve it? 

William: Yeah. 

Charles: I want to say something but I don't know if I'm getting toward the arguing side. 

Teacher: (Laughs) You know if it's an argument that could be posed, either way. 

Charles: Because I was going to say, um, as far as epidemics, uh, when two people get 

married that would kind of deter some disease, you know, at least, you know there'd, if 

they're having relations, they're having relations with each other. 

Teacher; Oh! I see what you re saying, okay... 

Charles: (Talking at the same time) Instead of being promiscuous.. . 
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Teacher; .. .what you're saying is if there's a same-sex marriage, they're going to be less 

likely to be promiscuous. 

Charles; Yes. 

Teacher; Okay, "same-sex marriage could deter promiscuity." (Sandra turns to Connie 

and smiling says something to her while teacher is writing on the board.) 

Sandra; Miss, what does that mean? 

Teacher; Um, it's having sex with many partners. So, and that, in turn, you're saying, 

prevents disease? 

Charles; It could, 1,1,1, possibly! 

Teacher; (Simultaneously) Possibly. 

Charles; I don't think it's gonna'.. .I'll shut up. (Turns to Trudy and they laugh softly.) 

Teacher; Okay, "prevention of disease." Okay. Yes (to Linda). 

Linda; It kind of goes with the Constitution, but not really (pointing to a previous point). 

If our country was founded on the concept of being a free country... 

Teacher; Um-hmm. 

Linda; .. .and so shouldn't that leave us free to make decisions about who to love? 

(Right after this, while teacher is writing on the board, Mark turns and says something 

quietly to Linda. She responds quietly and then shakes her head no.) 

Teacher; Okay, free country (writing), free decision about who we love. (Some quiet 

conversation going on in the background by Cathy, who giggles). Okay. All right, is 

there anything else you can think of? (Mark looks back at Linda.) What else comes to 

mind when you think of this issue that could be used as an argument? 
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William; Such as ideas, or examples of it? 

Teacher; Anything else you can think of. (Mark's hand goes up, but Sandra has already 

started talking.) 

Sandra; Kids at school, like, if other people know they're parents are same sex, it could 

be they'll be made fun of and stuff because it's not normal. 

Teacher; (Writing) Kids could be made fun of if parents are in same-sex marriage 

because it's not normal. 

Charles: Are we arguing yet? 

Teacher; (Laughs.) Get your arguments out there, any arguments that can be used. 

Okay, whose hand was up first? (George, whose hand was up, points to Mark.) Okay 

(pointing to Mark). 

Mark; Our bodies are not naturally formed for same-sex? 

Teacher: Okay (writing) bodies were not naturally formed for same sex. I'm gonna' put 

"Same..I'm going to have to start, "marriages." Okay? And then I think George was 

next. 

George; They could say that, um, that they're not (can't hear)... 

Teacher; So, is that the whether same-sex marriages should be, uh... 

George; Be able to have children or whatever. 

Teacher; Okay, and what would the argument be? Should not be able to? 

George; Or, yeah, they could say that, um, same-sex mamages are (Connie speaks 

quietly to Sandra) raising up children that would help the mother or would help the 

father.. .(couldn't hear the rest) effect the child. 
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Teacher: Okay. Gotcha. (Linda's, Cathy's, Charles's and Connie's hands go up.) And I 

don't know who was ne.xt. I think Charles, and then Linda, and then Connie, and then, 

yeah. 

Charles; I don't know if this is an argument, and 1 don't know how to say it, but when 

my friend, one time we were having a discussion about this, and 1 was (clears throat) 

against gay and she persuaded me to be for gay marriage, and she's not gay. She's 

straight. 

Teacher; Uh-huh. 

Charles; And she told me, she asked me if, if people were bom gay. And I stayed stuck, 

and I was like, I don't know, I like think they are, because usually you see, mainly male 

children, you see a tendency to, for them, to play with dolls, you know, be very girl-like. 

1 like, so, I said, yeah, 1 said, I think some people are like bom gay (Teacher is saying uh-

huh in the background occasionally) and then she asks me, well, if people are bom gay, 

and if God makes people, then why is so against the Bible? 

Teacher: Okay. 

Charles: So I know that's kind of getting toward the argument side, 1 don't know how to 

put this. 

Teacher; So, if people, let's see if we can put this on the, help me out on this. (Writing) 

If people are bom gay, (Mark says something in the background to Linda about I want to 

say something) then (Linda motions her hand as if to tell him to keep it down and says, 

"Write it down," and Mark begins to write)... 
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Charles: Then why is it wrong, why is it against the Bible, why is it against the Bible, or 

Bible scriptures for people to be homosexual? 

Teacher: "The scriptures" (writing). Okay. (Linda's hand goes up.) Does that say what 

you were meaning to say, Charles? 

Charles: Yes 

Teacher: Okay, good. And then who was next, Linda? (George begins writing on a 

paper. Mark is still writing.) 

Linda: Yes. This is also a kind of argument, but I don't mean to be. Kids are going to 

be criticized if their parents are homosexual at all, so I don't, so then why would marriage 

make a difference? 

Teacher: Okay. (Writing) Kids are going to experience criticism, and pardon my 

shorthand on this, anyway if parents are homosexuals, so how will marriage affect it 

either way? Okay. I'm probably going to run out of space, so if you want to go ahead 

and start copying some of those ideas for me, Sandra, on to a sheet of paper, start on this 

side, and then I'll try to put things in the margins as much as possible and then we'll just 

start all over. Thank you. Uh, as long as it doesn't get in the way of your participation. 

Um, okay. Who was next? Connie? 

Connie: About what he said (pointing to Charles) if parents, gay parents get married, the 

child will probably think it's normal and will more likely be the same way. 

Teacher: Okay, so you think that it would encourage, not you think, but one of the 

arguments that could be brought up is that if a child is brought up in a same-sex marriage. 
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they'll think it's normal; therefore, they may be in a same-sex marriage. Okay, so 

(writing) if a child is brought up in a same-sex marriage, they may think it's normal... 

Charles; (to Trudy) Oh, I just thought of an idea that is good (grinning). 

Teacher; (Still writing) And, therefore, feel it's okay for them. (Cathy's and Linda's 

hands go up. Teacher speaks to Connie.) Is that what you were trying to get up there, 

Connie? 

Connie; Yeah. (Students around her laugh a little, not in a mocking way.) 

Teacher; I think that Cathy was ne.xt, and then we'll get back to Linda. Yeah. 

Cathy; What does society classify as normal? 

Linda; Thank you! 

Cathy; I've been dying to say that! 

Charles; Yeah, that's what I was going to say. That's what I was going to say. 

Teacher; (Writing) What does society classify as normal? 

Linda; So, like who's to say what's normal? 

Teacher; Who's to say? (writing) Okay, and let's see, Sandra, if 1 erase this top one or 

two, is that okay? 

Sandra; Yeah, just let me. .. 

Teacher; All right. Okay, very good. What else can you think of? Let's see, um, what 

happens to people because of this issue? 

George; Hate crimes? 

Teacher; Okay, so one possible argument would be that same-sex marriage should be or 

should not be allowed because of hate crimes? 



213 

George; Well um, you can, I say that they didn't but um... 

Teacher; Well, remember, you need to think on both sides of the issue. Don't just think 

on one. (Pause.) So what might be the connection between hate crimes and same-sex 

marriages? 

Charles; (Raises hand part way) 1 can.. .(turns to George and lifts hand upward to him in 

a conceding manner. George gives a hand gesture to allow him to proceed. Cathy 

giggles.) 

Teacher; Let's see if he can finish his thought here, and if not then you can jump on in 

then. 

George; Well, you can say that hate crimes influence people, then gay marriages should 

help. 

Charles; Yeah, I know where he is trying to get. 

Teacher; Okay, well let's see if you do. You want to restate what you think he's saying, 

and then you let him know and me know (speaking to Josh). 

Charles; Like, if, if gay marriage was um, passed and made a law, it would become 

normal and we would see it more and more often, so people would not be as hateful 

toward homosexual people. (Turning to George) Is that what you're trying to say? 

George; Yeah. (Linda's hand goes up.) 

Charles; People would get used to it. 

Teacher; So it could reduce hate crimes, then is what you're saying. Okay, i get it. 

Okay (writing) could reduce hate crimes if legalized. Okay, what else? Linda? 
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Linda; Coming from the other side, it couM increase hate crimes because now you can 

see exactly who to commit the crime against, or it's a bigger issue now for people, so it 

would happen more often. 

Teacher; (Who has been writing as Linda talks) It's a bigger issue, so it could increase 

hate crime. And I better put bigger issue in there; otherwise, I'll forget. 

Charles; I think, I think it would. I think it would increase for, for the beginning, but, if, 

if, it would be normal after awhile. 

Teacher; (Writing) It would be normal after awhile. (Mark talks quietly to his 

neighbors. Can't hear. Then other students laugh.) 

Teacher; Okay. What facts might people point to (Mark is still talking quietly) that 

support or oppose this issue? 

Dennis; Disease. Diseases. The problem of diseases from homosexual males spreading 

aids. 

Teacher; Okay, so one of the arguments against same-sex marriages is the fact that you 

think people might point to would be diseases. Okay. (Mark talks again quietly in the 

background. Cathy hushes him and covers her mouth and giggles. Charles responds 

quietly, "Mostly guys.") 

Linda; (Quietly) Gosh, Mark, you are not even.. .(can't hear) don't even try. 

Mark; (All this while teacher is writing on the board) I'm, Fm.. .(.smiling) 

Linda; You're arguing. Don't even tell me that you tried. 

Mark; I think Sandra said it (can't hear). 

Teacher; (Turning back to class) Okay? (Cathy's hand is up.) And Cathy. 



Cathy; The crime rates. How, how the crime rates are right now that it's not really out in 

the open, everybody, I guess, so much as being gay, but.. .(Charles laughs and Cathy 

giggles with her head in her arm) Come on! And how the crime rates would be if it was 

legal? Take how it is now, versus how it could be if it was legal. 

Teacher: Okay. So, what I hear.. .{Cathy says, "More or less.") what I think I hear you 

saying is that people are committing crimes by being in gay marriages and I think that's 

what I hear you saying... 

Cathy: Yeah. 

Teacher:.. .and it would reduce their criminal activity. Is that what you're saying? 

Cathy: Kind of, sort of, like but, but if, um, some, some crimes have been committed 

against those who are gay already and if like the rates on those, like the statistics on those 

crimes and the statistics on how it would be if more people came out in the open. You 

know what I mean. (Turning to Linda as if an admission to her lack of clarity) I know. 

Teacher: Okay. Gotcha. 

Linda: Okay. 

Teacher: Okay, so Linda, stand on that for me. 

Linda: Okay, so what she's saying is there's a number of hate crimes committed now 

against gay people. Compare that to the number of gay crimes if it was legal. 

Charles: But, you see, it's not legal. 

Linda: No, no, but if it were hypothetically, then compare the number. 

Charles: Yeah, hypothetically. 
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Teacher; Okay, so you think that they could, those, what I hear you saying are those are 

facts that could be gathered after the fact (Cathy shakes her head yes) that could be used 

as an argument. 

Cathy: There you go! 

Teacher; Oh! (Teacher and Cathy laugh together.) 1 get it! So, if it were legalized, 

could gather data on hate crimes, 

Charles; I could go back on the other side of my argument of what I said. 

Cathy; Yeah, get yourself (giggling). 

Teacher: Argue with yourself! 

Charles; That, um, instead of you know seeing all the disease that it creates, all the 

diseases it reduces, after, hypothetically speaking. 

Teacher: Okay, let's see if we can find that one (referring to the arguments written on the 

board). 

Charles: It's over there. It's on the top. 

Teacher: On the top? 

Charles; On the left. 

Teacher; On the left? Could.. .diseases, between. Okay, so could increase or decrease. 

And that would be some data to potentially look at that could be used later. How about 

for now as we're debating it. um, what other facts might people point to that either 

support or oppose this issue? (Trudy raises her hand.) Yeah. 

Trudy; Possibly like, one could argue how, um, it makes people uncomfortable to see, 

um, people (can't hear). 



217 

Teacher: Okay, I'M have to put that right here. "Makes people uncomfortable to see gay 

couples." Okay? Yeah. 

Linda; There's a lot of prejudice in like jobs where... 

Charles: There's really good figure skaters. (Everyone laughs.) 

Teacher: Figure skaters, huh? Now there's something to think about. 

Charles: And hair stylists and., .and the designer people. 

Teacher: Okay, let's, let's get back to our issue on prejudice. 

Linda: It's like, (Cathy says something quietly to Linda) yeah, they're discriminated 

against in lots of professions. Like, I think.. .this isn't an opinion, it's a fact, I think. I 

think that a few years back, maybe a decade back, it was illegal for a teacher to be 

homosexual? And it's kind of an army situation where as long as they don't know about 

it, it's okay, but if you're married, then you're wearing a wedding ring. You've got 

everything that goes along with that, so it's harder if not impossible to keep that 

confidential. 

Teacher: Okay. So what I think I hear you saying is that, are two different arguments. 

First of all, I hear you saying that there is prejudice that is a cause of this (points to hate 

crimes), prejudice as a cause, and then what I hear you saying is that the result or the 

effect of that is that gay couples are being denied jobs, careers... 

Linda: Equal opportunities. 

Teacher: Can we call those rights? 

Linda: I say equal opportunities. 
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Teacher: Equal opportunities? Uh, so, ( writing) gay couples are denied equal 

opportunities. Okay. I'm goima' have to some more erasing here to allow for more 

room, and when Sandra gets it all done, we may have to do our classification of pro's and 

con's later when we can get a photocopy made of it, so we can add all that in. Um, if 

you've been coming up with ideas that only support one side of the issue, try to think 

about the other side now. What might a person say who has a different opinion about this 

issue? 

Mark: (Can't hear him.) 

Teacher: Well, it's a judgment you have to make about yourself if you've only been 

thinking on one side of the issue, try to step out of that now and think on the other side. 

(Long pause.) Nothing else? Okay. Well, thank you for contributing your ideas. This is 

the end of our research portion of this discussion, and in a moment we will begin labeling 

your brainstormed ideas as either pro or con. I do want to thank our participant observers 

and our videotapers, and they will be excused at this time. 
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Appendix B 

Period 3; Global Conference Center 

Public Conversation: 

Teacher; You have just revisited your norms and revised them as needed for the 

technological environment in which you are working today, and I have just provided you 

instruction and modeling for using GroupSystems. Now you are going to participate in 

an online version of your discussion on your other chosen topic, open versus closed high-

school campuses. Be sure that when I start you in your session that you will enter your 

alias rather than your real name. If your idea comes up without your alias, raise your 

hand immediately and I will assist you. When 1 tell you to begin, begin typing in some 

ideas, both pro and con, that could be used as arguments for or against this issue, hitting 

submit each time. Remember, you don't have to believe in the arguments that you write 

online. You are simply providing some arguments that might be used in this debate. So 

to begin, let me stop you in this particular activitj-". (Laughter among students at their 

computers shifting without their touching it.) Isn't that cool the way that works? And I 

begin you. (Computer crashed.) We're going to have to restart the computer. Just a 

moment. (A student is whistling.) Okay, well, let's stop the cameras for just a moment 

while he is getting the computers back online. You know we have to wait for research to 

begin for all this to happen; you know that. It was working perfectly up until this 

moment. There we go. Well, I've got to make sure first. Okay, so here we are. Okay, 

we're going to start you up now. Begin taping, if you quit. So to begin, go ahead and 

click on yes, and this will take just a moment to boot up your computer. Please don't 
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click until your computer comes up. The moment you get the same screen 1 have up 

there, you can go ahead and begin by double-clicking on the window, just like we did 

before. Make sure that your alias is up. Is there anybody who did not get their alias 

request? Okay, hold on, it's not working properly, hold on. Let me restart you to make 

sure. It's popping up that it didn't request the name. It is, it's just coming up a little 

slow. Okay, when you get your pop up requesting your name, be sure to type in your 

alias, and if your alias does not come up next to your name, type it in next to your 

comments or raise your hand, and raise your hand and let me know which of you didn't 

get your alias. Okay, so, to begin then, type in your alias and click okay. I'll come 

around in a moment and assist anybody who needs any help. Type in your alias. Okay. 

All right. I'll be right with you (to a student whose alias didn't come up), and then 

double-click on the window, "Brainstorm arguments about open v. closed high-school 

campuses." Open it up, type in your comment, and begin submit, so type in some 

arguments that either support closed high-school campuses or to argue against it, and I'll 

come around and assist individually. Raise your hand if for any reason your alias is not 

coming up. (Teacher walks around the room. ) 

Notes on behaviors during online conversation: Atlas is talking with Benjamin. Bonnie 

punches Atlas's arm and asks him to look on. Benjamin grins and watches for a second, 

and then begins typing. Bonnie giggles and looks around at others for a moment, taps 

Atlas on hand. Juan is grinning and reading comments. Now Juan is typing. Everyone 

appears to be very engaged in typing their ideas. Teacher is walking around briefly then 

sits. Gerry and Simon confer quietly and seriously about the process of t\ping in 
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comments, then get back to work. Star grins for a moment and then gets back to typing. 

Atlaws grins and looks around briefly. Troy grins at Cat, who is next to him, but quickly 

returns to reading and typing. Octavio grins and points to something on the screen to the 

girl next to him. As participation drops off (monitored by the computer), the teacher 

types in prompt questions, using the same questions used in the regular classroom. 

Teacher; I'm going to give you one more minute to get all your ideas in, any last 

thoughts (this as participation drops after approximately five minutes of typing). 30 

seconds.. .(Teacher walks around briefly.) All righty. Okay, thank you guys. That's the 

end of our research today. Camcorders can go off, and researchers you can just leave me 

your data. 

Period 4; Global Conference Center 

Public Conversation: 

Teacher: You have just revisited your norms and revised them as needed for the 

technological environment in which you are working today. And I have just provided 

you instruction and modeling for using GroupSystems. Now you are going to participate 

in an online version of your discussion on your other chosen topic, social promotion. Be 

sure that when I start you in your session that you enter your alias rather than your real 

name. If your idea comes up without your alias, raise your hand immediately, and I will 

assist you. When 1 tell you to begin, begin typing in some ideas, both pro and con, that 

could be used as arguments for or against this issue, hitting submit each time. 

Remember, you don't have to believe in the arguments you write online. You are simply 

providing some arguments that might be used in a debate on this topic. So to begin. 



you've been invited, dick yes. And this will take just a moment. Type in your alias 

when your author tag does come up. Just give it time, don't try to click or anything or try 

to escape. It's just a little lazy, like me today. There we go. Some of you are coming up 

a little faster than others. Very good. Type in your alias and click okay. So to begin, 

what are some arguments that come to mind that either support social promotion or argue 

against it. You may begin. Oh, I'm sorry ladies and gentlemen. That's the wrong one. 

And it's got open v. closed. Let me just put in social promotion, and we're good to go. 

I've got to start you up. Click all, go. Oh, yeah, I'll go ahead, and I'll give out these that 

you were stopped in. So just go ahead and redo. If you have a question now, feel free to 

raise your hand. 

Notes on behaviors; Everyone is reading or typing. Teacher sits at desk and types in 

prompt questions. After about five minutes, teacher speaks. 

Teacher; I'm going to be stopping you in one minute, so if you have any other ideas, be 

sure to get them out right now. And you might want to read through other people's ideas 

before you do that. (Pause.) You have thirty seconds to put in any last comments. 

(Teacher walks around.) Okay, now that's the end of our research portion of this. Thank 

you very much to our participant observers. 
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APPENDIX B: continued 

Agenda - Dissertation Data Collection, Period 3. Online Conversation 

3/16/2004 
9:50 AM Introduction 

10:10 AM Brainstorm ideas, both for and against the topic (Topic Commenter) 

10:17 AM Brainstorm ideas, both for and against the topic (Categorizer) 

Brainstorm ideas, both for and against the topic (Topic Commenter) 

1. Brainstorm arguments about open vs. closed high-school campuses 
1 can pop my shoulder {#2,3/16/2004,10:11 AM, troy} 

whut up {#3,3/16/2004,10:11 AM, Atlas} 

should have them to eat outside of schoool {#4,3/16/2004,10:11 AM, benjamin} 

too many people would leave and not come back (#5, 3/16/2004,10:11 AM, 
Amelia} 

open campuses is a bad idea {#6,3/16/2004,10:11 AM, Elena} 

It would make it beter and safer {#7,3/16/2004,10:11 AM, Simon} 

Closed Campuses are here to protect the students {#8, 3/16/2004,10:11 AM, 
Stephen} 

School food is nasty {#9, 3/16/2004,10:12 AM, OctAviO} 

it would be easy to ditch {#10,3/16/2004,10:12 AM, hector} 

open campuses are great to have but there will be a lot of hassel with them {#11, 
3/16/2004,10:12 AM, star} 

I think that we should have open campuses because in that way can eat where 
ever we want {#12,3/16/2004,10:12 AM, Juan} 

I belive schools should have open h.s. campuses {#13,3/16/2004,10:12 AM, 
gerry} 
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open campus is a very good idea (#14,3/16/2004,10:12 AM, katrina} 

Staff would not know where students are going {#15,3/16/2004,10:12 AM, 
Elena} 

why? {#16, 3/16/2004, 10:12 AM, troy} 

open campuses is a good idea {#17,3/16/2004,10:12 AM, Atlas} 

should have a monitor type thing with students when they leave to get food {#18, 
3/16/2004, 10:12 AM, maria} 

Open campuses are good though because what if guests want to come visit or see 
the education or what about emergencies {#19,3/16/2004,10:12 AM, Stephen} 

Whats wrong with ditching for food {#20, 3/16/2004,10:12 AM, OctAviO} 

we can go when we what {#21,3/16/2004,10:12 AM, Scott} 

why is it a good idea to have open campus {#22,3/16/2004,10:12 AM, Elena} 

ok {#23,3/16/2004,10:12 AM, troy} 

Open campus gives us a chance to pick out what we want to eat. {#24,3/16/2004, 
10:12 AM, erin} 

It would be a good idea if students wanted to leave and get food and then come 
back {#25,3/16/2004,10:13 AM, Cat} 

We would have more privesy {#26, 3/16/2004,10:13 AM, Simon} 

can only leave at lunch {#27,3/16/2004,10:13 AM, maria} 

there will be to many accidents every where and noone will ever come back to 
school {#28,3/16/2004,10:13 AM, star} 

I am against it because I believe that ther will be more tardies and more ditching 
{#29,3/16/2004,10:13 AM, Alice} 

it just makes ditching easier {#30,3/16/2004,10:13 AM, Alex} 

razel knock it off {#31,3/16/2004,10:13 AM, Atlas} 
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lunch would be longer {#32, 3/16/2004,10:13 AM, Amelia} 

we should have dosed campus because people that dont belong on campus will 
come and try and do somthing stupid {#33,3/16/2004,10:13 AM, bonnie) 

Is there anything else you can think of? {#34,3/16/2004,10:13 AM, Teacher} 

come back in a certain amount of time {#35,3/16/2004,10:13 AM, maria} 

ok {#36,3/16/2004,10:13 AM, troy} 

there would be healther food for the students {#37, 3/16/2004,10:13 AM, 
katrina} 

Having a closed campus would restrict people within the school possibly causing 
them to feel detained or imprisoned {#38,3/16/2004,10:13 AM, Stephen} 

nothings wrong ditch for food {#39,3/16/2004,10:13 AM, hector} 

Raziel stop that {#40, 3/16/2004,10:13 AM, Atlas} 

What else comes to mind when you think of this issue that could be used as an 
argument? {#41,3/16/2004,10:13 AM, Teacher} 

having a closed campus can get very boring {#42, 3/16/2004,10:13 AM, Juan} 

School food aint nutritious and they dont have a selection of food {#43, 
3/16/2004, 10:13 AM, OctAviO} 

your right {#44,3/16/2004,10:14 AM, troy} 

I believe that only students who are responbile should have to right to go off 
campus {#45,3/16/2004,10:14 AM, Elena} 

theres lots of things wrong ditching for food {#46, 3/16/2004,10:14 AM, maria} 

What happens to people because of this issue? {#47, 3/16/2004,10:14 AM, 
Teacher} 

We would need more monitors probably and there would be a drop in TuSD's 
money {#48,3/16/2004,10:14 AM, Cat} 

With an open campus there would be no need to ditch for your food....you could 
get it freely {#49,3/16/2004,10:14 AM, Stephen} 
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they get suspended {#50,3/16/2004,10:14 AM, troy} 

i can pop my shoulder to and my elbow {#51,3/16/2004, 10:14 AM, benjamin} 

dithching is abad thing hector {#52,3/16/2004,10:14 AM, Atlas} 

either way it will be nice i mean i would like to have an open campus but just 
think of the risks we will have {#53, 3/16/2004, 10:14 AM, star} 

as long as you have parent permission it should be ok {#54, 3/16/2004, 10:14 
AM, Alex} 

Not all people like the fod from the cafeteria {#55, 3/16/2004,10:14 AM, erin} 

but you would have to get back on time for class {#56,3/16/2004,10:14 AM, 
Amelia} 

What happens to people because of this issue? {#57,3/16/2004,10:14 AM, 
Teacher} 

students should have the right to do as they please! {#58,3/16/2004,10:14 AM, 
gerry} 

you can have sone other people in a diferent school to come and see our school. 
{#59,3/16/2004,10:14 AM, Simon} 

How is leaving campus Unsafe? {#60, 3/16/2004,10:14 AM, OctAviO} 

the fod? {#61,3/16/2004,10:15 AM, troy} 

your right star {#62, 3/16/2004,10:15 AM, Atlas} 

but what if the students decide not to come back to school {#63,3/16/2004,10:15 
AM, Elena} 

I like you selena from francisco {#64,3/16/2004,10:15 AM, benjamin} 

What facts might people point to that support or oppose this issue? {#65, 
3/16/2004,10:15 AM, Teacher} 

we should just have better food here or a food court {#66,3/16/2004,10:15 AM, 
maria} 
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TUSD would most likely lose money from the students going out for food, there 
would probably be more injuries and accidents and there would be a higher tardy 
rate {#67, 3/16/2004, 10:15 AM, Stephen} 

i agree with Stephen {#68, 3/16/2004,10:15 AM, hector} 

Also it would be complicated for the school because if the kids leave and don't 
come back the school will be getting complaints from the parents {#69, 
3/16/2004,10:15 AM, Alice} 

nothing happens to people if they want to leave campus. {#70, 3/16/2004, 10:15 
AM, gerry} 

if we had better food we wouldn't want to leave {#71,3/16/2004,10:15 AM, 
Amelia} 

with open campus it will make more people want to leave and they will bring 
drugs onto campus {#72,3/16/2004, 10:16 AM, bonnie} 

less ditching {#73, 3/16/2004,10:16 AM, troy} 

people vwll end up bringing guns or other weapons or even drugs and that just 
makes our reputation here at cholla worse {#74,3/16/2004,10:16 AM, star} 

we have A food court? {#75, 3/16/2004, 10:16 AM, OctAviO} 

But if bad people from the outside know we have an open campus there are 
possiblitiys of kidnappings and rape {#76,3/16/2004, 10:16 AM, Cat} 

more absence {#77,3/16/2004,10:16 AM, Amelia} 

Open campus should be limited to only certain people, not everyone {#78, 
3/16/2004,10:16 AM, Elena} 

I agree with the iea of better food or a food court {#79,3/16/2004,10:16 AM, 
Alice} 

you can eat at mcdonalds and burger king if we had open campus {#80, 
3/16/2004, 10:16 AM, benjamin} 

it would give the student a chance to get a brake from their hard day {#81, 
3/16/2004,10:16 AM, katrina} 

agree w/ alice {#82, 3/16/2004,10:16 AM, maria} 
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What if someone goes out and gets drunk or high while off campus? this would be 
a hazard not only to the one doing it but also all the people on the road and in the 
school {#83,3/16/2004,10:16 AM, Stephen} 

who would decide who gets to leave? (#84,3/16/2004,10:16 AM, Amelia} 

they bring guns to school anyway even with a closed campus star {#85, 
3/16/2004,10:16 AM, OctAviO} 

but we cant afford mc donalds {#86,3/16/2004,10:16 AM, troy} 

our reps bad enough {#87,3/16/2004, 10:16 AM, hector} 

but if we had a open campuses there would be a lot of people leaving when they 
need to be in class {#88,3/16/2004,10:17 AM, Scott} 

there is alot of people who would just go to ditch and that is not what open 
campus is for {#89,3/16/2004,10:17 AM, Alex} 

less people graduating because of their attendance or their grades will drop {#90, 
3/16/2004,10:17 AM, star} 

agree w/alice {#91, 3/16/2004,10:17 AM, Elena} 

no the closed campus shouldn't be limited you person {#92, 3/16/2004,10:17 
AM, bonnie} 

the privesy that we have may be good because the more people we have the more 
probloms there will be for all the students. {#93, 3/16/2004, 10:17 AM, Simon} 

they wouldn't have much time to go get high and drunk in a period of time {#94, 
3/16/2004,10:17 AM, maria} 

i think star is right {#95, 3/16/2004, 10:17 AM, Alex} 

I think that the majority of the students in cholla would like this idea {#96, 
3/16/2004,10:17 AM, Juan} 

whats wrong with our rep hector? {#97,3/16/2004,10:17 AM, OctAviO} 

what if someone got hurt while off campus {#98, 3/16/2004,10:17 AM, Elena} 



229 

but then we will probly have to pay more for our lunch and some people don't 
have the money and cant get free lunches {#99,3/16/2004,10:17 AM, Alice} 

With an open campus though there are good points as well as bad points such as 
the freedom mentality and it would probably make us feel more comfortable at 
school {#100, 3/16/2004,10:17 AM, Stephen} 

The lines are to long here at school so some people don't even eat. Why not let 
them go somewhere where the lines aren't so long and they can get there food 
easier? {#101,3/16/2004, 10:17 AM, erin} 

Maybe if we had an open campus, Cholla would make much better food for us to 
eat just to make a profit {#102,3/16/2004,10:18 AM, Cat} 

the school would ended up being responcible for any one who left and got hurt. 
{#103, 3/16/2004,10:18 AM, Amelia} 

if they really want to ditch theyll do it anyways {#104,3/16/2004,10:18 AM, 
troy} 

i think it would be there own fault elena {#105, 3/16/2004,10:18 AM, Alex} 

its already screwed {#106,3/16/2004,10:18 AM, hector} 

Fast food places should just come on campus instead of students leaving campus. 
Less worries {#107,3/16/2004,10:18 AM, Elena} 

i dont agree with alice {#108,3/16/2004, 10:18 AM, bonnie} 

Let them get hurt its there choice to leave campus or to stay Elena {#109, 
3/16/2004,10:18 AM, OctAviO} 

but all iin saying it gives more of a risk of people getting hurt OctAvio {#110, 
3/16/2004,10:18 AM, star} 

If we have an open campus though it just provides leeway for a student(s) to ditch 
{#111,3/16/2004,10:18 AM, Stephen} 

agree w/ elena {#112, 3/16/2004,10:18 AM, maria} 

if we had an open campus we wouldnt have a safe school because of strangers 
coming on our campus {#113, 3/16/2004,10:18 AM, benjamin} 
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then those people wont be able to go out and eat what they want {#114, 
3/16/2004,10:18 AM, katrina} 

this can also be a bad thing to do because it might drop cholla money {#115, 
3/16/2004,10:18 AM, Juan} 

I think open campuses are cool as long as the student leaving signs a paper saying 
that they will return at a specific time {#! 16,3/16/2004,10:18 AM, gerry} 

they should come back to school where else would they go i mean at school is 
where we have and meet most of our frends at so why would they want to leave 
we all have fun at school so they should want to come back whats out there that 
not at scho9ol if there at there house it would be very boring for them i dont think 
theyre that stupid on not wanting to come back and if they dont they are stupid my 
opinion its just a thought so dont take it porsonal xavier meaning you lara {#117, 
3/16/2004,10:18 AM, Atlas} 

cat what do you say if some othre person would come and sit in your tabel and 
would start to say bad tings to you. {#118, 3/16/2004,10:19 AM, Simon} 

but the monitors can try and stop the closed campus ditching 
with open campus they can't {#119,3/16/2004, 10:19 AM, Alex} 

they ditch any way so whats the point {#120,3/16/2004,10:19 AM, OctAviO} 

but then the school will be responbile for them and the school might get sued 
{#121, 3/16/2004,10:19 AM, Elena} 

why would they be other people in ower campus {#122,3/16/2004,10:19 AM, 
katrina} 

1 completely agree with Simon {#123,3/16/2004,10:19 AM, Stephen} 

im down with octavio {#124, 3/16/2004,10:19 AM, benjamin} 

What facts might people point to that support or oppose this issue? {#125, 
3/16/2004,10:19 AM, Teacher} 

ok {#126, 3/16/2004,10:19 AM, troy} 

we can use our ids to get back into school {#127,3/16/2004,10:19 AM, hector} 

Maria why do you agree with Elena? {#128,3/16/2004,10:19 AM, Cat} 
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students here aren't all that mindless to go off and get in trouble, give us a little 
more credit than that (#129,3/16/2004, 10:19 AM, maria} 

simon (#130,3/16/2004, 10:19 AM, troy} 

but the monitors can somtimes stop them (#131,3/16/2004, 10:19 AM, Alex} 

people are worried about the vending machines here so why would they even let 
us have an open campus. {#132, 3/16/2004,10:20 AM, star} 

there might be a lot of people that won't come back to school after they are done 
eating {#133, 3/16/2004,10:20 AM, Juan} 

I understand that people are going to ditch anyway but this will make it easier for 
them to not get caught (#134,3/16/2004,10:20 AM, Alice} 

there is too many of us. they cant stop us all (#135,3/16/2004,10:20 AM, troy} 

tory were are you. (#136,3/16/2004, 10:20 AM, Simon} 

Also, if you go to school there is the door to door policy that says from the time 
you leave for the bus in the morning until you get home after school, you are 
under school supervision (#137,3/16/2004,10:20 AM, Stephen} 

i know i would want to come back if i just ate {#138,3/16/2004,10:20 AM, 
Amelia} 

I agree with troy {#139,3/16/2004,10:20 AM, OctAviO} 

ok {#140,3/16/2004,10:21 AM, troy} 

If we had an open campus I think schools would have more stuff at school just to 
get us to stay (#141,3/16/2004,10:21 AM, Cat} 

because that way we can go out to eat as a grope this is highschool not kinder we 
should be more grown up now (#142, 3/16/2004,10:21 AM, Atlas} 

lets start a revolution (#143, 3/16/2004,10:21 AM, troy} 

some campus have nothing arouned it so the only people how can leave would be 
the ones with cars {#144,3/16/2004,10:21 AM, Scott} 

those people are not responsible for their ovwi actions (#145, 3/16/2004,10:21 
AM, katrina} 



232 

some people enjoy coming to school but some dont meaning that they would 
leave school and mightnot come back {#146, 3/16/2004,10:21 AM, gerry} 

maria is hot {#147, 3/16/2004,10:21 AM, benjamin} 

yes they are {#148, 3/16/2004,10:21 AM, troy} 

thats why they assign more monitors and the police drive around at the malls, 
movies and many other places troy {#149,3/16/2004, 10:21 AM, maria} 

troy is dumb {#150,3/16/2004,10:21 AM, benjamin} 

yes she is {#151, 3/16/2004,10:21 AM, troy} 

LARA YOU NEED TO STOP DITHCHING YOU KNOW IM TALKING TO 
YOU {#152,3/16/2004,10:21 AM, Atlas} 

they should have pizza and other stuff that is good not that taste like poop {#153, 
3/16/2004,10:21 AM, Alex} 

i dont think so alice because right there it sounds like your trying persuade them 
to ditch {#154,3/16/2004,10:21 AM, bonnie} 

they can ask for a ride {#155,3/16/2004,10:21 AM, katrina} 

open campus is not such a great idea {#156, 3/16/2004,10:21 AM, Elena} 

Open campuses are just TOO hazardous to the safety of the student body {#157, 
3/16/2004,10:22 AM, Stephen} 

via la resitance {#158,3/16/2004,10:22 AM, hector} 

yea lara {#159, 3/16/2004,10:22 AM, troy} 

troy, what kind of revolution? {#160,3/16/2004,10:22 AM, gerry} 

I agree with atlas because we are more mature {#161, 3/16/2004, 10:22 AM, 
OctAviO} 

katrina is hot {#162,3/16/2004,10:22 AM, benjamin} 

Some of the monitors let people ditch bee a use they have favorite people {#163, 
3/16/2004,10:22 AM, star} 
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A good way to do this is to mark down everybody that is going to lieve campus 
{#164,3/16/2004,10:22 AM, Juan} 

can Iditch with you? {#165,3/16/2004,10:22 AM, troy} 

jgjgopfeffop:Qg {#166, 3/16/2004,10:22 AM, hector} 

I agree with Maria, they just need to hire more people to watch us {#167, 
3/16/2004, 10:22 AM, Cat} 

Maturity is the issue here {#168, 3/16/2004,10:22 AM, Stephen} 

What so hazardous {#169,3/16/2004,10:22 AM, OctAviO} 

LARA STOP DICHING NOW {#170, 3/16/2004,10:22 AM, Atlas} 

alan is a idiota {#171, 3/16/2004,10:22 AM, benjamin} 

we rise up {#172, 3/16/2004,10:22 AM, troy} 

not true {#173, 3/16/2004,10:22 AM, Elena} 

Were not 1 {#174,3/16/2004,10:22 AM, OctAviO} 

just b ecause the monitor {#175, 3/16/2004,10:22 AM, Alice} 

Everyt {#176,3/16/2004,10:22 AM, Stephen} 

i gree w (#177,3/16/2004,10:22 AM, maria} 

some campus would only lat the 11 a {#178, 3/16/2004,10:22 AM, Scott} 

i love this class {#179,3/16/2004,10:23 AM, benjamin} 

you people want to let other people com and destroy what we have. {#180, 
3/16/2004,10:23 AM, Simon} 

against the goverment {#181, 3/16/2004, 10:23 AM, troy} 

But I think that would take {#182, 3/16/2004,10:23 AM, Juan} 
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Appendix B - continued 

Agenda - Dissertation Data Coilection. Period 4. Online 

3/16/2004 
11:00 AM Introduction 

11:05 AM Brainstorm ideas, both for and against the topic (Topic Commenter) 

11:12 AM Brainstorm ideas, both for and against the topic (Categorizer) 

Brainstorm ideas, both for and against the topic (Topic Commenter) 

1. Brainstorm arguments about social promotion. 

Teachers might feel that they have to in order for the students to fit in (#7, 
3/16/2004,11:19 AM, Cathy} 

Social Promotion doesnt effectively show if a student is prepared for high school 
{#8, 3/16/2004, 11:19 AM, William} 

Children arent ready for high school {#9,3/16/2004,11:19 AM, goege} 

Our children aren't getting the most out of their education {#10,3/16/2004,11:19 
AM, Trudy} 

Provides the school with needed money {#11,3/16/2004,11:19 AM, Mark} 

Children who aren't ready should not be moved on because if they are then they 
aren't leamnig what they should be {#12,3/16/2004,11:19 AM, Linda} 

we may have a socity that is not intelligent {#13,3/16/2004,11:19 AM, Sandra) 

The students might fee! that they need help before entering high school, but are 
afraid to be held back and not go on with their friends {#14,3/16/2004, 11:20 
AM, William} 

No one is ready for high school its a big step {#15,3/16/2004,11:20 AM, connie} 
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I think that puberty plays a big part in this issue, you'll have a 20 year old, going 
to school with a fifteen yaer old making him more likely to go after younger girls 
{#16,3/16/2004,11:20 AM, cHARLES} 

students are not prepared in the way that they choutd and if they were are held 
back it's only to help them in the future {#17,3/16/2004,11:20 AM, Cathy} 

It will cause student to stuggle in high school {#18, 3/16/2004, 11:20 AM, goege} 

It motivates a student to take intitiative towards their own education {#19, 
3/16/2004, 11:20 AM, Trudy} 

Children face problems in higher classes when unprepared (#20, 3/16/2004,11:20 
AM, Mark} 

So if a kid does not meet the requirements to be moved on to the next grade, then 
why pass him/her? How will they ever learn if they are always trying to catch up? 
{#21,3/16/2004,11:20 AM, johnathan} 

It's helpful for a student to progress through school at a normal rate {#22, 
3/16/2004,11:20 AM, William} 

Its not fair for the student tobe held back because the teachers don't do their job 
well {#23,3/16/2004,11:21 AM, connie} 

but people should be ready academically even if they arent ready socially {#24, 
3/16/2004,11:21 AM, Lmda} 

Teachers can't be blamed if the student didn't even try to learn {#25, 3/16/2004, 
11:21AM, William} 

its not helpful if they get to highschoo! and dont learn anything and just get 
discouraged {#26,3/16/2004,11:21 AM, Linda) 

Is there anything else you can think of? {#27, 3/16/2004,11:21 AM, Teacher} 

it will alow student that stuggle to get out of school faster os they can get a job 
{#28,3/16/2004,11:21 AM, goege} 

students these days are not prepared for the real world and they need all the extra 
help they can get whether or not they need to be held back or pushed forward this 
our future {#29,3/16/2004,11:22 AM, Cathy} 
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It causes children problems to progress at a rate that is too extrem for them to 
handle as not all students progress at the same rate (#30,3/16/2004,11 ;22 AM, 
Mark} 

some students are just afraid to speak up if they have trouble with school (#31, 
3/16/2004,11:22 AM, William} 

I know of a person that was 16 in 8th grade and he had a mind and a body of a 
high school kid, it's more of a psychological issue. He actually got in troublt for 
trying to go out with a younger girl {#32,3/16/2004,11 ;22 AM, cHARLES} 

how are students going to get a job without the right skills? {#33, 3/16/2004, 
11:23 AM, Cathy} 

if a student fails then they have not earned the right to move on and should not be 
allowed to {#34,3/16/2004, 11:23 AM, Linda} 

Dont send children to high school that cannot even read make them learn how to 
read before they are advance to another grade. (#35, 3/16/2004, 11:23 AM, 
Sandra} 

What else comes to mind when you think of this issue that could be used as an 
argument? (#36, 3/16/2004,11:23 AM, Teacher} 

then if thats the case they need to speak up to get help (#37,3/16/2004,11 ;23 
AM, Connie} 

What happens to people because of this issue? (#38,3/16/2004,11:23 AM, 
Teacher} 

It's not acceptable to pass a student into highschool, who might read at a 5th grade 
level. It just causes greatrer difficulties for that student and dicourages them when 
faced with the challenges of highschool {#39,3/16/2004,11:23 AM, Trudy} 

some students are just afraid to speak up because they may be embarrased (#40, 
3/16/2004,11:24 AM, William} 

Kids get left behind {#41, 3/16/2004,11:24 AM, Trudy} 

student that are late bloomers will not do well if they are move on to something 
harder everv' time {#42,3/16/2004,11:24 AM, goege} 
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True, psychologically it is probably better for students to move on...also, older 
student who have been held back might pose a threat to younger students {#43, 
3/16/2004,11:24 AM, Linda} 

What facts might people point to that support or oppose this issue? {#44, 
3/16/2004,11:24 AM, Teacher} 

Social promotion holds the community back as well as their fellow students {#45, 
3/16/2004,11:24 AM, Mark} 

The only ones who know where the students are would be the teachers. The 
teachers can not be afraid of speaking up to get these students help after all that's 
their job to teach and to be there if the students need help {#46,3/16/2004,11:24 
AM, Cathy} 

when a child is held back then they are waisting time and have to stay in school 
longer than they really have to and they are going back wards than forward {#47, 
3/16/2004, 11:25 AM, connie} 

We have programs in school like special education that help students with 
learning dissabilities why can't we implement programs for those who are not that 
apt. {#48,3/16/2004,11:25 AM, cHARLES} 

Social promotion may send the wrong signals to the student; telling them that he 
or she is doing well in school when they really aren't {#49,3/16/2004, 11:25 AM, 
William} 

Social promotion get children out of the system and into the work program {#50, 
3/16/2004,11:26 AM, Mark} 

We may have a high drop out rate because many of the students that are passed 
into high school may get discouraged and think that they are not smart enough to 
be in school {#51, 3/16/2004,11:26 AM, Sandra} 

Not if the students aren't prepared to enter the work environment {#52,3/16/2004, 
11:26 AM, William} 

If a child is not dong well in school then the school should provide extra help than 
to held them back like the movie Stand and Deliver {#53,3/16/2004,11:26 AM, 
connie} 

but if the child isnt ready to work or doesnt have the skills necesary then all we're 
doing is hurting the students whole life!! {#54,3/16/2004,11:27 AM, Linda} 
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students should, be able to feel that they can talk to the teacher if they aren't 
feeling up to speed with the rest of the class and not feel insecure about being out 
of place there are probably more students then we think that are having the same 
problems (#55,3/16/2004,11:27 AM, Cathy) 

Student dont they do want they friends to move on with out them so they dont do 
whats best for thier education {#56,3/16/2004,11:27 AM, goege} 

Some kids face learning disorders that don't allow them the ability to learn as 
quickly as the rest of their peers and it's not fair to the child when they are shoved 
along to the next level just because the majority is at that level. {#57,3/16/2004, 
11:27 AM, Trudy} 

we hurt children by keepin {#58,3/16/2004,11:28 AM, Mark) 
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Table 1 

Interest Inventory Results 

Period 3, School Law: 

Total of 4-scale rating, when 1 equals "no interest" and 4 equals "high interest" -

Open vs. Closed Campuses: 61 divided by 17 total students = 3.59 

Same-Sex Marriages: 40 divided by 17 total students = 2.35 

Period 4. Junior/Senior English: 

Total of 4-scale rating, when 1 equals "no interest" and 4 equals "high interest" -

Social Promotion: 27 divided by 10 total students = 2.7 

Same-Sex Marriages: 33 divided by 10 total students = 3.3 



o 

Table 2 

DATA COLLECTION PEOCEDIMES 

Regular Classroom Environment 
(during teacher-facilitated discussion of student-chosen problem; process: 

students brainstorm, and comment on ideas they have brainstormed) 

DATA NEEDED DATA COLLECTION 
ACTIVITY 

WHO COLLECTS DATA HOW IT WILL BE 
ANALYZED 

role/nature of utterances sorting of responses by nature 
of response; rubric/coding 
nature of response 

participant observers initially 
code, and teacher researcher 
views videotape, transcribes 
utterances, codes separately, 
and verifies coding of 
participant observers 

total and graph utterances, 
using coding for nature of 
utterances (see rubric/coding 
instrument), describe roles in 
narrative, and compare to 
GroupSystems session 

role/nature of utterances by 
gender 

same as above, using 
videotapes 

same as above, using 
videotapes 

total and graph by gender, 
using seating chart, describe 
roles in narrative, and compare 
to GroupSystems session 

role/nature of utterances by 
ethnicity 

same as above, using 
videotapes 

same as above, using 
videotapes 

total and graph by ethnicity, 
using seating chart, describe in 
narrative, and compare to 
GroupSystems session 



Table 2 (continued) 

DATA COLLECTION PROCEDURES 

Collaborative, Technological Environment 
(during teacher-facilitated discussion of student-chosen problem; process: 

students brainstorm and comment on ideas they have brainstormed) 

DATA NEEDED DATA COLLECTION 
ACTIVITY 

WHO COLLECTS DATA HOW IT WILL BE 
ANALYZED 

role/nature of utterances sorting of responses by nature 
of response; rubric/coding 
nature of response 

participant observers initially 
code, and teacher researcher 
reads transcripts, views 
videotape and transcribes 
utterances, codes separately, 
and verifies coding of 
participant observers 

total and graph utterances, 
using coding for nature of 
utterances (see rubric/coding 
instrument), describe roles in 
narrative, and compare to 
regular session 

role/nature of utterances by 
gender 

same as above, using online 
transcripts, videotapes 

same as above, using online 
transcripts, videotapes 

total and graph by gender, 
using seating chart, describe 
roles in narrative, and compare 
to regular session 

role/nature of utterances by 
ethnicity 

same as above, using online 
transcripts, videotapes 

same as above, using online 
transcripts, videotapes 

total and graph by ethnicity, 
using seating chart, describe in 
narrative, and compare to 
regular session 
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Table 3 

Coding for Nature of Utterances; 

Regular Classroom Setting: 

1. Watchers; Characterized by watching others participate but not participating 
themselves. 
2. Whisperers in the Dark: Those students who whisper to their neighbors during the 
discussion but don't speak up. 
3. Cave Dwellers; Students who balance conversation with listening and participating 
but don't dominate the discussion. 
4. Powerful Storytellers of the Cave; Students who speak up a great deal and dominate 
the conversation. 
5. Occult Cave Artists; Those who draw on paper while the discussion is going on. 
6. Cave Sleepers; Students who doze off during the discussion. 

Coliaborative Technological Setting: 

1. Shore Watchers; Characterized by watching others keyboard their ideas but not 
personally participating. 
2. Shore Whisperers; Those students who whisper with their neighbors during the online 
discussion but don't participate online. 
3. Watering Hole Dwellers; Students who balance their online conversation with reading 
others' comments and writing their own but do not just write all the time, dominating the 
online discussion. 
4. Powerful Storytellers of the Watering Hole; Students who write a great deal about 
their own ideas but do not respond to others' ideas. 
5. Occult Watering Hole Artists; As students will not have paper or pencil for this 
session, the only interpretation might be students who endeavor to get out of the program 
altogether in order to go online and surf. 
6. Watering Hole Sleepers; Students who doze off during the online discussion. 



243 

Table 4 

Total Participation Shifts from Regular Classroom to Global Conference Center 

Types of Shifts Period 3 Period 4 Total 

CD to WHD 6 4 10 

W to WHD 3 3 6 

PS to WHD 1 2 

CD to PSW 1 0 1 

WD to WHD 6 1 7 

WtoSW 0 1 1 
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Table 5 

Ethnicity and Participation Shifts from Regular Classroom to Global Conference 

, Shifts "Sh^ts Period 3 'Peri&d 4 "foM 

CB to %VHI> flispaoie liiiillili 

lljjjilllllllg iillililii 

llllllllllllllllJ iliiiilil Iillililii; 

AmaerfcaB 
W to WHD Hispanic 3 2 5 

African 0 1 1 
American 

fStoWHI) • Csacuskii liiiillili iililliiig iilliil 

Hispanic • iillililii iiliiiiiilllii liililii 

CD to PSW Caucasian 1 0 1 
j 

WO to wm Hispanic liiiillili iiililllilli 1111111 

Nattiw iillililii liiliilillll iiiim 
AmerieaB 

1 W to SW Caucasian 0 1 1 
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Table 6 

Total Types of Shifts by Ethnicity 

Types of Shifts Hispanic Caucasian African 
American 

Native 
American 

CD to WHO 5 
(29.4%) 

4 
(57.1%) 

1 
(50%) 

0 

W to WHD 5 
(29.4%) 

0 
(50%) 

0 

PS to WHD 1 
(6%) 

1 
(14.3%) 

0 0 

CD to PSW 0 1 
(14.3%) 

0 0 

WD to WHD 6 
(35.2%) 

0 0 1 
(100%) 

W to SW 0 1 
(14.3%) 

0 0 

Note: Percentages demonstrate the amount of the total representative population that 

shifted in from one role to another. 
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Table 7 

Gender and Participation Shifts from Regular Classroom to Global Conference 

Skifi^Gendsr. - ' . 

SUaJUl 

Male 2 1 3 

W to WHP 

Male 2 • 1 • • 3 

Female 12 3 

PS.taWBB 

Male 0 1 1 

Female I 0 1 

CD to PSW 

Male 1 0 1 

Female 0 0 0 

WP to WHI> 

Male 3 1 4 

Female 3 0.3 

i 
0 

t 

0 
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Table 8 

Total Types of Shifts by Gender 

Types of Shifts Male Female 

CD to WHD 3 
(23%) 

7 
(50%) 

W to WHD 3 
(23%) 

3 
(21.4%) 

PS to WHD 1 
(7.5%) 

1 
(7.2%) 

CD to PSW 1 
(8%) 

0 

WD to WHD 4 
(31%) 

3 
(21.4%) 

WtoSW 1 
(7.5%) 

0 

Note; Percentages demonstrate the amount of the total representative population that 

shifted in from one role to another. 



9th gr. 10th gr. 11th gr. 12th gr. 

Student Participants by Grade Level 

• 9th gr. 
H10th gr. 
• 11th gr. 
• 12th gr. 
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Figure 4 

The Global Conference Center 
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Participation Rotes by Class in Regular Classroom 

Period 3 
Roles 
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Total Roles by Ethnicity, Third Period, 
Regular Classroom 

100% 
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70% 
60% 
50% 
40% 
30% 
20% 
10% 

0% 

• Caucasian 

• Native American 

a Hispanic 

Roles 

Ethnicity PS CD W WB Totals 
C = Caucasian 1 2 0 0 3 
H = Hispanic 0 5 o J 5 13 
NA = Native American 0 0 0 1 1 

1 7 3 6 17 

PS = Powerful Storyteller 
CD = Cave Dweller 
W = Watcher 
WD = Whisperer in the Dark 
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Roles by Ethnicity, Period 4, Regular Classroom 

100% 

8C"-i 

40%: 

CD W WD 

Roles 

• African 
American 

H Hispanic 

H Caucasian 

Ethnicity PS CD W WD Totals 
C = Caucasian 0 3 1 0 4 
H = Hispanic 1 0 2 1 4 
AA = African American 0 1 1 0 2 

1 4 4 1 10 

PS = Powerful Storyteller 
CD = Cave Dweller 
W = Watcher 
WD = Whisperer in the Dark 
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Total Roles by Ethnicity In Regular Classroom 

I --..Q-.:-. -Q-O •• 
80%! ' 

40% r' I. 

PS CD W WD 

Ethnicity PS CD w WD Totals 
C = Caucasian 1 5 1 0 7 
H = Hispanic 1 5 6 5 17 
NA = Native American 0 0 0 1 1 
AA = African American 0 1 1 0 2 

2 11 8 6 27 

PS = Powerful Storyteller 
CD = Cave Dweller 
VV = Watcher 
WD = Whisperer in the Dark 

• African American 

• Native American 
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Participation Roies by Gender, Third Period, Regular 
Classroom 

100% 

• Male 

B Female 

Gender PS CD w WD Totals 
Female 1 4 1 3 9 
Male 0 3 2 3 8 

1 7 3 6 17 

PS = Powerful Storyteller 
CD = Cave Dweller 
W = Watcher 
WD = Whisperer in the Dark 
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Participation Roies by Gender, Fourth Period, 
Regular Classroom 

100% 

80%-

60% 

40% • Female 

HMaf® 

CD W 

Roles 

Gender PS CD W WD Totals 
Female 0 3 2 0 5 
Male 1 1 2 1 5 

1 4 4 1 10 

PS = Powerful Storyteller 
CD = Cave Dweller 
W = Watcher 
WD = Whisperer in the Dark 
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Total Roles by Gender in Regular Classroom 
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8 

6 
pais 
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I Male 

I Female 

PS CD W WD 

Roles 

Gender PS CD w WD Totals 
Female 1 7 3 3 14 

Male 1 4 4 4 13 

2 11 7 7 27 

PS = Powerful Storyteller 
CD = Cave Dweller 
W = Watcher 
WD = Whisperer in the Dark 
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Difference in Amount of Participation for Period 3 

138 

Period 3 Regular Classroom Global Conference Center 
34 138 

Difference in Amount of Participation for Period 4 

34 

48 

Period 4 Regular Classroom 
34 

Global Conference Center 
48 
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