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Using Ethnography of Communication, Conversational Analysis, and surveys, 

Thai students' participation in group work was studied to determine how they interact 

with native English-speaking students. Issues discussed are: (1) behaviors Thai students 

display during group work; including comparisons and contrasts to native students' 

behaviors, (2) prejudices native students have about including Thai students in group 

work, (3) Thais' strengths and weaknesses in group work, and (4) perceptions native and 

Thai students and their professors have regarding group work and its importance to 

successful course completion. The study concludes by recommending ways that both Thai 

students and their professors can enhance the learning outcomes of courses that heavily 

emphasize group work. 
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THAIS TAKING TURNS: HOW THAIS PARTICIPATE IN GROUP WORK 

IN THE AMERICAN CLASSROOM 

1. Introduction 

1.1. Premise 

To perform successfully in an American classroom, normative speakers have to 

learn to participate in group work. In this study, I examine nonnative students' oral 

participation in group work with native English speakers, with particular focus on students 

from Thailand. Nonnative students or Thai students are the descriptors I use for my study 

subjects. To better understand when and why Thai students contribute to the conversation 

of groups larger than a dyad in the American classroom, I conducted an ethnographic 

study of three university courses and analyzed segments of group interaction using current 

methods of conversational analysis. In addition, I conducted surveys among group work 

participants and their professors, in order to examine: (1) the extent to which Thais 

participate, (2) the factors affecting their participation, (3) their perceptions of this 

participation, and (4) the importance of this participation to their teachers and 

native-speaking fellow students peers. 

1.2. Background Research 

An understanding of the modern classroom is necessary for an accurate 

examination of the importance of nonnative students' participation in group work. Mason 

(1995) found that university classrooms use basically three different lecture styles. In the 
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first style, the traditional "talk-and-chalk" lecture, the students need only to listen to the 

lecturer's presentation of the material while using the chalkboard as a visual aid. 

Questions by students are optional. The second style, the "give-and-take" lecture, 

encourages class discussion of the material presented (Mason, 1983). In the third style, the 

"report-and-discuss" lecture, group members have an assigned project or topic and 

present the results of their group work to the class after discussion (Mason, 1995). Mason 

(1995) found that both lecturers and students perceived the third style to be on the 

increase. As a result, today's students will encounter more group work. 

A look at how students perceive their abilities to function in these more 

participatory classroom activities is important to understanding successful interaction in a 

university classroom. Ostler (1980) found that many nonnative students showed a sharp 

drop in self-confidence when they had to use "creative" language skills. They felt more 

confident in using "formulaic" language skills. Ostler (1980) surveyed 133 foreign 

students who were enrolled at either the University of Southern California or at its 

American Language Institute. She defines "formulaic skills" as memorized styles or 

conversation limited by topic and situation, e.g., talking to a store clerk. "Creative 

language skills" have no topic limits and often require that the students both initiate 

discussion and keep it going. Group work tends to produce an atmosphere conducive to 

using "creative language skills". Ostler (1980) also found that certain majors had a greater 

need for the oral skills needed in group work. Her survey also confirmed that the 

graduate students perceived a greater need to be able to participate in group work. 

Two other researchers, in examining the findings from their surveys, also 

encountered some interesting information about group work. Ferris and Tagg (1996a,b) 

surveyed 900 professors in four different institutions: a community college, a public 

teaching-oriented university, a public research-oriented university, and a private university. 

The surveys took the professors' academic discipline into account because this determined 
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the amount of group work required for the class. The surveys were aimed at finding out 

the university professors' perceptions of required speaking tasks. Ferris and Tagg 

(1996a,b) found that university classes are changing from "chalk-and-talk" to 

"give-and-take" and "report-and-discuss". These findings are supported by Lynch and 

Mason (Lynch, 1995a, 1995b; Mason, 1995). Ferris and Tagg (1996a,b) found, however, 

that not all classes make the same demands on the students. The amount of oral 

interaction expected varied from teacher to teacher and from discipline to discipline. 

Business and music teachers reported the most group work in their classes. Contrary to 

Ferris and Tagg's (1996a,b) expectations, business professors reported more group work 

in their undergraduate classes than in their graduate classes. Furthermore, in all 

undergraduate classes, there was a growing trend for the students to work in pairs or 

groups rather than alone. 

The dynamics of interactive lecturing and group work need to be examined further 

in order to find out how successfully native and nonnative students can communicate with 

one another. Researchers have often assumed that group work which includes native and 

nonnative English speakers results in the native speakers "taking over" the conversation, 

with nonnative speakers taking on a passive role (Harder, 1980; Scarcella, 1983; Hatch, 

1992). In particular, Beebe and Giles (1984) felt that a native speaker will control the 

interaction between native and nonnative speakers simply because of the native speaker's 

mastery of the language. 

Zuengler (1993), however, came to discover some divergent conclusions when 

conducting research on nonnative and native students' oral interaction. She tape recorded 

native and nonnative dyadic activities. She then measured the use of different 

turn-claiming tactics and found that nonnative speakers do not remain passive if they 

perceive that they know more about the academic topic and have a higher status than 

native speakers, for example, hold a Ph.D. while other members of the group hold a 
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Master's degree. Conversely, normative speakers participate less if they perceive their 

knowledge is equal to or less than that of the native speaker. For example, nonnatives 

perceive their knowledge to be greater when they have a higher class standing than their 

native partners, as in a dyad composed of a doctoral normative student and a graduate 

native student. On the other hand, the pairing of students with similar class ranking results 

in passive participation by the nonnative student. Zuengler's findings (1993), thus refute 

the suppositions of Beebe and Giles (1984), Scarcella (1983), Harder (1980), and Hatch 

(1992). Zuengler's work (1993) only measured nonnative participation among dyads. 

Additional research is needed to see which views hold true in groups larger than dyads. 

Philips (1983) gained some insights through an ethnographic study of the dynamics 

of oral interaction between Native Americans and anglo students in an English-medium 

school (Warm Springs). In the Warm Springs classroom, she surmised that each culture 

has its own rules that govern when speaking is appropriate. A researcher needs to 

account for this when observing two cultures interact orally in the classroom. Some of the 

cultural rules stem from different styles of learning, and Hymes (1966) points out that such 

differences in style can lead to sociolinguistic interference when they go unrecognized. 

Philips (1983) concluded that the rules students follow in the classroom are a result of the 

way they are expected to behave, in their respective cultures, outside the classroom. For 

example, in the Warm Springs community there are no set leaders, thus conversation is not 

dominated by a few participants; all participants speak as lengthily and frequently as they 

want to. No one is called on to speak or decides who speaks. This is in contrast to the 

English-speaking classroom in which the teacher controls who speaks, even on a voluntary 

basis, and often asks students to hazard an answer without their being able to rehearse 

whether or not it is right. In the Warm Springs culture, it is unacceptable to make 

mistakes in front of other people, so children practice what they will say to others if there 



is any possibility of error. As a consequence, the Native American children rarely 

volunteer in the English classroom and rarely respond to direct questions from the teacher. 

Two benefits of using an ethnographic study emerge from Philips' study (1983). 

First, she records the rules governing the students' oral interaction. Second, she gives 

new insights on how the rules affect students' actions and the ways the rules manifest 

themselves. Ethnography allowed for these insights about the students' group work. 

While doing group work where all the students are Native Americans, the students 

converse with each other on a voluntary basis as they would in their communities. Philips 

(1983) finds, therefore, that "the Native American children's understanding of when and 

how one participates and performs individually and thus demonstrates or communicates 

competence, differs considerably from what is expected of them in the classroom" 

(Philips, 1983: 179). 

1.3. Research Objective 

Building on the research summarized on the previous pages, I examined, in group 

work larger than a dyad, the extent of and reason why normative speakers did or did not 

participate in oral interaction. I also examined the perception regarding normative oral 

participation held by normative and native students and their teachers, as well as the level 

of importance they each placed on group work. The intent behind my research is to 

provide a more complete picture of the ways Thai students in America choose to take 

turns and interact with native students while participating in group work. 

I used three methods (ethnography, conversational analysis, surveys) to answer the 

following questions about Thais' involvement in group work: 

(1) What are the Thai students doing when they participate orally in group 

work, and does this contrast in any way to native participants? 



(2) Do the Thai students take advantage of all their opportunities to 

participate? 

(3) How do they, and others, perceive the importance of their 

participation for the successful completion of the class as well as in gaining 

knowledge? 

(4) Under what circumstances are they most likely to participate, and under 

what circumstances are they not participating? 

(5) Is the manner of the Thai students' communication in group work 

in keeping with the native students' rules of oral participation? 

(6) How are aspects of the students' culture influencing expressions of their 

linguistic code during group work? A few of the cultural aspects I took 

into account are: 

a) Gender 

One example of gender's effect on American's speech is that men tend to 

use more direct speech than women (Tannen, 1994). Maltz and Borker 

(1982) hypothesized that minimal responses such as "uhuh" and "yes" 

mean different things when contributed to the conversation by a man or a 

woman. To a man, it literally stands for agreement, but for a woman it 

serves to show attentiveness. Tannen (1990) found that men view 

conversations as negotiations which results in their trying to gain the upper 

hand, protecting themselves, and as a way to avoid failure. In contrast, she 

finds women negotiating for closeness which leads to their trying to reach 

consensus and give support (as with the minimal response). Another 

example of gender's effect comes from a previous study on group work. 

This study was done at a university with peer response groups in writing 

classes. It found males in mixed gender-groupings take more turns, 
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produce greater quantities of talk, and interrupt and silence their female 

counterparts (Sommers & Lawerence, 1992). 

On the other hand, when American women talk to each other they 

are not all perceived in the same way. Some women leave little or no 

inter-turn pause and often overlap other speakers as a way to show 

involvement. Tannen (1990) labels such speech as "high involvement". 

These speakers tend to be of African, Caribbean, Mediterranean, South 

American, Levantine, Arab, and East European backgrounds. Americans 

who do not like to interrupt or overlap at the inter-turns find high 

involvement speech to be dominating and aggressive. Such qualities are 

interpreted in American culture as more negative in women than in men 

(Tannen, 1994). An effect, then, can be seen in the negative perception of 

American women who use high involvement speech by American women 

who do not use it. Thus, when reviewing the ethnographic data there is a 

possibility of finding a gender effect. 

b) Intra-group relationships 

Research has pointed to South and Southeast Asians valuing group 

conformity above participating in the group. Thus, students of this culture 

will not participate in group discussion if their comments might 

disrupt group harmony. The literature also points to Asians withholding 

their participation in group discussion if stating their subject knowledge 

might cause another group member to be perceived as knowing less or that 

the speaker might be perceived as "showing off'. Group harmony, 

passivity, and keeping others from losing face are derived from Buddhist 

and Confucianism teachings (Herr, 1991; Longmire, 1991; 

Jackson & Viswat, 1993; Wannabe, 1994; Song, 1995;Dywer& 
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Murphy, 1996; Flowerdew & Miller, 1996; Ho & Crockall, 1996; 

Ma, 1996; Sasaki, 1996). 

c) Age and status of the speaker 

South and Southeast Asians give deference to group members 

they perceive to have a higher rank than themselves (Longmire, 1991; 

Wannabe, 1994; Ho & Crockall, 1996). Zuengler (1993) points out 

that if members of this culture perceive they have a higher rank in 

knowledge, such as a doctor's degree, they will more readily speak to 

someone of the native culture who has a master's degree. 

By using ethnography, conversational analysis, and surveys my aim is to see a 

clearer picture emerge of how nonnative students are participating in group conversation. 

Each method will allow me to view student participation at a little different angle and to 

check the findings of one method against another. The purpose driving my research is to 

enlarge what is currently understood about the circumstances in which Thais participate or 

do not participate in group work. Such an understanding will help both teachers and 

students recognize strengths and weaknesses, which, in turn, can facilitate changes leading 

to more productive group work. 

2. Methods 

2.1. Ethnography of Communication 

2.1.1. Preparation for Ethnographic Study 

Ethnography of communication attempts to describe the set of understandings and 

specific knowledge shared among participants that guides their linguistic behavior in a 

specific context (Hymes, 1962; Saville-Troike, 1982; Duranti, 1994). It was used by both 

Mason (1995) and Philips (1983) in the study of nonnative English speaker's interaction in 
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the classroom. In my research, I have used this method to discover the rules governing 

participation in group work in classrooms in three departments at the University of North 

Texas: the English, Business, and Communication departments, where with the permission 

of the professors I became a participant-observer. Following Ferris & Tagg (1996 a,b), I 

found that in business classes a large amount of group work is done. Communication 

professors also confirmed that a large amount of group work is done in their classes. 

Within the English Department, I received permission to observe graduate level teacher 

training classes in English as a second language. For the first four weeks of the spring 

1998 semester, I attended classes from the Business, Communication, and English 

departments to identify which ones were best suited to my study. Ultimately, I chose to 

examine nonnative speakers' participation in both business and linguistics classes. 

I began my ethnographic study by previewing six classes at the University of North 

Texas in the fall semester of 1998. The classes, previewed with permission from the 

instructors, are listed in Table 1. Of the six classes only three met the criteria for my 

study. 

After I examined the type of group work required, and the students' level of 

English mastery, it appeared the Thai students in both business classes and one of the 

linguistics classes would be appropriate subjects. They offered the best possibility of 

studying East Asian students who do not have near-native English fluency in their group 

work interactions. I then secured the students' permission to observe them. In my notes 

of the ethnographic study I refer to the students by pseudonyms to protect their privacy. 



Table 1: Classes Investigated for Possible Inclusion in Study 

Name of Department Number Sections Asian Asian students' 
class of with students' English ability, 

sections Asian nationalities years lived in 

Recitation Communi- 33 
cation 

1 Indian Near native, 12 

Korean Near native, 12 

Business Business 6 1 Taiwanese Near native, 5 
Policy 

Thai Moderate, 2 

InternationalBusiness 1 1 Thai Moderate, 4 
Business 
Operations 

Field English 1 1 3 Japanese Moderate, 3 
Methods Linguistics 

Divisions Moderate, 3 

Poor, 4 

1 Korean Moderate, 3 

Teaching English 1 1 2 Japanese Moderate, 3 
English as Linguistics (one of 
a Second Divisions whom was Excellent, 7 
Language in Field 

Methods) 

2 Thai Moderate, 3 

Moderate, 7 

Amount 
of group 
work 

High 

High 

High 

Moderate 

High 

Note. Near native = almost no distinction from native 
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2.1.2. Implementation of Ethnographic Study 

Successful implementation of an ethnographic study requires that participants 

develop a strong sense of trust in the ethnographer. A description of how this was done in 

my study is provided in the next section. 

I treated each individual classroom I observed as individual speech communities, 

following the parameters of previously conducted ethnographic research (Hymes, 1966; 

Saville-Troike, 1982; Philips, 1983; Ferris & Tagg, 1996 a,b). Within the speech 

community of the classroom, I studied the speech event of the report-and-discuss lecture. 

Within the speech event, I studied communicative acts. While studying the speech event, I 

carefUlly noted in my field notes the setting, participants, and verbal and non-verbal 

communication. The setting includes classroom, location of group work, time of day, 

season of year, and physical aspects of the situation. For example, I recorded the 

students' seating arrangement and any visual or technological aids they used. My field 

notes also include the parts of the class syllabus and handouts that refer to the group work 

assignment. A detailed description of settings, participants, and verbal and non-verbal 

communication follows later in the document (See Appendix A). 

An additional issue I had to take into consideration during the implementation was 

that of potential hindrances. Observer bias and observer participation can both affect an 

ethnographer's objectivity. These two issues are addressed later in the document as 

potential hindrances. 

2.1.2.1. Trust 

Since the East Asian culture being studied was not my own, I had to be sensitive to 

cultural differences. Saville-Troike (1982) indicates that by participating in a group over a 

period of time, it is possible to obtain important information because a level of trust can be 

built. In this research, I belonged to the culture of the native speakers and needed to gain 
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the trust of nonnative students by participating in the group. I also needed to gain the 

native speakers' trust as a participant-observer since I was not a member of the class. I 

observed the classes and group work for three months. I built trust through attending all 

the classes with the students as well as attending all of their group sessions whenever one 

group's session did not conflict with another. By the end of the group sessions, many 

group members confided their feelings about group work, their teachers, and other group 

members to me. In particular, the International Business Operations class thanked me for 

attending their group. 

2.1.2.2. Settings 

One of the business classes I chose was International Business Operations. This 

was an upper level undergraduate class which met in a lecture hall and had about sixty 

students. Group work was done outside of class. The class was divided into groups of 

four to five people, with each group assigned a country for their class project. The 

syllabus stated that success in the course greatly depended on the students' ability to do 

teamwork, the grading of which was done mainly through peer evaluations. The syllabus 

defined the group's project as examining the feasibility of and researching the relevant 

issues around selling barbecue sauce to the group's assigned country. 

I chose to follow two groups: an entirely native group, and a group with a 

nonnative. The native group was assigned Brazil as its country of focus (henceforth the 

"Brazil" group). They met on six different occasions. On all but one occasion, they met 

in one of the group study rooms in the main library at the University of North Texas 

(Willis Library). These study rooms consisted of one long rectangular table and 

sound-proofed walls. Group members conducted their project research primarily via the 

Internet, but print material was also used. One group member always brought a laptop 

computer. Chairs were arranged along the sides of the table, with one at each end. The 
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number of chairs depended on the room the group obtained. Most often, the group 

reserved the smallest possible room which meant they sat very close together, except for 

the individual with the laptop computer. He was given room at one end of the table, 

enabling him to plug in his laptop. For one session the group met in the team lab 

described in the next paragraph. This group always met in the afternoon after their classes 

were finished. 

The group with the normative student was assigned Thailand as its country of 

focus (henceforth the "Thailand" group). This group met at 11:00 A.M. every Friday for 

two months. They met in the team lab, which was a computer lab allocated for business 

students' group work. The students were seated in one of the cubicles in the lab. Each 

cubicle had gray partitions that were about four feet high. A two-foot open space at the 

front of the cubicle served as an entrance. The cubicle's right and left sides were 

partitions and the back was the building wall. Each cubicle had three long tables put 

together in the form of a "T". The horizontal table was at the cubicle entrance and the 

two vertical tables were between the wall and the horizontal table. Each table had a 

computer placed at the center, for a total of three computers. The seating arrangement 

varied between two to four at one computer or all students clustered around the computer 

at the horizontal table. 

The second business class I selected was Business Policy, a senior level 

undergraduate class that met in a lecture hall where the tables were in a "U" shape. Group 

work was done outside of class. The class was divided into groups of eight, with each 

group having the same project. They were pretending to be a consulting company making 

a bid to be the consulting firm for three companies: a furniture company, a wine company, 

and a cookie and candy company. As consultants, they had to identify each company's 

strengths and weaknesses and suggest beneficial changes. Analyses of the first two 

companies were allotted a week per company and were not as important to the students' 
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grades as the last company. Group members had different majors, such as marketing and 

finance. The groups met for seven weeks. During the last month of the course, the 

groups worked on the analysis of the candy and cookie company. The final product was 

worth two hundred points of a possible eight hundred required for the highest course 

grade. Part of the two hundred points consisted of peer evaluation. The best group from 

the class also had the opportunity to win a cash prize and have potential employers look 

over their work. Four of the six groups allowed me to observe and record them. 

For the first two projects, each group met two times. Group A met in the team 

lab. Group B met at a food court in a shopping mall. Group C met in the large group 

study room in the library. Group D met in the team lab. Each group met in the evening 

for about three hours at a time. 

Group A met three to four times a week, three to four hours at a time, at the team 

lab. Given the length of the sessions, some members were there for shorter or longer 

periods of time. Group B met about twice a week for the same amount of time as Group 

A, except for the third week when the group had two five to six-hour sessions. Group B 

met at the Grapevine Mill's food court, except for the third week, when they met at the 

team lab. Group C met every day for one to two hours at the team lab. They had a 

couple of four-hour meetings in the third week. Group D met once a week for one hour 

until the third week. The third week, Group D had two six-hour meetings and one eight-

hour meeting. Group D met in the team lab. The meetings started in the late afternoon 

after the students finished their classes or when the team lab opened on Sundays. The 

students who met in Willis Library and the food court used their lap top computer, 

handouts from the teacher (see Appendix A), and the homework they had done. The 

students meeting in the team lab used the same visual and technological aids. They just 

used the labs' computers instead of using a lap top computer. 
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Teaching English as a Second Language was a graduate level class that met once a 

week (Thursday evenings from 6:30 to 9:30) in a classroom with desks set up in straight 

rows. Group work was done in class. Students were expected to do group work 

according to the syllabus and were graded on their participation in the class. When group 

work was done, the students were allowed to choose which group to join. As a result, the 

same students generally sat together but the membership of the groups was not stable. 

There were generally three to six students in a group, with most groups having four. The 

class had a total of fifteen students. To do group work, the students arranged the desks so 

that they faced each other, but desk proximity varied by student. Handouts and textbooks 

were used to complete the assigned work. Group work generally lasted 15 to 30 minutes. 

I noted the students who were participants of the speech event (see Table 2) and 

what the students were doing in the group. A description of the four Thai students and 

their interaction with the groups is in the body of this thesis because my focus is on Thais. 

Table 2: Participants by Class 

Class: Business Policy 

Group Name Participant Description 

Group A 2 male, 4 female natives 

1 non-native female, henceforth known as Nancy, who is from a middle class family in 

Thailand, was a 21 year old senior. She is very outgoing and friendly when she gets to 

know a person well Having finished high school in the United States, she had been 

here longer than the other Thai students. She stated that she spent last summer in 

Thailand. 
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Group B 

Group C 

Group D 

3 male, 4 female natives 

4 male, 3 female natives 

4 male, 2 female natives 

Class: International Business Operations 

"Thailand" Group 2 male, 1 female natives 

1 non-native male (Pakistani) 

1 non-native male, known henceforth as Kevin, was native of Thailand's middle class, 

had been in America four years, and was a 23 year old senior. Being friendly, he 

seemed to have no trouble talking one on one outside of group work time. He usually 

spoke quietly, laughed a lot, and even joked a little. 

"Brazil Group" 3 male, 2 female natives 

Class: Teaching English as a Second Language 

Eastside 

Westside 

Center 

2 male, 1 female natives 

4 male, 1 female natives 

0 male, 4 female native 

1 non-native male, know henceforth as Steve was a 41 year old, middle-class graduate 

student from Thailand. He taught school in Thailand before coming to the United States 

as a graduate student, and had been in the country for three years. At class time he was 

working on his doctorate in reading education. Steve is a friendly person who enjoys 

talking to others outside of group work. 

1 non-native female know henceforth as Natalie was a 25 year old middle-class native 

of Thailand. She had been in the United States seven years, but stated she rarely uses 

English outside of class, except to conduct business. Of the four Thai students, she is 

the most shy. She enjoyed making friends when she was sought out and feels at ease 
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with the person. Natalie said that she mistakenly signed up for this class; she was 

actually a marketing major. 

2.1.2.4. Verbal and Nonverbal communication 

I recorded both students' verbal and nonverbal communication. In describing 

nonverbal communication of concentrated on body language such as nodding, eye-contact, 

posture which I used to measure the degree of participation. Participation through verbal 

communication is measured by how group members took advantage of turns; specifically, 

(1) responding to and giving opinions, (2) taking advantage of opportunities to disagree, 

(3) initiating topics, and (4) responding to direct questions or open questions. 

2.1.2.5. Potential Hindrances ̂ Observer Bias and Participation^ 

I guarded against having predetermined categories of behavior types because 

openness of categories is an important part of ethnography, allowing new understandings 

to emerge (Johns, 1981; Saville-Troike, 1982; Horowitz, 1986). As an observer, I 

attempted to carefully balance observing and participating in the group. Ethnographers 

acknowledge that there is an effect on the research from both observer bias and observer 

participation (Bogdan and Biklen, 1992). The method tries to account for these influences 

through making observer comments when writing field notes. Following this method, I 

accounted for personal biases and acknowledged in what ways the subjects were 

influenced by me. These observer comments then became part of the analysis of the 

research. 

Upon examining my field notes I found that my major bias going into the research 

was that native students intentionally exclude normative students. Before doing this 

research, I sat in on a few classes doing group work with native students, and non-native 

students from Japan and Korea. The native students excluded one of the Japanese 
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students and confided to me that they intentionally left her out of group work because her 

accent was so difficult to understand. I also had a bias acquired from the literature that I 

had read on East Asian cultures. I expected culture would have some effect on the 

students' behavior, although I was unsure as to what extent. 

Two effects of my participation in the group also came to light. The first was that 

the shy native speakers and the Thai students initially talked less when I recorded the 

conversations. For the groups who had sessions of at least an hour, the effect diminished 

after 10 to 15 minutes. For the class with less time allotted for group work, the effect 

diminished after about three weeks of recording. I recorded for three months in the class 

which met only once a week. The second effect that my participation had on the groups 

was that group members tend to guard their conversation, for example, in such ways as 

not cursing, and only saying good things about teachers and other people. After I assured 

the groups that nothing that made them look bad would be included in my thesis, the 

participants stopped guarding their conversation. Some group members even cursed and 

complained about teachers and other people. 

2.1.3. Problem With Implementation of Ethnographic Study 

The problem I had with the implementation of the ethnographic method was 

finding subjects. While the University of North Texas (UNT) had a significant number of 

East Asian students in the fall of 1997 and the spring of 1998, a sharp decline in East 

Asian enrollment in the fall of 1998 was precipitated by a financial crisis in East Asia. 

Enrollment all across America, including UNT, was affected. The professor of the 

International Business Operations class informed me that University of Hawaii's East 

Asian enrollment decreased by 5,000 students in the fall of 1998. Therefore, it did not 

surprise me when the Office of International Studies and Programs reviewed the rolls for 

more than fifty classes at UNT and we were able to isolate only six students who could be 
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suitable for the study. Given that four of the six students were Thai, I chose them as my 

best possible subjects. I was able to very nicely control for the variables of native 

language, unfortunately, other variables such as stay in the U.S. were not in my control. 

In an ideal study, this variable would also be equal across subjects. The two females had 

been in the United States a little longer than I would have liked but all of the students had 

been in the country at least three years, thus obtaining the level of classes where group 

work is expected. Proficiency in English was another variable that would be equal in 

subjects in an ideal study but I was unable to control every aspect of this variable in my 

study. 

2.2. Conversational Analysis 

2.2.1. Approaches to Conversational Analysis 

2.2.1.1. My Adaptations of Sinclair, Coulthard, and Tapper's Research 

I supplemented my ethnographic study with the conversational analysis of selected 

interactions of normative speakers in student groups. As in Sinclair and Coulthard (1975) 

and Tapper (1996), I treated classroom interaction as consisting of three major 

components: the discourse moves of initiation, response, and feedback, which formed a 

three-part initiation-response-feedback (IRF) exchange pattern. Sinclair and Coulthard 

(1975) proposed that their hierarchical model of discourse could be applied to other types 

of class participation besides interaction between student and teacher and to nonschool 

discourse. 

Tapper (1996) found this descriptive system useful in analyzing discourse in 

teaching settings such as lectures, labs, and one-on-one conferences because Sinclar and 

Coulthard's 1975 system of coding discourse moves and exchange patterns is broad 

enough to be readily applied across academic situations. Such a system is useful in 
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describing group work as it occurs in a lecture and dyadic work in labs, but it also applies 

to describing conversation in larger groups. Sinclair and Coulthard (1975) found that 

different speakers' utterances center around the way in which a turn sets up expectations 

for another turn to occur; and Tapper (1996) examined their ability to take turns with each 

other. A turn is when a string of speech by one speaker under a single intonation contour 

or a sequence of such speech is bounded by another speaker's speech (Levinson, 1983). 

The end of a student's turn is the point at which speakers may change. This is referred to 

as transition relevant place, or TRP. 

Levinson (1983) postulates the following rules about how English-speaking 

students appropriately take turns when speaking in natural conversation: 

"...where C is current speaker, N is next speaker, and TRP is the recognizable end 

of a turn-c onstructional unit: 

Rule 1 - applies initially at the first TRP of any turn 

(a) If C selects N in current turn, then C must stop speaking, and N must speak 

next, transition occurring at the first TRP after N-selection 

(b) If C does not select N, then any (other) party may self-select, first speaker 

gaining rights to the next turn 

(c) If C has not selected N, and no other party self-selects under option (b), then 

C may (but need not) continue (i.e. claim rights to a further turn-constructional 

unit) 

Rule 2 - applies at all subsequent TRPs 

When Rule 1 (c) has been applied by C, then at the next TRP Rule 1 (a) - (c) 

apply, and recursively at the next TRP, until speaker change is effected." 
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Sacks, Schegloff & Jefferson (1978) propose that such rules allow speakers to 

share a scarce resource, which is the control of the "floor". Speaker turns are important 

to my research because whether or not these turns are taken advantage of by normative 

students helps me understand normative students' oral participation in group work. To 

that end, I examined the circumstances under which the normative students were speaking. 

When examining turns, it is not only interesting to see who takes advantage of the 

turn, but also to see how the speaker uses the turn. Before Tapper (1996), no research 

had been done on normative English-speaking students in university classrooms. The 

research prior to Tapper (1996) only studied them in intensive English classes. While 

drawing on Sinclair and Coulthard's (1975) system of coding discourse turns which 

defines academic discourse functions as stating, responding, questioning, and evaluating, 

Tapper (1996) added some modifications. Stating and questioning are no longer just 

exchange initiating turns as they were under the old system. The response turns from the 

students fell into two categories: response turns where the students were called on, and 

those where the students selected themselves to respond to open solicitation. 

Tapper (1996) also paid attention to who initiated the exchanges. She found 

almost no participation by nonnatives in the lecture classes. The two other instances 

where normative students were studied were in labs and in teacher conferences where the 

student was partnered with another speaker. The students were found to initiate speech 

59% of the time in the lab and 47% of the time in the conferences. The question left 

unstudied is: In a group situation, would the normative students still be as eager to initiate 

the conversation if the responsibility of initiating the conversation was not so dependent 

on them? My study expands on Tapper's (1996) research by examining who initiates the 

exchanges in group work. 
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2.2.1.2. My Adaptations of Zuengler's Research 

I also examined what devices normative students use to claim their turns. Zuengler 

(1993) used conversational analysis to measure how much the members of a dyad 

participated in the conversation. Zuengler (1993) counted pause fillers, back-channels, 

clarification requests, confirmation checks, comprehension checks, and topic moves 

because such items allow speakers to control their participation in the discussion. These 

devices allow researchers to examine how often speakers claimed their turns at the TRPs, 

and to measure speakers' participation in the conversation. Some definitions of the 

items counted are: 

• pause fillers- Pause fillers allow the speaker time to consider what to say next. 

They also help to maintain the speaker's turn of talk and, therefore help the 

speaker to continue to participate in the conversation. 

• back-channeling- Back channeling consists of noises which express interest in 

what the speaker is saying (Brown and Yule, 1983). Zuengler (1993) also 

mentions back-channeling's role in maintaining conversation by help from the 

listener. Brown and Yule (1983) states that this help can take nonverbal forms 

as well, such as nodding about what the speaker has just said. Another form of 

back-channeling is for the listener to complete the speaker's sentence. 

• clarification request- A clarification request helps the speaker to claim the 

floor. It is a solicitation for more information from a speaker about a previous 

utterance (Chaudron, 1988). 

• confirmation check- It also helps the speaker claim the floor when a speaker 

asks whether the speaker has correctly understood the other speaker's meaning 

by repeating what was understood by the speaker (Chaudron, 1988). 
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• comprehension check- A comprehension check occurs when the speaker asks 

the other party in the conversation if they understood the previous speaker's 

utterances (Chaudron, 1988). 

2.2.2. Method of Transcription 

In the same three classes I observed for ethnography, I taped three minutes or 

more of conversation from at least two groups, with one having a normative speaker. I 

had at least one normative student in each class. I recorded the classes in this way on 

three different occasions. This resulted in a total of 144 minutes of recorded conversation. 

I obtained the students' permission to do the recordings and keep their identity secret. 

Once the tapes were recorded, I listened through the tape one time, and I transcribed the 

conversation. 

After examining the normative students' conversations on the tapes, the most 

audible conversations were selected and analyzed for how students did or did not claim 

the turns available to them. The circumstances present when these students' turns 

occurred were examined. I also noted whether there were any similarities in the type of 

speech or behavior the students used to claim turns at the TRP. Additionally, I checked 

for certain types of speech or behavior used by native students that discouraged normative 

students from claiming their turns. I also compared and contrasted the conversations 

occurring in groups composed of only native students to those composed of both native 

and normative students. Once I found audibly clear conversations, I looked for the most 

consistent normative and native groups and native-only groups. For example, I looked for 

groups where, on three different occasions, the conversation was largely free of 

background noises and students were speaking loudly enough to be heard on the tape. It 

was of special importance to locate a class or location which had such clear conversations 
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occurring in both the normative and native student groups and the native-only student 

groups. 

After the transcription, I analyzed it to look for the way that turns were taken by 

the speakers and how often the nonnative students claimed turns using the devices that 

Zuengler (1993) focused on in her research. Conversational analysis then gave me a tool 

toward understanding what linguistic circumstances accompany nonnative students' ability 

to claim or not claim turns. 

2.2.3. Problem With Implementation of Conversational Analysis 

As I recorded conversations for conversational analysis, I encountered a problem 

with background noise. This was not a problem for the groups that met outside of class. 

There may have been a few seconds of interference, but the conversation was still 

distinguishable. The background noise was only a real problem for the work done during 

class time. The one class that conducted its group work during class, presented the 

problem of all the groups talking at the same time. Recording conversations where group 

members can be clearly heard without background noise drowning them out became very 

difficult. As a result, I had fewer and shorter transcriptions from this class. 

2.3. Written Surveys 

23.1. Mv Adaptations of Mason's. Ferris'. Tagg's and Ostler's Surveys 

In addition to observations derived through ethnography and conversational 

analysis, I attempted, through surveys, to gather teachers' and students' perceptions of 

nonnative students in group work. Some other research (such as Mason, 1995; and Ferris 

and Tagg, 1996a,b) had been done through the use of surveys. Mason (1995) conducted 

her interviews using open questions, thereby not forcing the respondent's reply into any 
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one category. Since her interviews were done orally she opted for a flexible questioning 

system. Examples of her flexible questioning system are given in my appendix (see 

Appendix B). She then categorized the answers based on patterns she found emerging 

from her notes. Ferris and Tagg (1996a,b) also allowed for open questions on their survey 

(see Appendix B). My surveys used some open questions to broaden my perceptions of 

the opinions native, normative students, and their teachers have about group work. I 

attempt, therefore to allow their opinions not to be forced into any predetermined 

category. 

Ferris and Tagg (1996a,b) also had statements they asked the professors to 

evaluate. The professors were asked to indicate the frequency of certain actions occurring 

in their classrooms. The teachers could indicate whether an action always, often, 

sometimes, or never occurred in their classroom (see Appendix B). 

The 130 students surveyed by Ostler (1980) at the University of Southern 

California were asked to rate themselves as to how they assessed their success in 

understanding and being understood. For example, given the question, "Can they 

understand you?", the students would rate themselves by circling one of these responses: 

1-Never, 2-Seldom, 3-Often, 4-Always. In my survey, following Ferris', Tagg's (1996a,b) 

and Ostler's example (1980), I also allow normative students to indicate how frequently 

they feel they perform certain actions. Rather than using one of the terms used in Ferris 

and Tagg's survey (1996a,b), students are provided a frequency scale from one to ten, 

with one being never and ten being always. Students are instructed to make a slash 

directly above the number that best corresponds to how frequently they perform the action 

indicated. 
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2 .3 .2. My Adaptations of Existing Surveys 

Other surveys that were done prior to mine looked at nonnatives' perceptions of 

their willingness to speak using a six-part questionnaire. These questionnaires were based 

on Brown's (1987) assessment that second language learners' ability to produce language 

is affected by attitudes, motivation, anxiety, self-esteem, empathy, extroversion, risk 

taking and inhibition. The survey by Jun Liu and Li-Feng Kuo (1996) was administered at 

Ohio State to fifty-one international graduate students who were enrolled both in a 

university course for ESL students and either a composition class or in the Spoken English 

Program. The six parts of the survey were: (1) questions of risk taking, (2) sociability, 

(3) comfort about speaking up, (4) motivation for keeping silent, (5) strategies for keeping 

silent, and (6) cultural alienation (Ely, 1986; Samimy & Tabuse, 1992; Liu & Kuo, 1996). 

For example, under the category, "motivation to keep silent", there are five 

different statements, and the students were asked to indicate how strongly they agreed 

with them. Liu and Kuo's (1996) survey states that in all but one of four classes surveyed 

that at least two thirds of the class (in one class 80%) would not answer a question unless 

they were called on, even if they knew the answer to a question. Some other risk taking 

factors the survey measured found that 61% prefer to practice their answer before 

speaking up. In addition, 75% of the students said they would not try an answer they 

were unsure of. Over half the students did not mind keeping quiet as long as they 

understood the other students and the teacher. Part of my survey is based on the intent of 

Jun Liu and Li-Feng Kuo's 1996 survey. Students are also asked to rate theirs and other 

students' perceptions of their willingness to take risks and socialize in group work. 

Additionally I ask them to evaluate their actions and thoughts when they speak up, keep 

silent, and use strategies to keep silent. 
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2.3.3. Implementation of Surveys 

Three original surveys were designed to gain perceptions from the faculty, the 

nonnative students in group work, and the native students in group work (see Appendix 

B). I obtained the participants' permission to use their survey answers and pledged to 

keep their identities secret. The resulting data were used to provide further context for my 

ethnographic research. Possible correlation between answers and other characteristics of 

the respondents, such as gender, were explored. I also used corresponding questions from 

the native and nonnative questionnaires to see if any correlations developed between 

nonnative students' and native students' answers. Twenty-three questions on each student 

survey corresponded to, or were the same as, the ones on the other survey. Each 

questionnaire had some open ended questions, with the largest number being on the 

faculty's questionnaire. 

3. Analysis of Results 

3 .1. Group Work Observations 

3 .1.1. Comparisons and Contrasts 

To arrive at a better understanding of how Thais actually behave in group work 

and what their strengths and weaknesses are, this section compares and contrasts oral 

participation patterns of Thai and native students. The participation patterns noted are 

drawn from my ethnographic study and analysis of the transcript of taped group work. 

In this section I will describe changes in the behavior of group members in the 

classes that I observed. I will first describe the members of the International Business 

Operations class. After discussions of specific group member's changes and reasons for 

their changes I summarize my findings in Tables 3 and 4 for the "Thailand" and "Brazil" 

Groups. I summarize my findings in Tables 5 and 6 for the groups in the Business Policy 
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class and in Tables 7 and 8 for the Teaching English as a Second Language class. Tables 

3,5, and 7 trace the change over time of the participatory levels of group members in the 

classes observed. Each student is listed as showing low, moderate or high participation. 

Each measurement reports values for verbal and nonverbal communication. "Low" means 

that the student avoided eye contact, sat at the edge of the group and did not lean into the 

group. It also refers to lack of taking advantage of turns in group discussion. "Moderate" 

means that the student did make eye contact, sat with the group and leaned in at times 

towards other group members. It also refers to taking advantage of some but not all turns 

in group discussion. "High" means that the student made constant eye contact, sat in 

close proximity to other group members. It also refers to taking advantage of almost all 

turns in group discussion. 

The verbal aspects of participation are further discussed in Tables 4,6, and 8 

which also trace change over time. In these tables, participation through verbal 

communication is measured by how group members took advantage of turns; specifically, 

(1) responding to and giving opinions, (2) taking advantage of opportunities to disagree 

(3) initiating topics and (4) responding to direct questions or open questions. 

As summarized in Tables 4, 6, and 8, students differed in the extent to which they 

responded to or gave opinions: they either avoided, rarely, moderately, frequently or 

almost always took advantage of turns. In these tables, "avoided taking advantage" means 

that the student never responded to or gave an opinion. "Rarely took advantage" means 

that the student responded to or gave an opinion once during a five minutes or more of 

group discussion. "Moderately took advantage" means that the student responded to or 

gave an opinion once on an average of every three to four minutes of group discussion. 

"Frequently took advantage" means that the student responded to or gave an opinion once 

on an average of two to three minutes. "Almost always took advantage" means that the 

student responded to or gave an opinion once on an average of two minutes or less. 
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Students are rated for whether they took advantage of opportunities to disagree by 

counting the percentage of time used to hold the floor and the number of turns used to 

disagree with a group member in any ten minute segment where disagreement was being 

discussed. "Avoided" means that students spent no time and took no turns in disagreeing 

with other students. 'Harely" means that the student took the floor for 1% to 5% of the 

discussion in a ten minute period which resulted in one or two turns which in total lasted 

no longer than thirty seconds. "Moderately" means that the student took the floor for 5% 

to 25% of the discussion which resulted in three to four turns which in total lasted no 

longer than two and half minutes. "Frequently" means that the student took the floor for 

25% to 50% of the discussion which resulted in 4 to 6 turns which in total lasted no 

longer than five minutes. "Almost always" means that the student took the floor 51% to 

80% of the discussion which resulted in six turns or more which in total lasted five 

minutes or longer. 

Students were rated for initiating topics. "Avoided" means that the student never 

initiated a topic in group discussion. "Rarely" means that the student initiated one topic 

every fifteen minutes. "Moderately means that the student initiated two topics every 

fifteen minutes. "Frequently" means that the student initiated three to four topics every 

fifteen minutes. "Almost always" means that the student initiated a topic at least five times 

every fifteen minutes. 

Finally, students are also rated for whether they answered direct or open questions. 

"Avoids answering direct questions" means that the student never answered direct 

questions. "Answered few direct questions" means that the student responded to direct 

questions 1% to 30 % of the time for a given group interaction. "Answered most direct 

questions" means that the student responded to direct questions 31% to 99% of the time 

for a given group interaction. "Answered all direct questions" means that the student 

responded to direct questions 100% of the time for a given group interaction. "Answered 
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a few open questions" means that the student responded to open questions 1% to 39% of 

the time. "Answered most open questions" means that the student responded to open 

questions 40% to 80% of the time. 

I will start my description with the "Thailand" Group of the International Business 

Operations class. At this point, the reader is advised to refer back to Table 2 which lists 

the participants observed doing group work. This description will expand on Table 3. 

This group was composed of native and nonnative group members. When examining the 

"Thailand" Group sessions in the beginning of the semester, I found the outgoing native 

students made eye contact, leaned into the group, and participated at a high level. 

Moderately-outgoing students still maintained eye contact, leaned into the group, but 

participated at a moderate level. Once group work started, Kevin usually sat somewhere 

on the edge of the group, unless directed to sit closer. He alternated between staying 

quiet with a worried look on his face (wrinkling his forehead together), siting very still, 

and verbalizing his agreement with the discussion. From his frowns and silence, it 

appeared that Kevin did not ask each time he needed clarification nor indicate every time 

he disagreed with the group. When asked, Kevin confirmed this assumption, stating that 

often when he was frowning and silent it was from lack of comprehension. He also 

indicated that sometimes such actions resulted from the fact that in his country, group 

members each have a role (such as leader or secretary), and in that role they are assured a 

turn to voice disagreement and/or opinions. He stated that there were times when he 

wished to disagree, but he was waiting for the person who currently held the floor to 

finish. If someone else took a turn before Kevin did, he would then not voice his 

disagreement. To him it seemed that Americans' use of aggressive unorganized behavior 

in group work confused everyone, causing wasted time. He also observed that because 

Americans allowed each group member to voice disagreement again and again the 

discussion lost focus. 
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In the "Brazil" Group the moderately-outgoing and the outgoing group members 

exhibited the same behavior at the beginning of the semester as the other native members 

of the "Thailand" Group who had similar personalities. The shy native students in this 

group contrasted with Kevin's participation in that they made eye contact, sat with the 

group, and participated at a moderate level. The shy students resembled Kevin when they 

chose not to lean into the group. 

Midway through the "Thailand" group sessions Kevin increased his overall level of 

participation from low to moderate. The moderately-outgoing native students also 

increased their level of participation from moderate to high. One of the 

moderately-outgoing students, Bill, increased his level of participation because he strongly 

disagreed with Sulaman's opinions about what the group should do. Kevin's body 

language continued to be expressed in the same way as in the earlier group sessions. 

While Kevin's body language did not change from the earlier group sessions, the 

shy native students in the tcBrazil" Group started to lean more into the group and to 

participate at a high level. The shy students stated that they increased their participation 

because they did not like the direction the group was taking. The shy group members' 

high level of participation was matched by the other group members. 

At the end of the semester, Bill resumed a moderate level of participation, as he no 

longer disagreed with other members of the group. All other members of the "Thailand" 

group continued at their previous level of participation. Kevin now not only made eye 

contact, but sometimes even leaned into the group. 

In the "Brazil" group, Javier increased his participation to a high level. He stated 

that he wished to exert stronger leadership to help the group accomplish its objectives. He 

also disagreed strongly with one member of the group. The two shy members of the 

group continued to participate at a high level for the same reasons that previously 

compelled them to do so. 
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The following descriptions will expand on Table 4. Kevin, the Thai student, 

contributed in the early group sessions mostly in response to direct questions and to 

confirm that he understood what had been said. All other group members answered all 

direct questions, while Kevin answered most direct questions. Most of the other group 

members answered most of the open questions posed to the group. The exception was 

Jane. Jane was like Kevin in her reluctance to answer open questions, however, she did 

not completely refrain from doing so. He did not disagree with other group member's 

opinions at this point. Kevin, at times, strongly disagreed with other group members' 

opinions, but kept it to himself. He felt that such disagreements would detract from the 

group reaching its objective. For Kevin, not maintaining group harmony was detrimental 

to the group. 

The shy native members of the "Brazil" Group also hesitated to disagree with 

other group members. They would voice disagreement only when they strongly disagreed 

with another group member's opinion. The moderately-outgoing and shy members of 

the group answered only a few open questions. All group members answered all direct 

questions. 

Midway through the group sessions Kevin started to voice his opinions more 

frequently, gave confirmation that he understood other group members, answered a few 

open questions, and disagreed with the group once or twice. As a result of disagreeing 

with another group member, Bill took full advantage of his opportunities to participate in 

the group. The only member of the group, besides Kevin, to not take heavy advantage of 

opportunities to disagree with others is Jane, who like Bill and Kevin is 

moderately-outgoing. All group members, with the exception of Kevin, answered most 

open questions. 

In the "Brazil" Group, the shy native students also increased their level of 

participation because they disagreed with a group member. Unlike Bill, they chose to only 
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take their level of disagreement to a moderate level; however, this still contrasted with 

Kevin's level of disagreement. The moderately-outgoing and outgoing members 

maintained the same level of willingness to disagree. All group members maintained the 

same level of willingness to answer direct questions. The shy and moderately-outgoing 

group members now answered most open questions. 

Toward the end of the group sessions, Kevin assumed the role of secretary. When 

this occurred, he started to frequently answer general questions and disagreed with the 

group with almost the same regularity as other group members. Native members of the 

group continued to participate at the same level as during previous sessions, with the 

exception of Bill. Bill, who no longer had a major disagreement with a group member, 

reverted to participating at a moderate level. 

In the "Brazil" group, Javier took advantage of all opportunities to participate 

because he wanted to lead the group to reach its objectives. This often involved 

disagreeing with other group members in order to make sure they considered all the 

possibilities in reaching their goals. The shy group members also took advantage of all the 

opportunities to participate because they wanted to disagree with the one group member 

whom they felt was keeping the group from reaching its goals. 

This next explanation expands upon Table 5 which is the breakdown of the 

Business Policy Class. When comparing participation of native and nonnative students in 

this class with those in the International Business Operations class, the same patterns 

emerge. In Group A, as seen earlier with Kevin, Nancy (the Thai student), sat at the edge 

of the group and avoided eye contact during the early group sessions. The very shy native 

students maintained eye contact and sat with the group but did not try to lean in closer to 

other members. 
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Group B was composed almost entirely of shy students. These shy group 

members consistently participated at a moderate level. One of the group members was 

outgoing and she always participated at a high level. One of the native student's behavior 

was erratic. This student had severe family problems that affected his ability to 

concentrate on group work. Sometimes, he totally withdrew from the group and at other 

times he made lengthy explanations. 

In Group C, all of the outgoing members were participating at a high level and 

one of the moderately-outgoing members was doing so. The rest of the group members 

were participating at a moderate level. In this group, everyone sat together and leaned in 

toward the group, except the two shy members, Mary and Sean. 

In Group D, one of the native students, Austin, was of Vietnamese heritage. 

Austin resembled Nancy in that he initially did not sit with the group and make eye 

contact. The outgoing members of the group participated at a high level while everyone 

else, with the exception of Austin, participated at a moderate level. Austin, unlike the 

normative students, did not completely avoid participating with the group during the early 

group sessions. His participation was just extremely limited. 

In Group A, Nancy exhibited the same characteristics as Kevin midway through 

the group sessions. She did make eye contact, but still did not sit with the group. Nancy 

also participated at a moderate level. At that point the shy native students once again 

leaned in toward the other members. 

In Group B, everyone maintained their same level of participation. This group was 

different from other groups in that most members had the same type of personality and 

were reserved. 

In Group C, the students had a good rapport with each other. As a result, the 

students easily maintained their previous level of conversation. This included the shy 

students participating at a moderate level. 
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In Group D, Austin also exhibited the same characteristics of the other shy native 

group members. Two of the shy group members in group D increased their participation 

to a high level because they represented one faction of the group which disagreed with 

another. The other members of the group maintained their previous level of participation. 

In the latter group sessions, in Group A, Nancy continued to resemble Kevin 

because she sometimes leaned toward other group members to better communicate her 

ideas. Her level of participation varied; under certain circumstances, she participated at a 

high level. Without these circumstances however, she continued to participate at the same 

level as in previous sessions. Most of the native students also continued to participate at 

the same level they demonstrated previously. Olga was the only member of the group 

whose level of participation increased. She was somewhat reserved, but very self 

confident. During the latter sessions, Olga participated more in an attempt to exert 

pressure on the group to reach its goals in a way that would lead to a good grade. 

Group B continued to maintain the same level of participation from all of its group 

members in the latter sessions. This group steadily worked together, but only Linda was 

inclined to do a lot of talking. 

Group C maintained the same high level of participation. In fact, one of the shy 

members started to participate at a high level. Only the shy female member of the group 

continued to participate at a moderate level. Not only did this group work well together, 

but they were very responsible and motivated, meeting together once a day for several 

weeks to complete the project. 

In Group D, all of the members were participating at a high level with the 

exception of Austin. The members of this group were participating at a high level because 

they were very motivated. Because they did not meet as often during the semester as the 

other groups, they had to be very productive (high participation) to accomplish their goal 

and receive a good grade in this class. Austin continued to participate at a moderate level. 
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The following description will expand on Table 6. In early group sessions Nancy 

was very quiet and only spoke when directly spoken to. She also did not disagree with 

other students. These characteristics are, again, reminiscent of Kevin. The group did not 

often include her in the conversation. The shy native students participated more than 

Nancy, taking advantage of opportunities to disagree with other students, to give their 

opinions, and to answer a few open questions. The other students in the group almost 

always took advantage of their opportunities to disagree and answer most open questions. 

All the native students answered all direct questions. 

In Group B, the shy students moderately disagreed with each other. The outgoing 

student, Linda, almost always took advantage of her opportunities to disagree. While 

Linda answered most open questions, the other members of the group answered a few 

open questions. All of the members of the group answered all direct questions. 

In Group C, the moderately-outgoing members of the group frequently disagreed 

with other group members; however, they would, at times, refrain from disagreeing with 

the outgoing group members when the outgoing member was taking an inordinate 

amount of time to disagree. The outgoing group members had no inhibitions when 

disagreeing with the group and almost always took advantage of their opportunities to do 

so. The shy members of the group moderately disagreed with others in the group. Only 

the shy female student in the group would answer a few open questions. The rest of the 

group members answered most open questions. All the students answered all direct 

questions. 

In Group D, Austin was rarely disagreed with the other group members, although, 

the other shy member of the group and the moderately-outgoing group members 

moderately disagreed with other members of the group. Austin and these students 

answered a few open questions. The rest of the group answered most open questions. 
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In Group A, about midway through the group sessions, Nancy gained two 

responsibilities: contacting group members to let them know when the next meeting would 

be, and helping put the different parts of the project together. She also did a lot of 

research for the group. This laid the ground work for Nancy's greater participation in the 

latter sessions. Nancy now started giving her opinions on a moderate level, while still 

being hesitant to disagree or to initiate topics with the group. Many of the group members 

increased their level of participation. Olga, who was shy, demonstrated great willingness 

to disagree with other group members if she felt it would help the group reach its 

objective. Rose, also, initiated more topics. 

Group B, which was composed almost entirely of shy members, showed a greater 

willingness to answer open questions. They continued taking advantage of the same 

opportunities to disagree with each other. 

In Group C, one of the moderately-outgoing members took advantage of more 

opportunities to disagree with other members in the group. The other students maintained 

the same level of disagreement as in previous sessions. All group members, regardless of 

personality, now answered most open questions. 

In Group D, while Austin rarely disagreed with others in the group, Grace started 

to strongly disagree. She did this to try to get the group to accomplish its goals in a way 

she perceived to be successful. She and Will represented the finance part of the group and 

they strongly disagreed with the feasibility of the direction the marketing students wanted 

the group to take. She now followed Will's lead and almost never missed a chance to 

stand up for their position. The other group members maintained their level of 

disagreement with each other. The group also answered direct and open questions at the 

same rate as in previous sessions. 

A real turning point happened in Group A when the group had to report their 

progress to the class. While the group was aware of a small amount of information Nancy 
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had gathered, they had not included her in the group enough to know the full extent of the 

information she had obtained. When the group had Nancy speak to the class about the 

group's progress in her area, group members were very impressed with the amount of and 

kind of information she gave. Not long after this, many group members also had 

telephone conversations with Nancy about their part of the group's work. She was then 

able to establish one on one relationships with those members. Consequently, she became 

a type of secretary, reporting to the group what had happened in those various 

conversations. 

Toward the end of the semester, this change resulted in the group not ignoring 

Nancy, and she even initiated the conversation if one of two situations occurred. The first 

was when she was acting in the role of secretary. The second was when she could say that 

someone else, either a group member or a friend who helped her, supported the opinion or 

idea she was giving. Nancy also felt free to disagree with other group members while 

fulfilling her responsibilities as secretary. Her level of disagreement increased from rarely 

to moderately. 

To capsulize, in the beginning Nancy almost didn't participate at all. Once group 

assignments had been given, she gave just the essential parts of the research she had done. 

After she reported so much information to the class that the group started to value her 

more, including selecting her as secretary, she went to greater effort to share more of her 

work with the group. Toward the end of the sessions she began to explain her research 

extensively, including justifying her opinions to the point of disagreeing with others 

because the group actively sought out her opinions. 

The shy native members of Group A seemed to follow Nancy's lead and they also 

gave more opinions. They continued to almost always or moderately disagree with others 

in the group. Group B continued at basically the same level of participation, with the 
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exception of Stan and Ophellia who, as leaders, now almost always gave opinions and 

initiated topics with the group. 

In Group C, both of the moderately-outgoing members of this group took full 

advantage of their opportunities to disagree with other members of the group. This 

resulted in one of them maintaining his level of disagreement and the other increasing in 

this area. This left only the shy students who moderately disagreed with the other 

members of the group. The other students increased or maintained a high level of 

disagreement with each other in the latter sessions. They stated it was necessary to do so 

to insure that the group's objectives were met in the best possible way. 

Group D maintained the same level of disagreement with each other in the latter 

sessions. This meant that everyone, excluding Austin, almost always took advantage of 

the opportunities to disagree with each other. All of the group members, except Austin, 

then answered most open questions. 

The following explanation is related to Table 7, Teaching English as a Second 

Language. The native students of this class exhibited the same patterns of behavior as 

native students with similar personalities in the previous classes. 

The Eastside Group was composed of only moderately-outgoing and shy group 

members. As a result, the moderately-outgoing members began their participation in the 

group at a high level. As expected, the shy native member only participated at a moderate 

level at this point. 

The Center Group followed previously established patterns of native students' 

group work. Shy students participated at a moderate level and outgoing students 

participated at a high level. 
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In the Westside Group, Justin unlike the moderately-outgoing members of the 

Eastside Group participated at a moderate level. Justin had to compete with outgoing 

students who were participating at a high level. As expected, the shy member of the 

group participated at a moderate level. 

At the start of the semester, Steve sat toward the edge of the group not 

volunteering information. If the students did not ask Steve direct questions, he began to 

thumb through his notes and the readings for the class. In the early weeks of the group 

sessions, Natalie sat at the edge of the group and participated very little. She stated she 

was accustomed to having other international students in the group and allowing them to 

talk for her. 

The Eastside and Center group members did not change their level of participation 

at this point in the semester. Justin, of the Westside Group, was motivated enough to 

participate at a high level. The other members of this group continued to participate at the 

same level. 

Toward the middle of the semester, Steve participated in group work about 

reading. This time Steve made sure he was sitting in the midst of the group, leaning in 

when he talked. As the semester progressed, the native students made more of an effort 

to ask Natalie direct questions and she started to participate more. She still did not 

disagree with other students at this point, but she made more of an effort to respond to 

open questions. 

The Eastside Group was a very small and close-knit group. As a result, the shy 

member of this group started to participate at a level equal to the other group members. 

The members of the Center Group, while feeling more comfortable with each other, did 

not become close friends. The members of this group maintained the same level of 

participation throughout the semester. In the Westside Group, Aubrey stated that he did 

not like doing group work. Although he was also reserved, Aubrey did not want to 
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contribute less than the other group members at this point in the semester. As a result, he 

was motivated to start participating at a high level to match other group members' level of 

participation. 

At the end of the semester, Steve stopped participating at a high level because he 

was no longer talking about a subject which was in his area of expertise. His lack of 

participation was also affected by his strong disagreement with members of the group he 

participated in and the fact that members of this group spent a lot of time disagreeing with 

each other. Natalie, toward the end of the semester, increased her level of participation 

because the group started asking for her input on how students of English as a second 

language feel. Natalie stated that she participated more because, being the only nonnative 

English speaker, she felt she had a higher status due to her personal knowledge about this 

subject. Because of this status, the group frequently included Natilie through the use of 

direct questions. 

The following descriptions expand on Table 8. The Eastside Group members 

followed the oral participation patterns established in the previously examined classes. In 

the beginning of the semester, outgoing members, Bert and Carmen, almost always took 

advantage of their opportunities to disagree with the group, while Winston, who was shy, 

rarely did so. Bert and Carmen also answered most open questions and Winston only 

answered a few. Winston answered all direct questions. 

In the Center Group, the shy members rarely disagreed with the outgoing 

members, although they did not completely avoid disagreement. Likewise, they answered 

few open questions, waiting for other members to answer them. 

At the start of the semester, Steve was silent and waited to be included in the 

group discussion. He responded to all direct questions, but did not volunteer information. 

If the group made an effort to ask Steve a lot of direct questions, he would initiate topics 

of discussion and give his opinion on other's view points. If the students did not ask 
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Steve direct questions, he began to thumb through his notes and the readings for the class. 

At this point of the semester he did not disagree with other students' viewpoints. 

In the early weeks of the group sessions, Natalie spoke only when asked direct 

questions. In the first group session outside of class, she let all the other group members 

do the talking and in an hour's worth of group discussion, she spoke for about three 

minutes. When she did speak, it was to show the written work she had done for the group 

and to willingly agree to do her part of the group's presentation. The other group 

members purposely selected a part which would not require her to speak very much. 

In the middle of the semester, Winston, a member of the Eastside Group, became 

comfortable enough with other group members to moderately disagree with them. He and 

the other members remained at the same level of participation in all other catagories. 

In the Center Group, one of the shy students began to answer more open 

questions. The other group members maintained the same level of participation 

throughout the middle group sessions. In the Westside Group, Aubrey slightly increased 

his level of participation by showing less apprehension toward disagreeing with the others. 

Toward the middle of the semester, Steve participated in group work about 

reading. During this group session Steve participated in much the same way as the native 

students did. He even took more turns than they did and felt free to disagree with their 

ideas. Additionally, he answered most open questions. When asked why this session was 

easier for him to participate in, he replied that he had no problems participating because 

the topic was his specialty. 

As the semester progressed, the native students made more of an effort to ask 

Natalie direct questions and she started to participate more. She still did not disagree with 

other students at this point, but she made more of an effort to respond to open questions. 
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Toward the end of the semester, one of the ways Winston increased his 

participation was to answer more open questions. The other group members in the 

Eastside Group continued with the same patterns of participation. 

The shy students in the Center Group were now moderately disagreeing with other 

group members in order to reach the group's objective. All group members would answer 

most open questions. 

In the Westside Group, Aubrey increased his level of participation through such 

devices as answering most open questions, initiating topics, and giving opinions. Other 

group members maintained the same patterns of participation. 

After the session on reading, Steve attempted to participate more in the group 

discussions. He alternated between taking advantage of the opportunity for turns and 

again isolating himself at the edge of the group, thumbing through his notebook and 

saying nothing. At this point, Steve maintained a moderate level of disagreement with 

other group members and continued to answer most open questions. After one such 

session, Steve was asked why he stopped participating to the same extent in the oral group 

work. He replied that he did not wish to disagree with others in the group because he felt 

this would be detrimental to the group work. He replied that he found it easier to 

participate orally in Thai group work because group members do not select when they will 

speak to the group; rather each group member has an assigned role dealing with the 

various parts of the project. Each group member knows that he or she will have a turn to 

speak. The group starts with the president and continues calling on other group members 

as they progress around the circle. Each member responds in the capacity of the role they 

have been assigned. This allows group members time to think about what they want to 

say and what the other group members have said, plus each group member is assured the 

opportunity to speak. By the end of the group sessions, Steve was taking more turns, but 

he still rarely disagreed with other group members. 
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Toward the end of the semester, Natalie was participating moderately in group 

work when she felt her knowledge as a second language learner was benefiting the group. 

In this role she would even disagree with group members, but this was still a rare 

occurrence. Her greatest participation occurred when she was able to have a higher status 

(in her perception) than the native students when they asked her about her experiences as 

a student learning English as a second language. During these group sessions, Natalie 

answered all direct questions, increased the level of sharing her opinion with the group, 

continued to answer a few open questions, and even initiated a couple of topics in the 

group. 

3.2. Observations from Conversational Analysis Transcripts 

Conversational analysis allowed me to identify and highlight examples of Thai oral 

group behavior with native students from the beginning, middle, and end of the semester 

categorized in Tables 3 -8 . Namely, that the Thai students initially avoided disagreement 

and open questions, but attempted responses, either by answering an open question or 

disagreeing, as they mastered these techniques. Having the role of a secretary or a higher 

status than another group member aided in these attempts. Kevin is a good case in point. 

Here are examples from my field notes for the three time periods: 

First, is an example of Kevin's participation in group sessions at the beginning of 

the semester through pause fillers and back channeling. Kevin is searching for the meaning 

to a word. 

Kevin: "I don't know, this is, I think uh what you call it, what do you call 
it... not the center? uh 

Oscar: "Well..." 
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Kevin: "Uh what would you call it? I don't know, hold on. Can you help 
me? Uh, uh, uh, uh." 

Kevin: "Uh, uh, uh." 

Jane: "Is it like the southern part... ?" 

Kevin: "O.K. (laughs)" 

In the previous example, Kevin requested help to find the word he was looking for 

to be able to express his idea clearly to the group. He used pause fillers to try to maintain 

his turn as he searched for the answer to his question. Jane ignored Kevin's search for the 

word and didn't help him find it. Instead of responding to Kevin she changed the topic. 

Kevin did not force his way back into the conversation rather he back channeled to show 

Jane he was listening to her and gave up the floor. 

The second example is of Kevin's nonparticipation in a series of open questions 

during the initial session. Bill had not yet arrived and Kevin is the only member of the 

group not participating in the discussion. The group is trying to decide how to finance the 

pretend barbecue company. 

Sulaman: "Financing, or whatever your headquarters, corporate office, 
supporting you, whatever, however. What's going on? How much money 
do you have?" 

Oscar: "We're gonna uh. . use our marketing, we're going to use the 
ba. .we're gonna get money from corporate and they'll probably get it on a 
loan, but that will be expensed out, so that we won't have to...." 

Jane: "We won't have to worry about that so much as much as corporate 
will have to worry about that, right?" 

Oscar: "Right, it will be a corporate expense." 

Jane: "So won't we just put that into an account or something not with the 
revenue, but uh?" 
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Sulaman: "It will go on the balance sheet." 

Jane: "Balance sheet, right?" 

Oscar: "Yeah. What we're probably gonna have uh..." 

Sulaman: "What kind of debt are we running?" 

Jane: "I would say in the neighborhood of 2 to 5 million." 

In the previous example both Jane and Sulaman posed open questions to 

the group. A total of three open questions were asked. Jane also used 

confirmation checks. All of the group members answered an open question with 

the exception of Kevin who completely refrained from participating at this point of 

the group discussion. It is interesting to compare the last two examples to Kevin's 

participation in the middle and end of the semester's group sessions. 

A third example, from a middle group session in which the group members have 

been making a special effort to include Kevin in the group even requesting that he sit 

closer to them, shows Kevin starting to reply to open questions both in his role as resident 

expert on Thailand and as a type of secretary. 

Oscar: "Huh, why don't you come around?" 

Jane: "Join the group." 

Oscar: "Join the group." 

Jane: "How do ya'll. ...It's Chang. .. .How do you spell Chang?" 

Kevin: "Its Chang Mai... C H A N G M A T ' 

Jane: " That's right. That's what I thought, but I wanted to look in a 
dictionary before I slaughtered it." 
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In this example, Kevin has been especially included in the group as the 

resident expert on Thailand and to act as a kind of secretary. Jane asked the group 

an open question as to how to spell a city in Thailand. Kevin replied to the 

question. This was an action he did not take in the initial group sessions. Jane 

reaffirmed Kevin's status by referring to him as her dictionary to show her regard 

for his knowledge about Thailand. 

The fourth example occurred later in the same group session, Kevin answered an 

open question about the appropriate size of barbecue sauce that should be sold in 

Thailand. Someone had suggested a large size bottle of barbecue sauce. 

Bill: ".. .or is that a little high?" 

Oscar: "..that...that's..." 

Kevin: "...Yeah...that's high...." 

In this example Bill posed an open question to the group Kevin again replied to 

the open question relying on his status of being a native from the country the group is 

studying. 

The last example is from the next to last group session and shows Kevin 

disagreeing with the group's actions. Kevin scanned over the notes he took as a secretary 

during the last group meeting and addressed the group with a problem. Both Kevin and 

Oscar had agreed that the group needed to address the financial section of the project but 

Oscar wanted to wait for Sulaman who had not yet arrived as this was Sulaman's part of 

the paper. Kevin disagreed because this section was the most important part of the project 

and the group was running out of time. 

Kevin: "Uhm, you know I think, I think for the cost analysis, we, we need 
to get together and help him 'cause it's..." 
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Oscar: "Yeah, well I was hoping he would be here. He was gonna be 
here. When I talked to him yesterday, he was gonna to be with us today, 
butuh,..." 

Kevin: "Uhuh." 

Oscar: "But, I don't know. Something may have come up that he wasn't 
able to." 

Kevin: "Yeah, somehow, even within the process of when he doing his 
stuff, we need to get into it." 

Oscar: "Yeah." 

Kevin: "I just worry about the cost analysis right now... 'cause you see, he 
seems to thinks its really not good at all." 

Jane: "mmm" 

Kevin: "Because it plays a big part of...the project...so..." 

In this last example Kevin used his role as secretary for the group to 

repeatedly disagree with Oscar. He did not feel that the group should wait for 

Sulaman's arrival to start addressing the problems of Sulaman's part in the project. 

Kevin even used the fact that Sulaman had admitted having problems with his own 

part as a way to disagree with Oscar. Kevin stated that this justified the group 

starting without Sulaman to address this problem. 

The previous three examples show Kevin beginning to master the use of open 

questions and disagreeing with the group. Each time he took a turn to answer an open 

question or to disagree with a group member, he is acting as an expert on Thailand or as 

the group secretary. 
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3.3. Results of the Surveys 

I examined group work perceptions through another avenue— written surveys. 

Native and Thai students and their course instructors were asked about their perceptions 

of group work. Instructors were also queried about their perceptions of the students. 

While these surveys are not significantly valid (in that they were only administered to a 

small number of subjects), they are meant to provide a broader context of the group work 

done by Thai students. 

Two surveys, the normative and native surveys produced some quantifiable results. 

The 30 questions asked students to rate, on a scale of 1 to 10, how strongly they agreed 

or disagreed with statements about group work. The strongest level of disagreement was 

indicated by a 1 and the strongest level of agreement was indicated by a 10. The answers 

to these 30 questions have been tabulated and given in Tables 9 for the native survey, 

Table 10 for the nonnative survey, and Table 11 for the Thai students. 

These surveys also had 23 questions that allowed for comparisons between native 

and nonnative answers. The comparisons are given in Table 12. Given the small number 

of Thai respondents, all the nonnative students' ratings were used for this comparison. In 

this table, questions that address three categories are grouped together. These are: 

importance of group work, participation in group work and difficulty of group work. 

I found that students' answers to open questions merely restated their perceptions 

gathered through the ethnographic studies of what occurred in group work. Another 

problem with the open questions was that not all students finished the survey; they did not 

answer the open questions. This same problem occurred when students were asked to 

rank statements on how important they were in a given situation. Not only did some 

students not finish this part of the survey, but they also did not follow instructions about 

ranking the statements. For example, the students did not rank the statements 1 through 

5, rather they gave more than one statement a ranking of 1. As a result, I focus on 
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analyzing the results from the native and nonnative students of the first 23 questions which 

fall into the three categories previously discussed. 

When looking at students responses to the importance of group work, 

participation of group work, and difficulty of group work, I found that students' responses 

were falling into three patterns. The first group of patterns was 1-3. I labeled this 

grouping as "strongly disagree". The second group of patterns that the results fell into 

was 4-6. I labeled these results as "neutral". The third group of patterns was 7-10. This 

group is referred to as "strongly agree". These groupings then allowed me to compare 

native and nonnative students' perceptions about the statements in the three categories. 

The majority of native and nonnative students consistently "strongly agreed" that 

group work was important. The only statement that caused a difference of opinion was 

about how much the students learned through group work. While native students were 

evenly divided about whether they learned more through group work than through the 

lectures, 56% of nonnatives felt that they learned more through group work than through 

lectures. 

A majority of native students and nonnative students perceived that they shared 

their opinions with the group. 89% of nonnatives felt they would share a good idea with 

the group and 67% of nonnatives felt they would share an idea with the group even if it 

was not better than other group members. These results point to the fact that nonnatives 

perceive that they are participating in group discussions. 

Lastly, native and nonnative students were asked to show their agreement 

with the statement, "I find group work difficult". Native students were evenly divided 

about how difficult they found group work to be: 34% strongly disagreed with the 

statement, 37% were neutral, and 29% strongly agreed. This is in contrast to nonnative 

students: 56% of nonnative students strongly agreed that group work is difficult. 
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Table 12: Comparisons of Nonnative and Native Students Survey Results 

A. Importance of Group Work 

1. Group work is important in classes at the University of North Texas. 

Strongly Disagree Neutral 
Nonnatives 0 2 
Natives 3 25 

2. I think group work is valuable. 
Strongly Disagree Neutral 

Nonnatives 0 2 
Natives 8 22 

Strongly Agree 
7 
53 

Strongly Agree 
7 
50 

5. I learn a lot through group work. 
Strongly Disagree Neutral 

Nonnatives 2 1 
Natives 10 27 

Strongly Agree 
6 
45 

7. To receive an "A" in this class, a student regularly participates in group work. 
Strongly Disagree Neutral Strongly Agree 

Nonnatives 0 1 8 
Natives 4 12 67 

8. I learn more through group work than through lectures. 
Strongly Disagree Neutral Strongly Agree 

Nonnatives 1 3 5 
Natives 28 30 24 

9. Sharing my ideas with others in my group helps me understand the material under 
study. 

Strongly Disagree Neutral 
Nonnatives 0 2 
Natives 11 25 

Strongly Agree 
7 
45 

16. Doing group work is a waste of time. 
Strongly Disagree Neutral 

Nonnatives 5 3 
Natives 37 33 

Strongly Agree 
1 
11 
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Table 12 (continued): Comparisons of Nonative and Native Students Survey Results 

B. Perceptions of Participation 

6. If I have good ideas for the group's project, I will tell the others in the group about 
them. 

Strongly Disagree Neutral Strongly Agree 
Nonnatives 0 1 8 
Natives 0 8 79 

12. When my opinion is better than another group member's opinion, I share it. 
Strongly Disagree Neutral Strongly Agree 

Nonnatives 0 1 8 
Natives 2 21 55 

14. When one has good ideas for a group project, one should tell others in the group 
about them. 

Strongly Disagree Neutral Strongly Agree 
Nonnatives 0 0 9 
Natives 0 2 78 

17. I share my thoughts during group work even when I think that my ideas are not better 
than the other students' ideas. 

Strongly Disagree Neutral Strongly Agree 
Nonnatives 0 3 6 
Natives 12 26 43 

18. I speak up more now when doing group work than when I first started attending 
classes in the United States. 

Strongly Disagree Neutral Strongly Agree 
Nonnatives 1 1 7 
Natives 14 17 49 

C. Opinions on the Difficulty of Group Work 

3. I find group work difficult. 
Strongly Disagree Neutral Strongly Agree 

Nonnatives 2 1 6 
Natives 23 28 30 
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The three professors of the classes I observed related their perceptions through a 

survey (Appendix B, the professor's survey). All of them felt that group work was 

important for their class. One stated that it was an integral part of his class and another 

indicated that it was extremely important for hers. In all three classes, group work was 

intended to allow students to apply theories they learned. For two of the professors this 

held true, but the third professor's groups were hampered by group members who did not 

learn the theories prior to group work. One professor simply stated that group members 

would not get positive results from her class if they did not participate in group work. 

There was no indication whether she meant oral or written group work. 

Two professors even wrote additional comments on the benefits of group work. 

One stated that students benefit from group work in direct proportion to their amount of 

participation. It was his belief that while students can glean information from listening to 

other group members, development of critical thinking and problem solving skills were 

hindered by lack of participation. One of his course objectives is that a year later students, 

when in the workforce would remember how to assess and solve a similar problem. He 

does not believe that will hold true for students who merely listen. 

The other professor's view on this matter was that the benefit of participating in 

group work depended on the student and the group. She found students who prepared for 

group work and were motivated developed informed questions and obtained healthy 

benefits from their efforts. In contrast, the students who were not motivated and prepared 

for group work received very little benefit from their efforts, even if they frequently 

participated orally. She also felt that students who only listen can obtain the same benefits 

as those who participated orally, provided the rest of the group is actively participating 

and successfully achieves the group's objective. She also felt however, that nonnative 

students have trouble feeling free to direct the group toward its goat when the group has 

stopped trying. 
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The three professors held various views as to what constituted an effective group 

member. The first professor commented on what actions an effective group member 

should take: 

"They don't have to be the leader. To be effective you've got to offer a 

point of view and be willing to debate that point of view with others. You 

have to be able to offer a point of view, back it up, offer justification for 

why, but at the same time be willing to hear what other people are saying, 

compare their views to your own, and hope to fully reach some consensus 

what the best answer is. They need to be able to justify their opinions to the 

group. This is a problem for both native and normative students." 

The second teacher emphasized that an effective group member would do any necessary 

preparation for the group work before coming to class. The third professor felt effective 

group members should cooperate. 

The professors felt that all but one of the Thai students were effective group 

members. According to the professor of the Thai student who was not considered to be 

effective, lack of motivation was the problem. One professor also commented that while 

he considered the Thai student in his class to be an effective group member he felt that this 

student could be better at group work. In his opinion, she needed to be, 

"a little more outgoing, pushy, aggressive, confident . . . knowing if there are 

some subconscious (native group members' subconscious minds) that make 

others (native students) hold back and they (native students) aren't going 

to seek you (the Thai student) out, well then you (the Thai student) have to 

push a little harder to work through that. Find a way to demonstrate early 

on your value. Come to a meeting with some analysis already done and 
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kinda lay it out there for them, make copies for them. I'm not sure that it's 

fair, but it's a reality, that I think that students like her ought to be aware 

there may be other ways to go, but that's one of them." 

All of the professors felt that the normative students had problems when speaking 

to native group members. The first professor felt that the problem lay in the normative 

students understanding that they must overcome some native student's prejudices, 

"At first, for at least some of the people coming in, the perception is well, 

they're not going to be able to communicate, let's just ignore them, or they 

tend to be passive. It might be kind of subconsciously built into the group 

dynamics. It's not that we go into the meetings saying we are going to 

exclude these, it's just that the dynamics end up excluding these people." 

The second professor perceived the nonnatives having these problems: setting up a 

protocol to work with the group, being unable to direct the group toward the normative 

student's goals, not interjecting questions and topic shifts for fear of reaction, and a 

general opposition to doing group work. The last professor simply found the normative 

students to be intimidated and quiet. 

Only one of the professors reported having any formal procedures to facilitate 

students of different cultures doing group work together. She tries to place nonnative 

students with friends when doing group work and draws the classes' attention to the 

student's knowledge. The other two professors said that their way of dealing with this 

issue was to wait for the nonnative student to approach them outside of class. One 

student actually did approach one of the professors about oral participation but she was 

addressing class participation rather than group work. The professor's suggestion that, 

before class, she prepare answers to anticipated questions, helped this student present her 
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group work to the class. After this incident, the native students started to value her 

knowledge more and made more of an effort to include her in the group. This professor 

indicated that he was considering adopting a more formal procedure to help both native 

and normative students who are having difficulty being included in group work. Two 

professors mentioned in their surveys that native students would ignore normative students 

and considered them to be shy unless the normative students made an effort to participate. 

They mentioned that this was true of shy native students as well but one professor 

commented, 

"I do think that subconsciously. . .I know they (native students) don't 

always make an effort to include them and so therefore if the normative is 

not outgoing or confident enough to jump in that they may never get 

included and that's a problem especially since many of those come from 

cultures where they are not encouraged to do so." 

3 .4. Problem With Survey Results 

The problem I encountered was trying to create significant data from the surveys I 

conducted. I needed to distribute the surveys to a greater number of subjects. This was 

especially true of the normative students' and professors' surveys. 

4. Discussion 

4.1 Conclusions 

This study has proven the usefulness of combining several research methods. In 

particular, the observations from my ethnography of classrooms where group work is 

conducted are supported by and expanded further by using conversational analysis and 
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written surveys. As noted in sections 2.1.3, 2.2.3, and 3.4, there are problems and room 

for improvement with the application of each method, the combined use of the three 

methods was crucial to the findings of the study. 

My findings reveal several issues that affect turn taking, in particular issues around 

disagreement and response to open questions in group work. In both native and Thai 

students' their degree of willingness to disagree or respond to open questions is a 

reflection of their personality. Not surprisingly, the more outgoing students took more 

turns. Native and Thai students of similar personalities do not, however, participate at 

the same rate. Thai students participate less than their native counterparts. 

A major finding of my reasearch that is not related to language fluency is the effect 

of culture on group participation. As previously mentioned, group harmony is important 

in Thai culture. Thai students' reluctance to disagree with native students in group work 

reflects their countries' Buddhist teachings. Thais even have a proverb which states, 

"Keep muddy waters inside you put clear water outside." (Feig, 1989) This proverb 

reflects Thais' distaste for disagreeing with others. 

Another aspect of Thai culture that affected group work is social status. In 

Thailand each person's social status is determined by his or her ranking in relationship to 

the king. Men have a higher rank than women (Fieg, 1989). Steve had a consistently 

higher level of participation in group work than Nancy or Natalie. Kevin was the shier of 

the two males but he always participated at a higher level than Natalie. Although Nancy 

and Kevin were both moderately-outgoing, Kevin's personality was more reserved; yet, he 

always maintained an equal level of participation with Nancy. Age also affects social 

status. Identical twins even have different social rankings, which are determined by their 

few minutes of age difference (Fieg, 1989). Steve, who is in his forties and a male, came 

the closest of all the Thai speakers to, at one point, resembling an outgoing native speaker. 

All the students were extremely conscious of their status in the group. In Thailand a 
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person's status governs all interactions when speaking with other people; to the extent it 

took a linguist sixty-four pages to describe the pronouns used for identifying the correct 

social status in every situation (Fieg, 1989). If, in group work, the Thai speaker perceived 

he or she had greater status, then the level of participation increased. This happened when 

Kevin was referred to as an expert on Thailand and when Natalie was referred to as an 

expert as a normative speaker of English. It also occurred when Steve discussed reading 

education. His status was higher than other group members because he has a masters 

degree and is currently working on a doctorate in the field. 

Academic culture also has an impact on participation. Thais rely on assigned roles 

as a way to participate in and/or disagree with other group members. Kevin and Nancy's 

group behaviors are good illustrations of this cultural more. When assigned a secretarial 

role in their respective groups, both demonstrated greater willingness to participate and 

disagree with native students. 

At first I assumed that Thai students were being intentionally excluded by the 

native speakers. Upon further examination, I realized that the native students were 

unaware that they were not making an effort to include the Thai students. For example, 

they did not often ask the students direct questions, make eye contact with them, or ask 

the students to sit closer to the rest of the group. Almost all of the native students stated 

they thought the reason Thai students did not freely participate was their shy personality. 

This was an assumption on the part of the native students. Only one of the four students I 

observed was shy outside of the context of group work. It appeared that because native 

group members believe Thai students are shy, they think that an effort to include the 

students would not be appreciated. 

I also thought that preserving group harmony is all that governs the Thai students' 

decision to not disagree with other group members. The Thai students admitted they 

often do not disagree with other students just to preserve group harmony. An exception 
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to this rule is provided for in Thai culture when a group member has a role to fulfill. The 

Thai students state that in their assigned role, a Thai is obligated to disagree with other 

group members if maintaining harmony will hinder the completion of the task. Group 

harmony is still the goal, but would be sacrificed under this circumstance. 

American students', regardless of personality, level of participation is not affected 

by their status in the group or by whether they disagree with other students. In fact when 

trying to disagree with others in the group, students of low status participate at a higher 

rate than usual. In contrast, Thai students who disagree with other students or have a 

lower status decrease the rate at which they take turns. The exception to this is when the 

Thai student is able to take on a specific role in the group, such as secretary. Under this 

condition, the student takes turns at a rate similar to that of a native student with the same 

personality. Thai students who have a higher status than other group members also take 

turns at levels similar to, or exceeding, native students of similar personality. 

This study, through analysis of the results of the surveys, also reaches some 

conclusions on Thais' perceptions of their level of participation and their sense of its 

importance. Although the majority of the Thai students find group work to be difficult, 

they very strongly believe that they do voice their opinions. This belief is in contrast to 

what was observed at different points of this study. Both Thai and native students find 

group work to be important. 

Some very interesting conclusions came to light regarding nonnatives' degree of 

inclusion in group work. My study finds that native students are unaware of the fact that 

they do not include Thai students, and that they assume Thai students are shy, regardless 

of their personality. I find it of interest that all three professors feel that native students 

will ignore or intimidate normative students during group work. I believe it is important 

for professors to stress the need to normative students that they be more aggressive in 

conveying their knowledge to the group, disagreeing with the group, or redirecting the 
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group when they feel it is off track. One professor states that in doing so the students will 

overcome native students' prejudices and thus be more included in the group. He agrees 

that this fact is not fair, but it is necessary if the normative students wish to get the full 

benefits of group work. From these professors' opinions, I conclude that normative 

students need to take the extra effort to be more aggressive in group work, even if it is 

uncomfortable for them. If they fail to do so they will not receive the intended benefits of 

group work. 

4.2 Recommendations 

The findings of this study have important implications for the teaching of English 

as a Second Language students before they enter mainstream academia classes. This study 

shows the Thai students have difficulty disagreeing with native students, including 

redirecting the conversation when students are off track from the group objective. It also 

shows that Thai students who do not have an assigned role, or a higher status, in the 

group often do not participate. They do not understand the group dynamics of an 

American classroom where specific tasks are not always assigned to group members, but 

the expectation is for members to assert themselves and redirect the discussion whenever 

the group is not meeting its objective. 

The Intensive English Language Institute (IELI) prepares nonnative English 

speakers for university classes at the University of North Texas (UNT). The 

communication classes in the IELI provide a good foundation for its graduates to attend 

the university; especially with its strong emphasis on note taking and listening. Although 

group work is not officially covered in the syllabus of the DELI, the director provided the 

names of two teachers who guide group work at the IELI. These professors indicated 

that recent changes in the IELI help equip its students with the tools needed for 

participating in group work. These changes have been helpful in showing nonnative 
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students the importance of initiating turns when they have been assigned tasks in the group 

and of letting the group know their opinions on a subject. 

Two of the students I observed were graduates of the IELI. Therefore, it is my 

belief that the part of the curriculum covering group work can benefit from this study by 

realizing students' additional need to know the importance of and ways of disagreeing 

with group members. Additionally, the critical need for nonnatives to direct group 

discussions when no individual tasks have been assigned needs to be emphasized more 

heavily by the IELI. It is also not enough for normative students to be told to participate 

since my study has shown that they believe that they are participating. Rather, they should 

be instructed on what counts as participation, i.e. active verbal interaction in the form of 

voicing disagreement with other group members. 

University professors who assign group work can also draw from this study. They 

can be more conscious of some of their nonnative students' need for help with oral 

participation. For example, they could adopt formal policies to help students understand: 

the consequences of failing to disagree with the group, the need for redirecting the group 

when it has become misguided, and the importance of sharing information or opinions that 

the group does not already have. This study points out that one way of aiding nonnative 

students' participation is to assign specific roles to group members, e.g. giving the 

nonnative member the role of secretary. Another way to encourage nonnatives would be 

to emphasize that preparing material for group work and sharing this material with the 

group will raise a student's status in the group, causing other group members to not only 

appreciate the group member but to actively seek out their opinions and knowledge. The 

professors at the University of North Texas would benefit from attending a seminar on 

how to more readily include students who are not participating in group work, with a 

segment of the seminar dedicated to nonnative student issues. UNT already has a medium 
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in place for giving such seminars: the University Forum for Teaching and Learning. 

Other universities could also make this a part of the ongoing training of their professors. 

4.3. Summary 

To summarize, my study has shown: (1) how Thai students have participated in 

group work, (2) prejudices that native students have about including Thai students in 

group work, and (3) Thai students' weaknesses and strengths in participating in group 

work. I also have made recommendations to both Thai students and their professors and 

teachers about ways to strengthen the ability of Thai students to take full advantage of the 

benefits provided through group work. This increased understanding of how Thais 

perform in group work with native students, and what can be done to help them 

participate more freely, will enhance the learning environment for both Thai students and 

their teachers. 
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PARTI 

INTERNATIONAL BUSINESS OPERATIONS SYLLABUS 
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BUS1 4660 - INTERNATIONAL BUSINESS OPERATIONS 
Fall, 1998. 
, 9:30 a.m. -10:50 a.m. Cury 204 

INSTRUCTOR 
OFFICE 
TELEPHONE 
INTERNET 

FAX (940) 565-4394 
STUDENT CONFERENCE HOURS: Tuesdays 12:00 - 3:00 p.m. 

Thursdays 12:00 - 3:00 p.m. 

REQUIRED TEXT: 

Helen Deresky, International Management: Managing Across Borders and Cultures, 
Second Edition, 1997. Addison Wesley Longman, Inc. 

CATALOG COURSE DESCRIPTION: 

This course covers foreign operations of American firms and the impact of foreign 
competition on the domestic market; organization of foreign production, marketing and 
finance; foreign markets, resources, institutions and managerial problems arising from 
governmental relations. 

Course prerequisites: MKTG 3650, FINA 3770 and senior standing. 

COURSE OBJECTIVES: The primary purpose of this course is to learn the concepts 
and techniques associated with the management of an organization with multinational 
operations. Therefore, the major focus of the course is the decisions that international 
managers must make in the planning, organizing and operating of companies in cross-
cultural environments. Specific learning objectives include: 

1. An understanding of how multinational operations influence the processes of 
planning, organizing, staffing, motivating, leading and controlling. 

2. To develop an awareness of the complex, dynamic environments in which 
multinational organizations operate, and to understand the implications of 
environmental issues and trends for organizational effectiveness. 

3. To develop an understanding of culture and how the cultural factors have a profound 
impact on managerial functions. 

BUSI 4660, International Business Operations, Fall, 1998. 
, Department of Management UNT. Denton, Texas 76203 



TEACHING METHODOLOGIES: Various classroom methods will be used to achieve the 
learning objectives: lecture-discussion, class discussion, article reviews, outside guest 
speakers, audio-visuals, student participation, and current events reviews. 

My Expectations: 

#1: EFFORT : I expect you to put forth your best effort. 

#2: INSIGHT: I expect you to seek insight in the course through intellect, wisdom, 
understanding and to strive to broaden your knowledge of the 
subject matter. 

#3: INTEGRITY: I expect you to strive for high integrity and to maintain the highest 
level of honesty, responsibility and dependability. Be someone 
whom your peers look up to. 

#4: TEAMWORK: I expect you to be a team player. Any team is only as good as its 
weakest link. Since success in this course partially depends on 
teamwork, you should strive to help the team succeed. 

#5: SUCCESS: I expect you to strive for success in this course. Remember, 
grades are earned, not given. 

GRADING: 

Points Distribution 

1. Attendance /Participation 150 points 
2. Three Tests (@ 200 points) 600 points 
3. Term Paper 250 points 

Proposal (50 points) 
Final report (150 points) 
Peer Evaluation (50 points) 

Maximum Points Obtainable 1000 points 

BUSI4660, International Business Operations, Fall, 1998. 
, Department of Management, UNT, Denton, TEXAS 76203 
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The final term paper (due December 3,1998) should be comprehensive and 
professionally prepared. The term paper should not exceed 15 typed, double-spaced 
pages (excluding tables exhibits and appendices.) Late submission of the term paper 
will not be accepted under any circumstances. 

Each individual's involvement in the team effort will be assessed and factored into that 
individual's term paper grade. Peer evaluations are the key tool for this assessment. 
The process of incorporating peer evaluation into your grade has been provided to you 
in a separate handout. 

CLASS PARTICIPATION, ATTENDANCE AND TARDINESS 

Participation: 
Participate in every class. You are responsible for making sure that you do. 
Participation can take many forms, including making a comment, questioning what has 
been said, and synthesizing what has been said. If a fellow student makes a point you 
disagree with, do not let it go unchallenged. Otherwise I will assume you concur. 

Keep in mind that the amount of knowledge you gain from this course depends directly 
on your level of preparation and participation. You cannot participate if you do not 
attend class, and you cannot participate effectively if you have not prepared. Further, 
the skills you develop through participation are as valuable as the techniques you learn 
in the course. 

Being absent more than two class periods without adequate and acceptable support 
documentation (eg., hospitalization, contagious illness, religious holiday) will result in the 
loss of one letter grade in your overall grade. Being absent for more than three or 
more class periods without adequate and acceptable support documentation will result 
in deducting two letter grades. 

Leaving early or coming late (more than 15 minutes) without adequate and acceptable 
support documentation will result in your being marked absent for that class session. 

Daily assignments (chapters, cases, etc) are presented in the class schedule. You 
should read the chapters and associated readings for the day before we cover them in 
class. It is imperative for everyone to be actively involved in the class discussions. 

Tardiness: Please make every effort to be in your assigned seats at the scheduled 
beginning of class. Tardiness disrupts classroom activities and is a burden on your 
colleagues in the classroom. 

BUSI4660, International Business Operations, Fall, 1998. 
, Department of Management, UNT, Denton, TX 76203 



Team 

TEAM PROJECT: Feasibility Study for Assigned Country's Barbecue Sauce Market. 

The CEO of "TexMex," a medium-sized company that markets and sells Barbecue 
Sauce in the U.S. under the brand-names "Texas Picante" and "Raw Hide," is 
considering the possibility of expanding into overseas. Your team has been asked by 
the CEO to do research on all relevant issues and to analyze the feasibility of such a 
strategy. 

Profitability of the company has been below industry averages and has declined over the 
past three years. Currently 100% of the firm's sales come from the U.S. market. Gross 
sales for 1997 were $80 million. Projected sales for the first half of 1998 are expected to 
be $50 million. The company has experienced declining sales over the past six 
quarters. The CEO attributes it to (1) increased competition from major players in the 
market like A-1, Teriyaki and Tabasco, (2) the firm's inability to accurately forecast 
customer demand patterns and, (3) quality/delivery problems it has experienced with its 
suppliers. 

The long-term goals of the company are, (1) to diversity its market (2) expand sales (3) 
and improve profitability. Your team is required to research the country, its marketing 
feasibility, and the methods to achieve the goals. 
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Term Paper Instruction 
BUSI4660 
Fall, 1998. 

• Term paper proposal is due on October 8,1998. (50 points) 
• Final term paper and group evaluation is due on December 3 , 1 9 9 8 . ( 200 points) 
• Term paper: 150 points 
• Group evaluation: 50 points 

PROPOSAL 

1. Cover Sheet (Type neatly your group names and the country) 5 points 
2. Table of Contents 5 points 
3. Method of entry 10 points 
4. Business culture 5 points 
5. Target Group/Groups 5 points 
6. Economic and Political Outlook 5 points 
7. T axes/T ariffs/Regulations 5 points 
8. Costs (fixed costs vs variable costs) 10 points 

For example: 
• Plant & Equipment 
• Utilities 
• Wages/Salaries 
• Bank loans 
• Construction 
• Skilled labor vs unskilled labor 

(These are some examples of costs that you will incur to operate a business overseas. 
However, depending on the nature of the business such as a joint venture, costs are 
subject to change. Your task is to come up with all costs that are related to your business 
and figure out expenses in order to reach one of the objectives of your company.) 
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How docs this translate into your final evaluation? 

1. Peer evaluation will count 50 points in the overall team project evaluation. 

2. FAIL: If more than half of the team members conclude that a person fails, this 
means that there will be no points given to that person. 

3. PASS: The percentages will be averaged for the final points. 

4 Points Allocation 

50 points 80% or over 
40 79% - 70% 
30 69% - 60% 
20 59% - 50% 
10 49%-40% 

For each item below, rate the person by circling the appropriate answer of either pass 
fail. 

1. Quality 
(This is the overall caliber of this person's work.) Pass Fail 

2. Dependability 
(This is how well you can trust this person to do 
the things that have been expected of him or her 
like attending meetings, etc.) Pass Fail 

3. Ideas 
(This demonstrates how well this person contributes 
new suggestions for solving problems.) Pass Fail 

4. Cooperation 
(This is how well this person promotes teamwork, 
even if his or her ideas are not accepted by the team.) Pass Fail 

5. Output 
(This is a measure of the quality of productive work this 
person puts out relative to other team members.) Pass Fail 

6. Project Knowledge 
(This refers to how much help this person is in 
preparing the research project.) Pass Fail 
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PART n 

PRINTOUT FROM THE INTERNET USED IN GROUP WORK 

IN INTERNATIONAL BUSINESS OPERATIONS 
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GLOBUS and NTDB http://www.stat-usa.gov/tradtest.nsfFOpenDatabase 

October 23,1998 Edition 

fHomel fTrade Library] [State of the Nation! [Search Entire NTDB] [Samples! fE-mail! 

Think you might have missed something or want to review a list of upcoming 
conferences? Visit the Trade News Archive. 

9:00am - Commerce Business Daily Leads 
9:00am - Defense Logistics Agency Leads 
3:00pm - Trade Opportunity Program Leads 
3:00pm - International Marketing Insight Reports 
5:00pm - Agricultural Trade Leads 

10:30am - Foreign Exchange Rates (10 am Midpoints) 
12:30pm - Foreign Exchange Rates (Noon Buying 
Rates') 

Weekly (H.10) || Monthly (G.5)1| Annual (G.5A) 

Trade Opportunity Program Leads (1 months 
Trade Opportunity Program Leads (2 years) 
Agricultural Trade Leads (1 month) 
Commerce Business Daily Leads (1 month) 
Defense Logistics Agency Leads (1 month) 
United Nations Trade Leads 

International Marketing Insight Reports (1 month) 
Industry Sector Analysis Reports (1 month) 
Market Research Reports Historical Archive 
Best Market Reports 
Foreign Agricultural Market Reports tAG World) 
Country Commercial Guides 

Note: Pata and supporting ASCII-delimited versions are current through 
July 1998. Supporting worksheet versions will be available shortly. 

• U.S. Exports bv Commodity 
• US. Exports bv Country 
• U.S. Imports bv Commodity 
• U S. Imports bv Country 

U.S. International Trade in Goods and 
Services 
FT900 Supplemental Tables 
U.S. Export Sales (USDA) 
U.S. Import and Export Price Indexes 
U.S. International Transactions 
Additional Press Releases 

Commercial Service International Contacts 
Export Yellow Pages 
State-by-State Export Resource Listings 

• Search the Entire National Trade Data Bank 
• Asia Commercial Overview 
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PART III 

BUSINESS POLICY SYLLABUS 
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UNIVERSITY of NORTH TEXAS 
COLLEGE OF BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION 

Business 4940 - Business Policy (Strategic Business Integration) 
Course Outline - Fall, 1998 

Professor: 
Office: 
Phone: 
E-mail: 
Student Conference Hours: Tues. 2:00-6:00 p.m., Thurs. 9:00 - 11:00 a.ra. (or by 

appointment) 

INTRODUCTION: 

Business Policy (BUSI 4940) is a capstone course focused on the integration of functional 
areas and requiring students to determine policy at the general management level. Students 
address problems and issues faced by business firms, seeking to manage the relationships 
between different elements of the firm and integrate functional areas in order to optimize 
performance. 

Prerequisites: Completion of all other business foundation courses and senior standing. This 
course is to be taken in the last semester of course work. 

COURSE OBJECTIVES: 

This course has been structured to help you achieve four major objectives. At the end of the 
course you should: 

1. appreciate the value of taking a general manager's view of the firm 
2. be able to organize your thinking around a strategic framework which includes the 

following elements: 
strategy 
environment 
resources 
managerial preferences & values 
organization 

3. be able to understand how functional areas interact to influence firm performance 
4. be able to make decisions that create better integration between functional areas so as to 

improve firm performance 
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REQUIRED MATERIALS: 

A Toolbookfor Strategic Business Integration (3rd Edition), G. Miles & D.E. D'Souza (eds.)i 
Simon & Schuster, 1998 
(Additional readings, cases, and exercises will be distributed in class) 

METHOD OF INSTRUCTION: 

Classes in the course will be conducted using discussions, exercises, articles and cases. 
Discussions will be used to elaborate on and extend the content of the readings, developing 
conceptual ideas and applying them to business situations. Articles and cases will deal with 
issues related to the strategic management framework and business integration. Recognize that 
each article/case is simply a record of an issue which has been faced by business executives. 
It is not to be construed as portraying either correct or incorrect behaviors. Instead, these 
articles/cases contain the facts, opinions and prejudices upon which executive decisions have 
been made. As such, they will provide the basis for in-depth examination of particular issues 
and concepts. 

For this method of instruction to work effectively, you must have read and thought about 
all assigned material prior to the class. A good rule of thumb is to spend as much time 
analysing and preparing the material as you do reading it. 

PERFORMANCE EVALUATION AND GRADING: 

Your grade in this course will be determined by your performance on two examinations, a 
team project, and the level and quality of your class participation. The points distribution will 
be as follows: 

Class participation & assignments 200 
Participation: 100 
Assignments: 100 

Quizzes (2@100 points each) 200 
Comprehensive Exam 200 
Integrative Team Project 200 
Final Exam (student option) 200 

Maximum Points Possible 1000 (800 if not taking final) 

[ -etter Grade Equivalent 

Total Points With Final Total Points Without Final Grade 
900 to 1000 720 to 800 A 
800 to 899 640 to 719 B 
700 to 799 560 to 639 C 
600 to 699 480 to 559 D 
599 or below 479 or below F 
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C L A S S PARTICIPATION: 

Various discussion techniques will be used in class. For these techniques to be effective, you 
must do the following: 

ATTEND every class, arriving on time so that it can start promptly. If you must be absent and 
have a reasonable excuse, please let me know in advance. 

PREPARE for every class so that you can contribute to the discussion and also appreciate what 
is being said. Adequate preparation requires more than simply reading the assigned material. 
Rather, you should have analyzed all the important issues, taken a position on them, and be 
prepared to support them. If you have been unable to prepare adequacy, let me know before 
the class. This will help you avoid being embarrassed inadvertently. 

PARTICIPATE in every class. You are responsible for making sure that you do. Participation 
can take many forms, including making a comment, questioning what has been said, and 
synthesizing what has been said. If a fellow student makes a point you disagree with, do not 
let it go unchallenged. Otherwise I will assume you concur, possibly to your peril. 

Keep in mind that the amount of knowledge you gain from this course depends directly on 
your level of preparation and participation: you cannot participate if you do not attend class, 
and you cannot participate effectively if you have not prepared. Fu-'hermore, the skills you 
develop through participation are as valuable as the techniques you learn in the course. Please 
note that minimal participation will be reflected in a minimal grade. 

WARNING: To ensure that the entire class is prepared for discussion each day, pop quizzes 
may be used on occasion. If used, the scores will be included in your participation grade. 

A S S I G N M E N T S 

Both individual and team assignments will be given throughout the term. These are designed 
to develop your ability to apply the conceptual material being presented in class and to provide 
ideas and insights for class discussion. Assignments will count for 10 - 20 points each. 
Specifics regarding each assignment will be given in class. It is your responsibility to be 
aware of the assignments and turn them in on time. Late assignments will not be accepted. 

QUIZZES 

The two Quizzes are "knowledge-acquisition'' oriented - that is, they are designed to "quickly-
test your knowledge of basic strategic-management concepts and theories, certain key concepts 
or analytical tools - in particular, those associated with the Diamond-E Drill. The objective is 
to ensure that all students "are on board" and are "staying up to date" with the instructor and 
the rest of the class. 
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Business 4940 - Fall, 1998 
Integrated Team Project 

PURPOSE 

The goals of this project are: 

1. to help you better understand a company from a strategic perspective. 
2. to help you understand how each functional area within a company contributes to the 

company's success. 
3. to help you understand the inter-relationships between functional areas and how these 

relationships might be managed. 
4. to provide you with an opportunity to apply the concepts and ideas learned in the course to 

real business situations, 
5. to familiarize you with library & other information resources on companies and industries. 

OVERVIEW 

The integrated team project is designed to allow you to apply the concepts and ideas learned in 
this course to real world business situations. Students will work in teams and will role play a 
consulting firm. Each team will generate a solution to a problem being experienced by a company 
and will provide concrete recommendations regarding how the team's solution should be 
implemented. The team's solution and recommendations should emphasize integration across the 
functional areas. 

By organizing the project in this fashion, lessons regarding integration can be learned not only 
from the case analysis itself but also from your own internal team dynamics. As such, it is to your 
benefit to think of your team as a real consulting firm and to carefully consider your role in the 
firm's success. In this regard, part of your grade will be determined from an evaluation of your 
contribution by your peers. 

To add an additional incentive, faculty judges will identify the top performing team in each of the 
6 sections of the course. These 6 teams will be invited to make their presentations again on 
Saturday, Dec. 5 to a panel of judges made up of executives from EDS as well as other business 
people. From these presentations, the judges will determine first, second, and third place teams. 
Members of these top 3 teams will receive recognition (in the form of money, certificates and/or 
trophies) as the best performers in the Fall, 1998 COBA Integrated Business Case Challenge, 
sponsored by EDS. 
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THE PROCESS 

Analysis and presentation of the project will proceed through several steps. Each of these is outlined 
below. Suggestions/information that may help you regarding how to accomplish each step have also 
been provided. 

1. Team Selection and Development 

Teams will be selected by your instructor during the term. An effort will be made to ensure that 
teams have roughly the same mix of majors. To encourage you to begin to get to know your team 
members, understand team dynamics, and generate a positive set of team norms, you will be asked 
to work with your team members on several short assignments and/or problems in class during the 
semester. Handled properly, this should help your team become a smoothly functioning unit by the 
time the major team project is undertaken. 

2. Case Distribution and Team Organization 

About the I l,h week of class (week of November 9lh), you will receive a packet of information 
about a company. The packet will include a letter from an officer of the company soliciting the 
help of your consulting firm and will also provide some initial information about the company and 
its environment. While a problem that the company is experiencing may be highlighted, do 
not blindly accept this as the only problem the company is experiencing or that it is even the 
primary issue. Read the material carefully and use the tools and techniques that you have learned 
during this and other classes in your undergraduate program to come to your own conclusions 
regarding what issues the company needs to address. Also remember that the information that has 
been provided to you is only a starting point for your analysis. Your team must also seek out any 
additional information that you deem necessary, using whatever primary or secondary 
sources are appropriate. 

Students are expected to identify and use resources available in the library and elsewhere to collect 
appropriate information that may be useful to their analysis of the case. Examples of such sources 
are: The U.S. Industry Outlook. Compact Disclosures, Standard and Poor and similar directories. 
Internet resources, and SEC documents (e.g., annual reports and 10-Ks). Such an information 
gathering exercise is necessary to develop a clear understanding of the company and its 
environment prior to creating an appropriate strategic plan and a detailed implementation plan. 

3. Interviews with Company Executives 

To assist you in collecting information and generating solutions, each team will be allowed an 
opportunity to interview executives from the company under study (role played by faculty 
members). These interviews will take place during the week of November 16* (approximately one 
week after you receive your case) and will last for 15 minutes. Teams should use the interview 
session to judiciously glean additional information about the company and its environment that may 
not be available in secondary sources. This interview is critical since the quality of a team's 
solution depends largely on the quality and comprehensiveness of the data that is collected. Teams 
are therefore encouraged to undertake considerable forward-thinking planning prior to the 
interview. 
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e. Financial Forecasts 

Remember that a company is always interested in the "bottom line *. As such, your report will 
need to project the financial implications of your recommendations. This will require a detailed 
justification for projection of both the cost stream and the revenue stream. Because this 
information is likely to play a prominent role in "selling" your plan as an appropriate solution, 
you should include a clear presentation of any assumptions that have gone into your forecasts. 

7. Peer Evaluations 

Each team member must turn in a peer evaluation form that provides information on all other team 
members. An example of the form you will use for this evaluation is attached. Please recognize 
that peer evaluations are designed not only to penalize unproductive team members but also to 
reward those individuals who provide extra value to the team. 

Peer Evaluation forms are due at the time of your oral presentation. 
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T e a m » Name 

Signature 

BUSI 4940 - Fall, 1998 
PARTICIPATION IN TEAM PROJECT 

GRADING SHEET 

INSTRUCTIONS: 

* ITEMS 1-5: Grade the performance of each team member (including yourself) on the five criteria provided below. Use 
the following scale: A^highest or best: B^above average: Oave rage ; D^beiow average; F*low or 
minimal 

• ITEM 6: You must distribute a total of N* 100 points among your team members based on each members overall 
contribution to the team project. 
'N* • The number of individuals in your team. For example, if there are 7 member, < including yourself) in your 
team, then the total points that must be distributed among the members of your team is: 7* 100 « 700. 

• ITEM 7: For any team member whose points are significantly above or below the team average, please make specific 
comments indicating why the team member received that score. 

* Fold the evaluation sheet and return it to ycur instructor at the time of your oral presentation. 

CRITERIA > " ITEM 1 

Displayed 
initiative 
while 
working on 
project 

ITEM 2 

Attended 
scheduled 
meetings 

ITEM 3 

Adequately 
completed 
assigned 
work 

ITEM 4 

Fostered 
team spirit 

ITEMS 

Contributed 
to project 
completion 

ITEM 6 

POINTS 
ALLO-
CATED NAME OF Team 

MEMBER 
• 

ITEM 1 

Displayed 
initiative 
while 
working on 
project 

ITEM 2 

Attended 
scheduled 
meetings 

ITEM 3 

Adequately 
completed 
assigned 
work 

ITEM 4 

Fostered 
team spirit 

ITEMS 

Contributed 
to project 
completion 

ITEM 6 

POINTS 
ALLO-
CATED 

l. 

2. 

3. 

4. • 

5, 

6. 

7. * 

8. 

9. 
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PART IV 

HANDOUT FOR GROUP WORK IN BUSINESS POLICY 
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November 10. 1998 

Business Policy Consultants 
I Graduation Way, Suite 4.0 
College of Business Administration 
University of North Texas 
Denton, TX 76203 

Dear Consultants. 

I am writing to solicit your assistance in helping me to chart the future course of action for 
Grandma s Best. Our company, started by my grandmother more than 50 years ago, is now a 
closely held corporation controlled by a small group of family members. Located in Spokane, 
Washington, we sell chocolates, cookies and candy throughout the United States and have begun 
to develop international sales. 

At one level, 1 am thrilled with the performance of the company. My grandmother could never 
have imagined that the company would ever reach the point that it has today. At another level, 
however, I am concerned about the future of the company. We are approaching capacitv in our 
current facilities and will soon have to make some tough choices about where the companv 
should head. While most of those in the family want to see the company continue to grow, there 
are others who are afraid that we may be getting too big. A clear plan for the future, with 
appropriate support for the choice, will be necessary to satisfy all family members. 

f am therefore asking your firm, along with several others, to examine our firm and propose and 
justify a future course of action. From these initial proposals. I will then select one firm to work 
closely with us in implementing their plan. To assist you in this task, [ have included some 
background material on Grandma's Best along with financial information. In addition, my vice-
president for manufacturing and f will make ourselves available to you for a short interview to 
answer any additional questions that you may have. Please be aware that we may not be able to 
give you all of the information that you might like. The family does not feel comfortable giving 
out all its secrets to lots of different firms. Please do the best you can with the information 
available and be assured that we will be much freer with information for whichever companv we 
select to work with over the longer term. 

So that I may better prepare for our meeting, I would appreciate you sending a list of the 
questions that you might ask in our interview to my assistant (email: miles@cobaf.unt.edu) by 
5:00 p.m. on Sunday, November 15. While you will not be restricted to these questions, I 
obviously cannot promise as detailed a response to questions that I have not seen. 

I am looking forward to seeing what your firm will have to offer to help Grandma's Best continue 
to prosper into the next century. 

Sincerely, 

•lames Dranove 
CEO, Grandma's Best 
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Grandma's Best1, with a home office in Spokane. Washington, manufactures, markets and 
distributes a diverse line of chocolates, cookies, and candies. The majority of these products are 
sold under the "Grandma's Best" brand name, though the company does sell some products for 
shipment under private label. Primary products include chocolate bars in a variety of flavors (e.g 
mint, with almonds, etc.), specialty cookies, and holiday specific chocolates (e.g. Easter eggs, 
Valentine hearts). The company also produces gift baskets that may combine various of the 
companies products. Grandma's Best brands are typically positioned as hiah-end. premium 
quality products sold at prices comparable to those of competitive products. 

Market Overview 

Sales of candy and cookie products in the United States have increased significantly in recent 
years. According to the United States Department of Commerce, manufacturers' domestic 
shipments of confectionery products (excluding chewing gum) have grown steadily from 
approximately $9 billion in 1990 to $12.1 billion in 1996. The Chocolate Manufacturers 
Association/National Confectioners Association has estimated that total retail sales of 
confectionery products in the United States in 1996 were more than $21 billion, and industry 
trade reports project continued growth in these markets into the next century. Despite such 
growth, the United States ranks only tenth in per capita candy consumption among the 
industrialized nations. 

The markets for candy and cookie products are dominated by a number of large, well capitalized 
corporations. In the candy market, these companies include Hershey Food Corporation. M&M 
Mars and Nestle S.A. The cookie and biscuit market is dominated by Nabisco. Inc.. Keebler 
Company and Sunshine Biscuits. Inc. In addition to domestic manufacturers, foreign candy and 
cookie companies, such as Lindt of Switzerland, Bahlsen KG. and Storck. have established their 
products in this market. The remainder of the market is otherwise highly fragmented, with 
numerous manufacturers and hundreds of products and distribution channels, such as mass 
merchandisers, vending companies and gourmet distributors. Grandma's Best executives believe 
that the company's experience in these markets and distribution channels positions the firm to 
capitalize on the growih opportunities in these markets. 

Suppliers 

Currently, about half of the company's finished products (primarily candies and cookies) are 
purchased from third-party manufacturers, most of whom are located overseas. These products 
are produced to specific recipe and design specifications developed by Grandma's. Agreements 
have been reached with most of these firms so that they will not export similar products for sale in 
the United States. 
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PART V 

SYLLABUS FOR TEACHING ENGLISH AS A SECOND LANGUAGE 
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English 4080/5080. 
Teaching English as a Second Language 

Course organization, requirements and grades: 
This course will consists of lectures, student presentations and in-class group work and one evemnj 
meetings at the IELI. You must do the readings listed in the schedule before they are to be discussed ii 
class. Attendance is compulsory. Course grades will be determined from the following: 

40% presentations (4 by each student or group) 
40% class participation and attendance (see schedule) 
15% article summaries (2) 
5% The IELI and the English Club (1 meeting) 
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PART VI 

HANDOUT FOR GROUP WORK IN 

TEACHING ENGLISH AS A SECOND LANGUAGE 
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APPENDIX B 

WRITTEN SURVEYS 



PARTI 

MASON'S INTERVIEW 
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Mason's Interview 

Mason started with a warm up question about the students background and how 

they had studied English. She would then ask questions about the students course work. 

She would ask the students to describe the organization of the course, its size, and if their 

was any discussion and/or group work. She also inquired as to how well the students felt 

they were understanding the course work. This interview was done at the first of the 

semester. Toward the end of the semester she reinterviewed the same students. She 

asked how their semester had been and which course was their most difficult course and 

which course was their best course and why. Each interview was very flexible but arrived 

in getting the answer to these questions. The last plain question was for the student to 

rate their proficiency for English listening comprehension, speaking, reading and writing 

(Mason, 1995). 
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PART II 

FERRIS AND TAGG'S SURVEY 
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Ferris and Tagg's Survey 

Ferris and Tagg asked teachers questions such as, "It is stated in the course 

requirements that oral participation is counted in the course grade." The teachers have 

four choices to rate how true the statement was in their course. Their choices were 

always, often, sometimes, and never. Ferris and Tagg also had open questions on their 

surveys. A sample of such a question is, "If you could talk to the English language 

teachers your ESL students have either before or during the time they take your class, 

what advice might you give them about oral skills that ESL students need help with?" 

(Ferris and Tagg, 1996 a,b). 
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PART III 

NONNATIVE SURVEY 
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Nonnative Student Survey 

Dear Student, 
I am conducting research on the experience of students engaged in group work at the University of North Texas. 

The object of my study is to gain a better understanding of what students perceive to be the positive and negative aspects of 
group work, it is my hope that the results of this study will be used to benefit students whose courses require them to 
participate in group work. 

For my project, i need you to till out the attached questionnaires as completely and conscientiously as you can. 
(Please give rather more informauon than less.) Filling out the survey should take about 15 to 20 minutes of your time. 
Please note that participation in this study is voluntary and anonymous and will have no effect on vour grade whatsoever. 
Please be assured that your answers will be kept confidential. 

THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION! 

Janine Chere Bischof 
For questions or informauon on the results of this survey, you can contact me as follows: 
e-mail: cbischof®fiash.nct or jcb0003 a.untedu Phone: (972) 233-2129 

COURSE NUMBER; DATE: PARTICIPANT #m 

PARTICIPANT'S BACKGROUND QUESTIONNAIRE 

Please give me a few vital statistics about yourself. (As you can see, your questionnaire has been 
assigned a 'participant number1. However, I do not know who is connected to that number. Thus all 
information will remain anonymous!) If you need more space, use the backside of page; give number 
of the question. 

I. Are you: male female 

2a. Are you a: fresh(wo)man sophomore junior 

senior graduate student international student 

2b. What is your major? 

3. How old are you? years months 

4. What is your native language? English 
Other (piease specify) 

5. What language do you speak at home and/or with vour family? 

6. Which other languages do you speak or did you study? How well do you speak them? Please 
elaborate as much as possible. 



COURSE NUMBER: DATE: PARTICIPANT # . 

7. Where have you lived most of your life? USA 
Other country (please specify) 

8. Which countries (other then the U.S.A.) have you visited or lived in? Please name them and give 
approximate length of stay as well as the purpose of your stay. 

Country: Length of stay : Purpose of visit: 

9. If you are a native speaker of English, do you have friends from other countries or other ethnic 
groups? Please elaborate. 

10. Have you attended school in a country other than the United States? Please elaborate (length of 
study in years, type of school, etc.) 

FOR NON-NATIVE SPEAKERS OF ENGLISH ONLY: 

11. If you are not a native speaker of English, how often and with whom and for what purposes do 
you speak English outside of class? 

12. Put a check mark before the answers that apply to you: 

a. I speak English outside of class always often sometimes never 

b. I have American friends with whom I speak English outside of class several times a day 
once a day three times /week two times/week once/week 

c. I fulfilled the English entry requirements for the University of North Texas by 
Passing the TOEFL Test. Do you remember your score? What was it? 
Graduating from the LTNT Intensive English Language Program. When was that? 
Transferring from another college or university 
Other (please explain) 
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INFORMATION QUESTIONNAIRE ON GROUP WORK 

GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS: This questionnaire has several different sections. Be sure to read the 
instructions for the individual sections very carefully. 

SECTION I 
INSTRUCTIONS: The questions in this section ask you to indicate how strongly you agree or Disagree 
with a number of statements. Mark your, choice by placing a *7 " through the line and above the number 
that most closely represents your degree of (DlS)agreement with the statement. Placing a " above the 
number 1 means that you strongly Disagree with the statement, and placing a " / u above the number 10 
means that you strongly agree with the statement. Look carefully at the examples in the boxes below, then 
begin marking your answers. 

EXAMPLE 1: 
If given the statement 47 like to drink coffee every mornmg/' and you do drink coffee most mornings but 
not every morning, you could put a/above the number 8 to show how strongly you agree with the 
statement. 

strongly — 

Disagree 1 
I 

10 
strongly 

Now compare to example 2. 

EXAMPLE 2: 
If given the statement"/ like to drink coffee every morning" and vou NEVER drink coffee in the morning. 
you could put a / above the number 1 to show how strongly you Disagree with the statement. 

strongly • 

Disagree 1 10 
strongly 

agree 

NOW BEGIN ANSWERING THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS. Please note that the scale is 
UNDER the corresponding question. 

1. Group work is important in classes at the University of North Texas. 
agree 

strongly 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 strongly 

2. I think group work is valuable. 
Disagree agree 
strongly 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 strongly 

3. I find group work difficult. 
Disagree agree 
strongly 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 strongly 
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4.1 feel that I am understood when I explain rny ideas to the group. 
Disagree agree 
strongly 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1 0 strongly 

5.1 leam a lot through group work. 
Disagree agree 
strongly 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 strongly 

6. If I have good ideas for the group's project, I will tell the others in the group about them. 
Disagree agree 
strongly 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 strongly 

7. To receive an ''A" in this class, a student regularly participates in group work. 
Disagree _ _ _ agree 
strongly 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 strongly 

8.1 learn more through group work than through the lectures. 
Disagree agree 
strongly I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 strongly 

9. Sharing my ideas with others in my group helps me understand the material under study. 
Disagree agree 
strongly 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 strongly 

10. When doing group work in the United States, a student should give a lot of opinions about the 
material under study. 
Disagree agree 
strongly 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 strongly 

11.1 like doing group work. 
Disagree agree 
strongly 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 strongly 

12. When my opinion is better than another group member's opinion. I share it. 
Disagree _ _ _ _ _ _ a g r e e 
strongly 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 strongly 

13. It is easier to participate in group work if other students ask me questions, such as "What do 
you think?" 
Disagree agree 
strongly 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 strongly 
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14. When one has good ideas for a group project one should tell others in the group about them. 
Disagree agree 
strongly 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 strongly 

15. When doing group work in the United States, one should ask a lot of questions about the 
material under study. 
Disagree agree 
strongly 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 strongly 

16. Doing group work is a waste of time. 
Disagree agree 
strongly 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 strongly 

17.1 share my thoughts during group work even when I think that my ideas are not better than the 
other students1 ideas. 
Disagree agree 
strongly 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 strongly 

18.1 speak up more during group work now than when I first started attending classes in the 
United States. 
Disagree agree 
strongly 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 strongly 

19. I feel comfortable when discussing ideas for a group project with students who speak English 
as their native language. 
Disagree .ag™ 
strongly 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 strongly 

20. I feel comfortable when discussing ideas for a group project with other international students 
whose native language is NOT English. 
Disagree agree 
strongly I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 strongly 

21. I don't enjoy doing group work. 
Disagree agree 
strongly 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 strongly 

22. 1 have no trouble understanding other foreign students during group work. 
Disagree agree 
strongly I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 10 strontdv 
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23. International students whose native language is not English participate a lot during oral group 
work. 
Disagree ; agree. 
strongly 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10- strongly 

SECTION II 
INSTRUCTIONS: The questions in this section ask your opinion about HOW OFTEN THESE ACTIVITIES 
OCCUR IN CLASS. Again, mark your choice by placing a "/" through the line and above THE NUMBER THAT 
MOST CLOSELY REPRESENTS THE FREQUENCY OF OCCURRENCE. For example, placing a " above lbs 

number 1 means that vou NEVER do the activity described, and placing a "/" above the number 10 means 
that vou ALWAYS engage in the activity described. Please note that the scale is under the corresponding 
question. 

25. When I am asked a question during group work. I would rather say "I don't know," "1 am 
sorry," or keep silent rather than guess at an answer. 
NEVER ALWAYS 

1 2 - 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

26.1 share my opinions with other students during group work. 
NEVER ALWAYS 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

27. When asked to review other group members' presentations of their ideas, I share my opinion. 
NEVER ALWAYS 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

28. If a teacher tells you that your participation in a group is important to your class grade, how 
often do you talk in the group? 
NEVER " ALWAYS 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

29. If you do group work but there is no grade, how often do you talk in the group? 
NEVER [ ALWAYS 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

30.1 give an answer or opinion, even if I am not sure it is correct. 
NEVER ALWAYS 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

31. If my opinion is different from that of other uroup members, I will tell them my opinion. 
NEVER ~ ALWAYS 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
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32.1 decide by myself to tell the group about a new idea. 
NEVER * ~ ALWAYS 

I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

CHECK THE % THAT APPLIES TO YOU: 
33. When you are working in a larger group (of three or more people), how much of the time do 
you yourself spend talking? 

10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

SECTION III: Please read the instructions given in italics at the beginning of each of the questions. 

Rate the following reasons for why von do NOT share vour opinions with the uroup during group work a: 
to their relative importance. Use a scale from one (I) to five (5) where (I) stands for the LEAST 
important reason and five (5) stands for the MOST important reason. 

Scale: 1 • LEAST important reason 5 = MOST important reason 

When I do N O T share my ideas or opinions with the group, it is because: 

I think I might make mistakes in English. 
Other group members might try to criticize my ideas or opinions. 

When I first practice my ideas silently, the group members often call on someone else before I can 
answer. 

Sometimes I do not have enough factual knowledge to know what to say 
If I know more than the other students, I do not want to embarrass them by looking smarter than 
they are. 

Rate the following reasons for NOT sharing %tnur opinion on another students' work as to their relative 
importance. Use a scale from one (I) to five (5) where (1) stands for the LEAST important reason that 
keeps you from giving your opinion on another student s work and five (5) stands for the MOST importan 
reason for why you do not give your opinion on another student s work. 

Scale: I « LEAST important reason 5 « MOST important reason 

If you are asked to analyze another group member's project, you do NOT share your 
opinion with the group because: 

Your criticism might hurt the person's feelings. 
Your criticism would embarrass the other person. 
Your criticism might imply that the person had not worked hard enough. 
You do not feel qualified to analyze or judge another group member's work. 
I alwavs give my opinion on another group member s work. 

1 1A 
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Rate the following factors as to how strongly thev influenced an increase m vour participation during 
group work. Use a scale from one (I) to six (6) where (I) stands for the factor that influenced you the 
LEAST and six (6) stands for the factor that influenced you the MOST. 

Scale: 1 = LEAST influential factor 6 • MOST influential factor 

I speak more during group work than when I first started studying in the U.S. 
because... 

I do not speak more now than when I first started studying in the United States. 
My English has improved, 
I have more American friends. 
I know more about what I am studying now (I know more about my subject area.) 
I see that it is important for my class work. 
My teachers grade me on (the amount of) my oral participation. 

SECTION IV: Answer the following questions by writing out an answer. Use the backside of 
this page if you need more space. 

What do group members do that encourages vou to sneak up more in vour group? 

What happens during group work that DIScourages vou to speak up more in vour 
group? 

11 



SECTION V 
Instructions: The group work depicted below is from a group composed of three L'S students 
and one international student. Please read the text ana look at me pictures. Then answer the 
questions below. 

The Assignment Given to the Group: 

Teacher: Y'ail have heard in the news that Chrvsier ana Mercedes-Benz will merge into one 
company. The question I want you to consider is the following: "How couid these two companies 
with different cultures work profitably together?" Please take about ten minutes to discuss this in 
your groups. 

The Group's Interaction: 

Susan: They will integrate their developing departments, and since human labor is more 
inexpensive in the US. they might expand production in the US and save some of their 
labor cost from producing in Germany. 

Mei-Ling: (Nods her head in agreement with what Susan is saying and smiles shyly at her and 
the group.) 

Eric: but what does this have to do with the two different cultures working together'1 

Jane: Well, in what ways are the cultures different' 

Mei-Ling: (Looks as if she is trying to say something 10 the group but she does not talk for 
twenty seconds.) 



Susan: <Decides to jump tn.j Well, the Germans like a very strict, organized style of management 
to produce a high quality product, while the Americans like to leave their management 
style more flexible to promote creative solutions to problems. 

Mei-Ling: iAgain. she nods her head but, this time, she does not make eye contact.j 

Eric: So how do these two companies cooperate? 

Jane: I don't know 

Susan: I'm thinking. Does anyone else have ideas? (She looks at everyone but not at Met-Ling.) 

Mei-Ling: (Looks down and stays 

Teacher: I nope the groups witn international students are taking advantage of these students' 
ideas—especially Mei-Ling's group, since she worked in an international department in a 
company in her country before she came here. 

Jane: Mei-Ling, you should have told us. What do you recommend these two companies do? 

Mei-Ling: Well, when my company merged with a foreign company, we . 
(The group discussion continues until the time is up.) 

Please answer the questions on the next page. 
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QUESTIONS: 

L Rate the following statements as to why you think Mei-Ling was not included earlier in 
the discussion. Use a scaie from one (1) to six (6) where (1) stands for the LEAST important reason 
for whv she was not included and six (6) stands for the MOST Important reason for whv vou think she 
was not included. 

Scaie: 1 38 LEAST important reason 6 » MOST important reason 

Mei-Ling was not included earlier in the discussion because: 

The group thought it is probably difficult for Mei-Ling to speak English. 

The group thought Mei-Ling did not have any information to contribute to the discussion. 

The other students thought that it is probably difficult to understand Mei-Ling's English. 

Mei-Ling never said anything. 

When Mei-Ling acted as if she was going to speak, it took too long before she started to 

speak. 

Mei-Ling never indicated that she had something important to say. 

2. Rate the following statements as to why you think Mei-Ling did not participate earlier in 
the discussion. Use a scaie from one (1) to six (6) where (1) stands for the LEAST important reason 
for whv vou think she did not participate and six (6> stands for the MOST important reason for whv 
vou think she did not participate. 

Scale: 1 = LEAST important reason 6 - MOST important reason 

iMei-Ling did not participate in the discussion because: 

She felt the other students know more than she did. 

She was afraid her English was not good enough. 

She did not want to embarrass the other students because she knew more than they do. 

She did not want to disagree with anyone because she might hurt their feelings. 

She did not want to disagree with anyone because it is important for everyone in the group 

to agree with what the other group member is saying. 

When she tried to speak, the other students did not give her enough time for her to complete 

her silent practice (mental rehearsal) of what she was going to say. 



PART IV 

NATIVE SURVEY 



Native Student Survey 

Dear Student. 
I am conducting research on ihe experience of students engaged in group work at ihe University of North Texas. 

The object of my study is to gam a Detter understanding of what stuaenis perceive to be ine posiuve ana negative aspects or 
group work. It is my hope that Uie resuits of this study will be used to benefit stuaenis whose courses require them to 
participate in group work. 

For my project I need you to till out the attached questionnaires as completely ana conscienuously as you can. 
i Please give rather more informauon than less.) Filling out the survey should take about 15 to 20 minutes of your time. 
Please note that parucipation in this study is voluntary and anonymous ana will have no effect on vour grade whatsoever. 
Please De assured that your answers wiii be kept conridenuai. 

THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION! 

Janme There Bischof 
For questions or information on the resuits of this survey, you can contact me as folio v. i 
e-mail: cbischof(2tflash.net orjcb0003 S.um.edu Phone: i972) 233-2129 

COURSE NUMBER: DATE; PARTICIPANT 

PARTICEP.ANT'S BACKGROUND QUESTIONNAIRE 

Please give me a few vital statistics about yourself. (As you can see, your questionnaire has been 
assigned a 'participant number'. However, I do not know who is connected to that number. Thus all 
information will remain anonymous!) If you need more space, use the backside of page; give number 
of the question. 

1. Are you: male female 

2a. Are you a: fresh(wo)man sophomore junior 

senior graduate student international student 

2b. What is your major? 

3. How oid are you? years months 

4. What is your native language? English 

Other t please specify) 

5 What ianguage do you speak at home and/or with your familv? 

6. Which other languages do you speak or did you study9 How well do you speak them"? Please 
elaborate as much as possible. 
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7. Where have you lived most of your life? USA 
Other country (please specify) 

8. Which countries (other then the U.S.A.) have you visited or iived in? Please name them ana give 
approximate length of stay as well as the purpose of your stay. 

Country: Length of stay: Purpose of visit: 

9. If you are a native speaker of English, do you have friends from other countries or other ethnic 
groups? Please elaborate. P/€a.$c use SfocLce on /zajz/c s* c£e. tea/7?e more { 

10. Have you attended school in a country other than the United States? Please elaborate (length of 
study in years, type of school, etc.) 

FOR NON-NATIVE SPEAKERS OF ENGLISH ONLY: 

11. If you are not a native speaker of English, how often and with whom and for what purposes do 
you speak English outside of class? 

12. Put a check mark before the answers that apply to vou: 

a. I speak English outside of class always often sometimes never 

b. I have American friends with whom I speak English outside of class several times a day 
once a day three times / week two times/weetc once/week 

c. I fulfilled the English entry requirements for the University of North Texas by 
Passing the TOEFL Test. Do you remember your score9 What was it9 

Graduating from the UNT Intensive English Language Program. When was that? 
Transferring from another college or university 
Other (please explain') 
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INFORMATION QUESTIONNAIRE ON GROUP WORK 

GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS: This questionnaire has several different sections. Be sure to read the 
instructions for the individual sections verv carefully. 

SECTION I 
INSTRUCTIONS: The questions in this section ask you to indicate how strongly you agree or Disagree 
with a number of statements. Mark your choice by placing a *7 " through the line ana above the number 
that most closeiv represents your degree of (DlS)agreement with the statement. Placing a *7 " above the 
number 1 means that you strongly Disagree with the statement, and placing a l7 w above the number 10 
means that you strongly agree with the statement. Look carefully at the examples in the boxes below, then 
begin marking your answers. 

iEXAMPLE I: 

ilf given the statement i47 like to drink coffee every morning^ and you do drink coffee most mornings but 
not every morning, you could put a / above the number 8 to show how strongly you agree with the 
statement. 

i 
: strongly strongly 
I Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 agree 

Now compare to example 2. 

iEXAMPLE 2: 

| If given the statement "7 like to drink coffee every morningand vou NEVER drink coffee in the morning. 
you could put a / above the number 1 to show how stroneiy vou Disa&ree with the statement. 

; / ~ 

• strongly " — — — strongly 

Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 agree 

NOW BEGIN ANSWERING THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS. Please note that the scale is 
UNDER the corresponding question. 

1. Group work is important in classes at the University of North Texas. 
Disagree " 
strongly I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 strongly 

agree 

2.1 think group work is valuable. 
Disagree aeree 
strongly 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 * 9 1 0 s trongly 

3.1 find group work difficult. 
Disagree agree 
strongly 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1 0 s trongly 
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4.1 feel that I am understood when I explain my ideas to the group. 
Disagree 
strongiv 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 10 

agree 
stroneiv 

5.1 learn a lot through group work. 
Disagree 
strongly i 10 

agree 
strongly 

6. If I have good ideas for the group's project I will tell the others in the group about them. 
Disagree agree 
strongly I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 lo" strongly 

7. To receive an "A" in this class, a student regularly participates in group work. 
Disagree 
stroneiv 1 10 

agree 
stroneiv 

8.1 leara more through group work than through the lectures. 
Disagree 
strongly 1 3 10 

agree 
strongly 

9. Sharing my ideas with others in my group helps me understand the material under study. 
Disagree agree 
strongly 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 strongly 

10. When doing group work, 
material under study. 
Disagree 
strongly i 2 3 

a student should give a lot of opinions about 1 

10 
agree 
strongly 

11.1 like doing group work. 
Disagree 
stroneiv 1 2 3 

agree 
i 0 strongly 

12. When my opinion is better than another group member7s opinion, I share it. 
Disagree 
stroneiv 1 2 3 4 ^ * 7 8 

agree 
10 strongly 

13. It is easier to participate in group work if other students ask me questions, such as "What dc 
vou think?" 
Disagree 
stroneiv 

agree 
10 stroneiv 
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14. When one has good ideas for a group project, one should tell others in the group about them. 
Disagree - aS r e c 

stroneiv 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 $ 9 10 strongiy 

15. When doing group work in the United States, one should ask a lot of questions about the 
material under study. 
Disagree 
stroneiv 

agree 

1 7 8 9 10 strongiy 

16. Doing group work is a waste of time. 
Disagree 
stroneiv I 2 3 4 . 5 

agree 
8 10 strongiy 

17.1 share my thoughts during group work even when 1 think that mv ideas are not better than the 
other students' ideas. 
Disagree i i agree 
strongiy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 strongiy 

18.1 speak up more during group work now than when I first started attending classes a& i U / u i 

Disagree 
stroneiv 

agree 
10 strongiy 

19.1 feei comfortable when discussing ideas for a group project with students who speak English 
as their native language. 
Disagree agree 
stroneiv 1 10 strongiy 

20. I feel comfortable when discussing ideas for a group project with 
whose native language is NOT English. 
Disagree _ _ 
stroneiv 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 < 

international students 

agree 
10 strongly 

21.1 don't enjoy doing group work. 
Disagree 
stroneiv 1 2 3 4 

aeree 
10 strongiy 

22.1 have no trouble understanding foreign students during group work. 
Disagree agree 
strongiy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 strongly 
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23. International students participate a lot during oral group work. 

Disagree ; agree 
strongly 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 strongly 

25. It is usallv easy to include foreign students' oral participation in group work. 

Disagree agree 
strongly 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 ° y 10 strongly 

those 
26.1 usually includojforeign students in group work, who have difficulty understanding other 
group members. 

Disagree _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ a g r e e 
strongly 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 strongly 

27. It is difficult to get foreign students to participate in group work. 

Disagree agree 
strongly 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 strongly 

28.1 make a conscious effort to include foreign students in group work. 

Disagree agree 
strongly 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 strongly 

29. Foreign students with good ideas for a group project should tell others in the group their 
ideas. 

Disagree agree 
strongly 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 strongly 

125 



COURSE NUMBER: PARTICIPANT # U - . 

30. Foreigners with a strong accent speak Englisch weil enough to participate in oral group 
work. 

Disagree agree 
strongly 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 strongly 

SECTION II: Please read the instructions given in itaiics at the beginning of each of the 
questions. 

Rate the following reasons whvvou have trouble understanding foreign students as to their 
relative importance. Use a scale from one (I) to five (5) where (1) stands for the LEAST 
important reason and five (5) stands for the MOST important reason. 

Scale: 1 = LEAST important reason 5 = MOST important reason 

I usually have trouble understanding foreign students because of: 

Their lack of lack of vocabulary. 
Their strong accent. 
Their bad grammar. 
They seem lost. 
Nothing (I usually have no trouble understanding foreign students). 
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Rate the following reasons why a foreign student would keep silent as to their relative 
importance. Use a scale from one (1) to five t5) where fl) stands for the LE.4ST important 
reason and five t'5) stands for the MOST important reason. 

Scale: 1 = LEAST important reason 53 8 MOST important reason 

When foreign students are silent they are silent because: 

They are trying to practice what they will say in their heads before they give their 
answer out loud. 

They do not know enough English to speak it well and are afraid of making mistakes. 
They lack knowledge to contribute to die discussion. 
They do not want to show off. 
They are nervous to speak in front of others because they are afraid that their ideas or 
opinions will be criticized. 

SECTION IV: Answer the following question by writing out an answer. Use the backside 
of this page if you need more space. 

Do vou like doinp group work with someone who is not from the IIS and 
who is not a native speaker o f F i n n i s h ? Why nr why not? 
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SECTION V 
Instructions: The group work depicted below is from a group composed of three L'S students 
ana one international student. Please read the text and look at the pictures. Then answer the 
questions below. 

The Assignment Given to the Group: 

Teacher: Y'all have heard in the news that Chrvsier ana Mercedes-Benz will merge into one 
company. The question I want you to consider is the following: "How couia these two companies 
with different cultures work profitably together?" Please take about ten minutes to discuss this in 
your groups. 

The Group's Interaction: 

Susan: They wiil integrate their developing departments, and since human iabor is more 
inexpensive in the US. they might expand production in the US ana save some of their 
labor cost from producing in Germany. 

Mei-Ling: {Nods her head in agreement with what Susan is saying ana smiies shyly at her and 
the group. J 

Eric: but what does this have to do with the two different cultures working together? 

Jane: Well, in what ways are the cultures different? 

Mei-Ling: i Looks as if she is trying to say something to the group but she does not talk for 
twenrv seconds.) 



Susan: (Decides to jump mj Weil, the Germans iike a very strict, organized style of management 
to produce a high quality product, while the Americans iike to leave their management 
style more flexible to promote creative solutions to problems. 

Mei-Ling: tAgain, she nods her head but. this time. she does not make eye contactj 

Eric: So how do these two companies cooperate? 

Jane: I don't know. 

Susan: I'm thinking. Does anyone else have ideas1 (She looks at everyone but not at Mei-Ling,) 

Mei-Ling: (Looks down and stays silent) 

Teacher: I hope the groups with international students are taking advantaae of these students 
ideas—especially Mei-Ling s group, since she worked in an international department 
company in her country before she came here. in a 

Jane: Mei-Ling, you should have told us. What do you recommend these two companies do? 

Mei-Ling: Well, when my company merged with a foreign company, we... 
(The group discussion continues until the time is up.j 

Please answer the questions on the next page* 
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QUESTIONS: 

1. Rate the following statements as to why you think Mei-Ling was not included eariier in 
the discussion. Use a scale from one (1) to six (6) where <1) stands for the LEAST Important reason 
for whv she was not included and six (6) stands for the MOST important reason for whv vou think she 
was not included. 

Scale: 1 = LEAST important reason 6 « MOST important reason 

Mei-Ling was not included eariier in the discussion because: 

The group thought it is probably difficult for Mei-Ling to speak English. 

The group thought Mei-Ling did not have any information to contribute to the discussion. 

The other students thought that it is probably difficult to understand Mei-Ling's English. 

Mei-Ling never said anything. 

When Mei-Ling acted as if she was going to speak, it took too long before she started to 

speak. 

Mei-Ling never indicated that she had something important to say, 

2. Rate the following statements as to why you think Mei-Ling did not participate eariier in 
the discussion. Use a scale from one (1) to six (6) where tl) stands for the LEAST important reason 
for whv vou think she did not participate and six (6) stands for the MOST important reason for whv 
vou think she did not participate 

Scale: 1 38 LEAST important reason 6 = MOST important reason 

Mei-Ling did not participate in the discussion because: 

She felt the other students know more than she did. 

She was afraid her English was not good enough. 

She did not want to embarrass the other students because she knew more than they do. 

She did not want to disagree with anyone because she might hurt their feelings. 

She did not want to disagree with anyone because it is important for everyone in the group 

to agree with what the other group member is saying. 

When she tried to speak, the other students did not give her enough time for her to complete 

her siient practice (mentai rehearsal) of what she was going to say. 

n o 



PART V 

PROFESSOR'S SURVEY 

131 



Professor's Survey 

1. Is group work important in your class? 

2. Do students do group work in class to see the applications of the theories they have 

learned? 

3. What do students who participate in group work get from your class? 

4. How much do you think their level of participation affects this? 

5. What benefits of group work does a student receive by participating at a minima^ 

moderate, or frequent level? 

6. What is required of an effective group member? What qualities to participate orally 

does a student need to have to be an effective group member? 

7. Do you feel the Thai student in your class demonstrated these abilities? 

8. What problems (if any) do you perceive ESL students to have with speaking with 

others in class? 

9. Do you have any class procedures that help different cultures (native or nonnative) to 

do group work together? If so please, explain. 

1W 



10. What are your general perceptions of American students' willingness to interact with 

normative students doing group work? 

11. Do you perceive students having to overcome any preconceptions of nonnative 

students when doing group work? 

12. Do you perceive students limiting their verbal interaction with those nonnative 

students who they perceive as having a strong accent when doing group work? 

13. Do you think the Thai student in your class is prepared to do group work with native 

students? 
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