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Introduction 

The photo of the happily engaged team on the previous page is one I took about 

ten years ago. The project in which these students were involved required putting 

together a series of written pieces for a company they’d invented. I’d recently 

incorporated this assignment into my English Composition I classes, primarily as a mid-

semester respite from more traditional Comp I work, as well as an introduction to skills 

they would need for future assignments. I’d wanted to introduce sustained 

collaborative learning1 into my Comp I classes, and this project seemed a good vehicle 

for doing so. Initially, the project involved two weeks of group work; at the point when 

this photo was taken, I’d expanded the project and alternated group activities with 

individual work that focused on the same concepts or skills introduced in the groups. 

                                            
1 Although many educators use the terms “collaborative learning” and “cooperative learning” 

interchangeably, Barkley, Cross, and Major distinguish between the two by the degree to which “the 
teacher retains the traditional role of subject matter expert and authority in the classroom” (5).  The 
more this is the case, the closer the learning experience qualifies as cooperative. In collaborative 
learning, the teacher functions less as the focal point of the learning experience than as another class 
member (6). Barkley, Cross, and Major cite K. A. Bruffee, “the most ardent advocate of collaborative 
learning,” as a proponent of the college classroom as a “community in search of knowledge” (6). 
Whatever the term—and there are more out there--the common denominator is a group of students 
working toward a shared goal. 

 



Cargan • Collaborative Learning in the English Composition I Classroom • page 3 of 47 

For example, an individually written profile involving other subject matter followed the 

company profile, a process narrative followed the company’s operational overview, 

individual research papers followed joint research and MLA documentation. 

By all measures, the project was a resounding success. Students whose 

attendance had been spotty at best were suddenly showing up—both physically and 

mentally. Anyone who had to miss class contacted a teammate beforehand to ensure 

the team would receive his or her share of the work in time for that day’s team 

meeting; often absentees sent friends, mates, or children to class with that work.  

In class, the teams were clearly having fun, but not at the expense of their 

productivity. Ultimately, they met the deadlines for each aspect of the assignment, and 

the results were excellent, reflecting a high level of creative and critical thinking, as 

well as sound research skills, proper documentation when needed, thesis-development 

and the use of evidence to support claims. There were exceptions, of course—the 

occasional dysfunctional group; a few students whose misery was so palpable and 

inexorable, I eventually relented and let them work on their own—but those exceptions 

were rare.  

For about six years, student feedback matched my observations: the project 

was the highlight of the course. In an anonymous, informal, end-of-semester course 

evaluation, students were asked to comment on what they liked best about the class, 

what they liked least, and what advice they could offer for improving it. Students 

invariably chose “Company” activities as their favorite part of the course and 
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frequently commented on how the project was fun, how the business venue provided a 

good mix of the practical with the academic, and how much they appreciated the 

opportunity teamwork provided to form connections with other students.  

What’s more, ensuing individual assignments indicated an impressive increase in 

individual proficiency with the concepts and skills introduced in the team assignments. 

Research papers, for example, improved greatly: more students demonstrated an 

ability to find and evaluate source materials, to document the paper correctly, and to 

construct a coherent, evidence-based argument. 

All this concurred with experts’ claims about the benefits of collaborative 

learning. Retention and attendance improved; there was evidence of students’ increased 

engagement in class activities and of deeper learning; and students exhibited greater 

communication and teamwork skills, not only in their Company groups, but in peer 

reviews and class discussions as well.2  No small wonder then that for the last decade 

I’ve continued to use the project in my English Composition I classes. 

For the first six of those years, the results were equally impressive; however, 

about four years ago, I sensed a shift. Although other forms of collaborative learning 

were working well—peer review groups or brief small group discussions about textual 

materials, for example—that was not the case for the sustained teamwork the 

Company project demanded. When the project had been in process in the past, the 

                                            
2 These results closely parallel comparisons Oakley, Felder, Brent, and Elhajj make between 

students who are taught traditionally and those who learn collaboratively. Citing a number of studies, 
they assert that the latter “achieve higher grades, learn at a deeper level, retain information longer, 
are less likely to drop out of school, acquire greater communication and teamwork skills, and gain a 
better understanding of the environment in which they will be working as professionals” (9).  
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atmosphere in the classroom was exhilarating; now—though the teams completed their 

tasks well—the level of excitement seemed to be dissipating. An increasing number of 

students complained about the project, their teammates, and the level of stress they 

were feeling. I was able to help resolve these problems in most groups, but a 

significant number of those who complained resisted working things out with their 

teammates and were unwilling to let me intervene. Instead, if the problems were 

related to members not doing their share, the more responsible students shouldered 

responsibility for the project; if the problems were related to one or more students 

taking over, those who felt left out simply rode out the project, all but visibly 

disappearing.  

Attendance was slipping. Students were not as responsible to each other, failing 

to get work to their teammates if they were absent. Retention became abysmal. On 

informal course feedback sheets, at least one out of three students now listed 

“Company” as their least favorite assignment. In the average class of eighteen, only 

three to four would list it as a favorite. 

Even worse, I could not figure out why these changes had occurred. As far as I 

could determine, most of the variables had not changed. I was still enthusiastic about 

the assignment, and, I believe, still conveyed that enthusiasm to the class. The 

assignment itself hadn’t changed. The way I graded the project was the same: I still 

gave each team member the same grade unless attendance and participation dictated 

otherwise. I still made an effort to emphasize the importance of teamwork for their 
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academic and professional success. I still used some sort of ice-breaking activity early 

in the semester to help build a feeling of community that was meant to facilitate group 

work. What’s more, despite attitudinal and behavioral changes, follow-up individual 

assignments still seemed to reflect the same competency with the skills and concepts 

introduced in “Company” assignments as earlier groups had. I could discern only one 

variable that had changed. According to my experience, group work unfailingly elicited 

a dramatic change in students previously short on self-motivation. They seemed more 

loyal to their teams than to themselves. For the most part, that was no longer the case. 

In the past, teams tended to bond quickly, meet conflict head-on, and resolve their 

issues quickly and—seemingly—without lingering resentment. Now, teams appeared 

awkward with each other; generally, they skirted conflict, and feedback indicated that 

they didn’t feel as satisfied with group decisions or end products. Previously, students 

had balanced fun with productivity; now they either made it their mission to provide 

constant entertainment to the rest of their groups, or—conversely, and more 

commonly—they expressed impatience with anything that kept them from constantly 

staying on task. It seemed that I was now working with students who not only lacked 

face-to-face social skills, but who also did not seem to value them.  

“The Lone Ranger is Dead,” an NECC Professional Day presentation by Professor 

Suzanne Van Wert about the changing demographics of our student body, confirmed 

that deduction.  I was now dealing with “Millennials,” a generation far different from 

those I’d dealt with before. My Comp I classes were primarily composed of individuals 
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who brought with them a facility with all things electronic, but less experience with 

face to face interpersonal interactions. This was the new breed that had perplexed me 

by walking toward the parking lot in clumps of two or three, each talking on a cell-phone 

to someone else.  

Clearly, I had to rethink my approach to collaborative learning in English 

Composition I.  The Scholarship of Teaching and Learning (SoTL) grant I received for 

the 2008-2009 school year gave me the opportunity to go back to the proverbial 

“drawing board,” where I hoped to find ways to foster the meaningful, engaging, and 

joyful learning experience captured in the photo on the cover page. 

 

Changing the Approach 

Though I had considered changing the project itself, an initial survey of the 

literature convinced me to stay with the Company Project. (See Appendix A for a 

project synopsis and examples.)  It lent itself to problem-based learning (an approach I 

favored); it required both creative and critical thinking; and I’d been impressed by the 

various groups’ ideas and the ways they honed those ideas into something reflecting 

both vision and practicality. The project also reflected the scope, the focus, and the 

potential for personal and academic growth that are among the possible benefits of 

collaborative learning.  
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What I was slow to fully acknowledge was that it also comes with a host of 

potential disadvantages. As Oakley, Brent, Felder, and Elhajj put it: “Being part of an 

ineffective or dysfunctional team may well be inferior to independent study in 

promoting learning and can lead to extreme frustration and resentment” (9). How well I 

knew this! 

I decided to scrutinize five of the project’s components: (1) the size and 

composition of groups; (2) students’ orientation to group work; (3) structures for team 

operations, including members’ roles; (4) communication of project objectives and 

expectations; and (5) methods of assessing students, groups, and the project itself. 

 

1. GROUP SIZE AND COMPOSITION 

In the past, I had aimed for groups of five to six students. Occasionally, they 

grew beyond six, but my primary intention had been to prevent groups that had to 

function with fewer than four members. I like the energy of larger groups: I like the 

diversity of background, ideas, skills and working styles contained in a larger group; and 

I’m also wary of what attrition and absenteeism can do to small groups.  

 Most of the literature on sustained teamwork leaned toward smaller groups. 3  

In their 1990 study, Rau and Heyl—who suggest teams of four to six, address the 

“trade-offs” inherent in determining group size. With larger groups “it is difficult to 

                                            
3 Weighing in on the smallest side of the team size scale are Johnson, Johnson, and Holubec. They 

prefer two to four members (though they seem to think that four is pushing it) (2:4). 
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ensure that all members participate. One member or more can become a passive 

participant, even an isolate, who does not contribute in any meaningful way to group 

decision making.”  Rau and Heyl maintain that this passivity isn’t possible in small 

groups; if all students don’t participate, “the group cannot function effectively.” 

However—and here they allude, much to my delight, to benefits similar to those I’d 

deduced—larger groups can offer “divergent thinking styles and varied expertise that 

help to animate collective decision making;” larger groups are less affected by 

absences; and the possibilities for conflict resolution are greater when there are more 

members, some of whom may be “non-contestants” (145-146). Ultimately, I decided 

that I would opt for groups of five-six, and I would try to find ways to circumvent the 

problems that choice might bring.  

Most experts also argued against groups that were self-selected and for an 

academically heterogeneous mix on each. In the past, I’d divided classes based on 

common interests (for example, music, medicine, sports), being sure to include some 

with diverse abilities (such as a business major to bring that dimension to the group’s 

activities). This time, I decided to use the results of students’ Gallup’s Clifton’s 

Strengthsfinder tests to create groups with a variety of identifiable strengths. What 

I wanted were groups in which each member would bring a unique trait or ability.  I also 

tried to ensure balance by making sure each team had a mix of members, such as 

combining one or more whose test results included idea-generating categories, such as 

“strategic,” with operational ones, such as “organizer,” crucial “communicators,” and—
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whenever possible—a rare, fun-loving “woo.” 

 

(2) STUDENT ORIENTATION TO GROUP WORK 

I’ve assumed that building a sense of community in the classroom is a 

prerequisite to working in groups. Therefore, I begin the semester in each Comp I 

class with short, informal student presentations about themselves. Students have 

enjoyed the assignment and have frequently alluded to it—specifically to the challenge 

of speaking to the class and the opportunity to get to know their classmates—as the 

assignment that most helped prepare them for group work.   

I now added Tom Rath’s Strengthsfinder 2.0, a book that not only included a 

unique code to access the aforementioned Strengthsfinder test, but also an 

explanation of thirty-four strengths or “themes,” including how each tends to function 

in teams. As a second “getting to know you” activity, we followed the test by examining 

a chart of everyone’s “top five” strengths and discussing reactions and commonalities. 

When students first met in groups a few weeks later, they created charts for their 

own teams and analyzed what the charts indicated about potential team functioning.  

The most dramatic change I made in teamwork orientation was to shift the 

focus of the entire course, emphasizing from the first day of the semester the role 

teamwork would play in our course, then continuing to place all assignments in that 

context. For the first time, I preceded the Company project with a two-week unit on 

teamwork, which I hoped would provide a meta-cognitive framework for the actual 
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group work that would follow.  

We began by viewing, then discussing, the concept of teamwork as it applied to 

“The Battle of Kruger,” a short, engaging documentary underscoring the power of 

teamwork. (Water buffalo rescue one of their calves from marauding lions and a 

crocodile by working together.) We followed that with discussions about a variety of 

articles on teamwork in different situations—on a college rowing team (Smallwood) and 

professional basketball and football teams (Sachs), in a fire department (Hetrick and 

Meehan), on a reality show (Ruibal), in business school (Coffey)—as well as an 

examination of the attributes of an effective team (MacGregor).  Our discussions 

centered on team dynamics, including the interpersonal skills that can separate a 

functional team from a dysfunctional one. 

Johnson and Johnson advocate methods of “group processing”: ways in which 

members are able to discuss knowledgeably and in detail team operations, particularly 

“what member actions are helpful and unhelpful and make decisions about what 

behaviors to continue or change.” The Johnsons point out that “Continuous improvement 

of the processes of learning results from the careful analysis of how members are 

working together and determining how group effectiveness can be enhanced” (“What 

Makes Cooperative Groups Work?”). 

To reinforce students’ critical awareness of team dynamics, including individual 

teammates’ contributions, and an examination of their own role within the team, I 

added to the Company project three individual assignments (available in Appendix B): a 
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teamwork journal, a set of team evaluation forms, and a follow-up project evaluation 

essay. The journal assignment required a five-paragraph entry for each team meeting, 

one of which asked students to analyze their group’s strengths and weaknesses, and 

another that asked how he or she might improve group operations. This assignment, in 

particular, was intended to promote the processing of individual growth and of group 

operations while the project was in progress, thereby catalyzing—I hoped—the group 

processing Johnson and Johnson suggest.  

Before the project started, I reviewed both the forms, the journal assignment, 

and the essay with students to make them fully aware that they would not only be 

responsible for what their team produced, but also on their contributions to team 

processes. Then, as final preparation for the project, I divided them into their 

Company teams, assigned a few team “warm-ups” to complete the orientation and asked 

them to follow that up with their first journal entry.  

 

(3) STRUCTURES FOR TEAM OPERATIONS, INCLUDING MEMBERS’ ROLES 

In the past, I’d either made a few rules for all teams to follow, or—in an effort 

to evoke a greater sense of ownership by team members—I’d asked teams to create 

their own Charters. The results were usually a bit sketchy and occasionally, in a burst 

of giddy comradery—a bit silly (Rule #4: Members who aren’t prepared will have to 
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wear their underwear on their heads).4  When I asked my fall 2008 Comp I class to 

create their Charters, I did notice a difference in some of them. I’d asked teams to 

base their Charters on what they’d learned from the assignments leading up to that 

point. The teams were a bit more capable—albeit in their own terms5—than those in the 

past of anticipating potential problems, such as members missing a meeting, arriving 

late, shirking responsibilities, not listening to others, being unwilling to compromise, 

and taking over.  They were less deft at determining what to do about any of those 

violations. Because my classes are web-enhanced, each team had a private section of a 

discussion board. Their first posting in that section were their Charters (Appendix C). 

Nearly all the literature I surveyed strongly suggested that each team member 

have a specific role, but—beyond the usual “leader” and “scribe”— 

most tended to be less specific about what those roles should be. In the past, I’d 

allowed teams to pick positions they’d fill in their company, then apply those roles to 

determining their company’s operations. (For example, the CEO would be group leader, 

the PR person would determine ways the company could advertise, the financial officer 

would keep the team financially on track; and everyone would take a turn taking notes). 

I had paid little attention to how each would function to facilitate a team meeting; 

therefore, I amended some of the roles to those typical of Process Management 

teams: leader, scribe, timekeeper; and, to ensure that each member had a role, I 

added: peacekeeper, conductor (responsible for making sure everyone is included), and 
                                            
4
 Then again, I might be dismissing this rule too quickly. 

5 My personal favorite was Team 4’s Rule #1:  “Attendance - Don't Screw Us Over!” 
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tech support. Students used the Strengthfinder results to determine who might fill 

each role.  The more anarchic Team #3 decided they would not have assigned roles, but 

would share tasks instead. 

As had been the case in the past, I would function primarily as a guide. I’d 

observe group processes and occasionally participate, usually to raise questions about 

some of their plans. Most often, the questions were related to some operational aspect 

of their company: How much does it cost to rent a building in downtown Haverhill? How 

would you pay for that? How will you advertise your services? Where will your product 

be sold?  If necessary, I would then help them determine the best way to research the 

answer to the question. As a guide, I’d also observe group processes, clarify 

instructions, provide feedback on work in-progress, and—if a group or its members 

requested it—I’d intervene: suggesting methods of conflict resolution, discussing team 

dynamics, or taking stronger steps if needed. 

 

 (4) COMMUNICATION OF PROJECT OBJECTIVES AND EXPECTATIONS 

I used a powerpoint presentation of the Company project to provide a step-by-

step guide to each part of the assignment. I also posted the powerpoint on our 

Blackboard site and encouraged students to refer back to it frequently. When 

questions about aspects of the project came up in groups, I was happy to see they 
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would go back to the PowerPoint.  The PowerPoint also includes samples of past 

projects, which help students understand more specifically what is expected of them.  

No matter what class I’m teaching or what the assignment, I try to address the 

“Why are we doing this?” question before it’s raised. I did so for this project as well. 

On occasion, I repeated the rationale behind the project. Apparently doing so made an 

impression because I would frequently see my words earnestly repeated back to me in 

journal entries, though I should add that entries by a few other students continuously 

questioned the purpose of working in groups. 

(5) METHODS OF ASSESSING STUDENTS, GROUPS, AND THE PROJECT ITSELF 

Purists assert that for true collaborative learning to take place, all members of 

a team should get the same grade. Johnson, Johnson, and Holubec advocate positive 

interdependence, which they define as team members bound by the understanding that 

they will “sink or swim together”(An Overview of Cooperative Learning). I hadn’t 

thought of it in such absolute terms, but in the past, I have started teamwork by 

letting students know that I’ll assign the same grade to all team members, with some 

moderation for students who clearly are not making much of a contribution. I intended 

to do so again.  

Oakley, Felder, Brent, and Elajj suggest using a peer rating system to adjust 

individual team members’ grades (21); Michaelsen and Sweet also recommend peer 

evaluations and make the case that doing so helps students develop interpersonal skills 
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(5). Johnson and Johnson claim that peer assessment provides a host of advantages, 

such as providing a method of counteracting any teacher bias and creating a venue for 

the development in students of greater objectivity toward their own work. However, 

the Johnsons do follow this with a number of principles that must be met before peer 

assessment is viable in a group setting. Among those principles is the prerequisite that 

students must have mastered “positive interdependence, individual accountability, 

face-to-face promotive interaction, the appropriate use of interpersonal and small-

group skills, and group processing” (Cooperative Learning and Assessment). Those are 

ambitious requirements, and—as I will address later in this report—involve time 

intensive skill-building.  

Add to that another monograph in which the Johnson brothers raise questions 

about students’ objectivity when evaluating each other’s performances, alluding to 

studies conducted in 1949 by social psychologist, Morton Deutsch. These studies 

determined a number of factors that might interfere with a student’s ability to 

accurately assess a team member’s contributions, including—if I’m interpreting the 

Johnsons’ interpretation of those studies correctly—the likeability factor’s 

predominance over performance (Social Interdependence 47). Problems with student 

assessments are also touched on in an abstract of an article by Brindley and Scoffield : 

[Student c]riticisms included the effects of personal bias on the marks awarded, the 

interpretation of criteria and the [questionable] ability of the students to assess.” 
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I took the middle road on this one. Although students were aware of the peer 

evaluation rubrics they’d be completing, I never mentioned a connection between the 

evaluations and team members’ grades (nor was I sure I’d use them that way), and, 

instead, emphasized the one grade per team rule. However, I also let students know 

that besides team grades, they would receive individual grades for their critical 

analyses of team dynamics in the form of the teamwork journals, the rubrics, and the 

project evaluation essay. 

For purposes of my SoTL project, I planned to use those same materials to help 

assess how well the teams were functioning; what aspects of teamwork were most 

problematic; and how proficient students were at objectively scrutinizing team 

dynamics, including their own contributions to successful team development. As further 

methods of assessing those factors, I also planned to use my own observations, the 

quality of the projects and ensuing individual work, and the informal end-of-semester 

course feedback I usually used. Above all else, I was interested in seeing if the 

changes I’d made in the approach to the Company project influenced students’ 

attitudes and behavior as team members. 

 

Results: The Good, the Bad, and the Ugly 

Alas, there was no reprise of Company: The Golden Years, though there were 

some signs of improvement. Generally, attendance was better; a few students whose 
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attendance had been spotty did make it to every class in which teamwork was 

scheduled. Three of the four teams appeared to function well and—on the surface, at 

least—to enjoy working together. Students who had been quiet—perhaps passive—

during previous class activities, did begin to speak up once they’d eased into their 

groups. All the teams’ final projects were impressive, and, for most of the students, 

independent work following team assignments did show increased competency with the 

skills employed in the team projects.  

Most remarkable was retention; out of the 21 students who actually showed up 

for the fall 2008 English Composition I course, 20 made it to the final class, and 18 

passed. (The two students who didn’t receive a passing grade had missed only one 

assignment and received Incompletes.) 6 

Of course, here is where I need to add my disclaimer. One or two classes, 

particularly with no control groups for comparison, don’t make for unshakable data-

driven arguments. Nonetheless, this datum—along with other results that came out of 

my SoTL project—is intriguing. It’s particularly intriguing because according to some of 

the feedback I received, nearly half the class was lukewarm, at best, about the 

teamwork experience, and at least three students—in their words—absolutely hated it. 

The most miserable were members of Team 1. Team 1 had a chronic problem 

that lasted from the first meeting to the last.  They had a member who was extremely 

                                            
6 NECC’s involvement with Achieving the Dream prompts me to include the following about class 

demographics: seven members of the class—all of whom passed—were minority students, three 
were young males. 
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likeable, but who not only made few contributions to the group and managed to miss 

three meetings and arrive late the rest of the time, but—when present—further 

interfered with their progress by clowning around whenever possible. (According to his 

teammates, whenever I wasn’t sitting in with that team.) Ultimately, the student, whom 

I’ll call “Mark D,” presented less an insurmountable hurdle than “Lori F” and “Nick L,” 

the two members who frequently complained about him to me. They were both 

responsible, high-achieving students; understandably, they were feeling an enormous 

amount of stress because of Mark D’s behavior. Unfortunately, I couldn’t convince 

them to either confront the issue in their groups or to allow me to intervene, which I 

promised to do without mentioning any complaints.7 The reason, they said, was that 

they liked him.  I tried to reassure them that, in this case, Mark D’s failure to 

contribute wouldn’t affect the grade for the rest of the team.  That knowledge didn’t 

seem to lessen their stress. 

Interestingly, Mark D’s likeability also seemed to influence the way his 

teammates evaluated him on the peer assessment rubrics, (which might support some 

experts’ concerns about students’ ability to objectively evaluate their peers), though 

complaints about him did crop up in that team’s journal entries and project evaluation 

essays. 

                                            
7 As I mentioned earlier in this report, shying away from conflict has become an increasing difficulty in 

my classes during the past four years.   
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That points to the inconsistencies I mentioned earlier that were evident in the 

different forms of student feedback I received. While some were decidedly negative, 

others were not. One example of feedback that seemed more positive than I’d 

anticipated is a rubric in which I asked students to evaluate their teams (Appendix B1).  

They were asked to assign a number from 0-2 to measure the frequency of ten 

problems that undermine team effectiveness.: 0 equaling “Never”; 1 equaling 

“Sometimes”;  2 equaling “Usually.” 

Students' Evaluations of Team Processes: Fall 2008

0

0.4

0.8

1.2

1.6

2

Possible Problems

Members often arrive late, leave
early, or miss meetings

Members have vague idea of what
they want to accomplish

1 or 2 members dominate
discussion

Members are not prepared

Some members appear apathetic

Members interrupt instead of
listening

Issues never get resolved

Next step isn't clear

The same person or people do the
majority of work.

Assignments aren't completed well
or on time

 

To create the preceding graph, I averaged the total score for each potential 

problem. Obviously, the lower the final number, the less problematic that issue seemed 

to team participants—or so they are claiming. Among my disadvantages with this is that 

I haven’t used the rubric before, so—again—I’m at a loss for comparisons. Is the fact 

that no problem scored higher than .75 out of 2 a good thing? Does it imply I’m making 
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some progress? I have no idea. I’m also hesitant to assume that a low number implies a 

strength. If “Some members appear apathetic”8 is scoring only a .125 out of 2.0, does 

that mean nearly everyone appeared enthusiastic to their teammates?  As the following 

SETP breakdowns by team suggest, apparently, they did.

                                            
8 I did check to make sure students understood the term. This may be a reflection of the past decade 

or perhaps the state of the average public school English teacher, but—to a student—they had a 
sense of what apathy means. 
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Students’ Evaluation of Team Processes: By Team 
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Members often arrive late, leave early, or miss meetings

Members have vague idea of what they want to
accomplish

1 or 2 members dominate discussion

Members are not prepared

Some members appear appathetic

Members interrupt instead of listening

Issues never get resolved

Next step isn't clear

The same person or people do the majority of work.
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Note how the aforementioned Team 1 does make a few of its complaints 

evident, but not necessarily in the all the categories one might expect. They do 

accurately ring in with a 1.2 out of 2 for the first problem (frequency of 

members missing meetings or arriving late), and they do assign what I consider 

an understated .8 out of 2 for the 9th problem (same students doing all the 

work), but problem #7—“Issues never get resolved”—received a 0 (never) 

rating from each member. I’m baffled by this. Did they think that if an issue is 

never raised in a group, it doesn’t need to be resolved? Is a question that even 

alludes to the issue of conflict too threatening to answer honestly?  

Team 4 didn’t seem to have a problem weighing in on #7; they give the 

failure to resolve issues a .8 out of the maximum of 2. Then again, the five 

members of that team were among the most outspoken in the class; perhaps 

their individual assertiveness would suggest they’d have an easier time both 

engaging in conflict and acknowledging it. Indeed, this was the one team that 

asked me to sit in and help them resolve disagreements. We’d work on 

compromising—successfully, or so I thought, though other feedback from this 

team indicated that some team members did have a problem letting go of their 

particular idea or solution in favor of one the entire team could agree on.  



Cargan • Collaborative Learning in the English Composition I Classroom • page 24 of 47 

What I also find interesting is that my team of anarchists, Team 3—the 

ones who had refused to define roles—seemed the happiest. (As an anarchist at 

heart, I’m tempted to theorize gleefully about that one, but I’ll refrain.) The 

only areas Team 3 considered problematic at all were two that cropped up to a 

notable degree on all the graphs, numbers 2 and 4: “Members have only a vague 

idea of what they want to accomplish” (represented in red) and “Members are 

not prepared” (represented in green). These are the same problems faculty 

have been grappling with for years. I’d like to think this is proof that—Team 1’s 

answer to #7 aside—this particular rubric does have some credibility.  

More questionable were the results of the rubrics in which students 

evaluated each other. In “Peer Rating of Team Members” (Appendix B2), 

students were asked to assign one of the following ratings to the contributions 

made by each team member, including themselves: Excellent, Very Good, 

Satisfactory, Ordinary, Marginal, Deficient, Unsatisfactory, Superficial, or No 

Show. I created a chart of each team’s responses, then assigned a number from 

one to eight for each of the ratings (No Show was not applicable for in-class 

meetings). Eight equaled “Excellent,” 7 equaled “Very Good,” 6 equaled 

“Satisfactory,” and so on, down to 1 for “Superficial.” Here, again, the results 

contradict reality. Team 1’s ratings for the problematic Mark D averaged 6, 
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“Satisfactory.” Out of the entire team, only one had gone as low as “Ordinary” 

when evaluating him; Mark D. had balanced that out by awarding himself a 7, 

“Very Good.” (To be fair, the affable Mark D. gave everyone else on his team a 

rating of “Excellent.”)  

Feisty Team 4 was a bit harder on its members. One member—who 

scribbled at the bottom of his form, “I had great ideas but they were ruined 

once they fell into this teams’ hands!!!”—gave everyone on his team an 

“Unsatisfactory.” Nonetheless, as was the case with the other teams, 

everyone’s totals averaged out to “Satisfactory” or better.  (In the case of 

Team 4 members, the scores were so inconsistent, the “Unsatisfactory” ratings 

they received from that one disgruntled member were balanced out by a surplus 

of “Excellents.”) 

Generally, the results on the “Team Member Evaluation Chart” (Appendix 

B3) matched those of the rubric I just discussed, with one notable exception.  

On this form, students were asked to rate from 1-5 the frequency with which 

their teammates made seven specified team contributions, with 1 equaling 

“Never” and 5 equaling “Always.”9 They were then asked to assign to each 

                                            
9 These contributions were presented in question form as follows:  Has the student attended team 

meetings? Has the student made a serious effort at assigned work before the team meetings? Has 
the student made a serious effort to fulfill his/her team role responsibilities on assignments? Has the 
student notified a teammate if he/she would not be able to attend a meeting or fulfill a responsibility? 



Cargan • Collaborative Learning in the English Composition I Classroom • page 26 of 47 

teammate a description of his or her contributions based on a list identical to 

the nine ratings specified on the previous rubric (Excellent to No show).  

The only team with results that differed from those on previous rubric 

was Team 4.  The responses to the first part of this rubric were more 

consistent than those for the previous one. Perhaps now that the criteria were 

specific, scoring was more objective. Though the average ratings for fellow 

team members also ranged from 4-5, there were not as many dramatically 

different ratings for the same member. Even the Team 4 student who’d tossed 

out “Unsatisfactories” to his teammates earlier, now awarded 5s to each of 

them for every criterion. However, when he chose one of the eight terms to 

describe each member, he didn’t judge their overall rating as “Excellent,” which 

all 5’s might suggest, nor did he even opt for “Very Good”; he gave each member 

a “Satisfactory.” 

In the end, the teamwork journals and the project evaluation essays were 

the most informative. They presented a more accurate picture of what was 

going on. For example, “Nick L” of Team 1 wrote in his third journal entry: 

I'm getting concerned with one of our members as he not only doesn't 

take anything seriously, but he may become a major liability as we begin 

                                                                                                                                       
Does the student attempt to make contributions in group meetings? Does the student listen to his/her 
teammates’ ideas and opinions respectfully and give them careful consideration? Does the student 
cooperate with the group effort? 
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doing projects where we are graded as a whole. While he is a good person 

it's a real issue when we are all brainstorming ideas and he starts joking 

at everything, even when we ask him to take it easy.  

 

In Nick L’s fourth entry, he reiterated those concerns: 

I am becoming increasingly concerned about one of our group members. 

Though this person is both funny, nice, and has some good ideas, this 

person also has a problem with learning when to quit. He/she constantly 

talks over other members with seemingly irrelevant conversation, and it 

is very frustrating to get work done. Another one of our members is 

clearly even more frustrated with this person than I am. I feel bad for 

that person. 

 

The three other members who were equally frustrated wrote similar entries. 

Lori F., whose initial journal entries were enthusiastic, summed up her 

frustration when she wrote this in her evaluation essay: 

I am no longer a fan of working as a team and would much rather work 

independently, knowing that I can trust myself to complete tasks by a 

specific due date with a good amount of effort. This process should have 

been considered an “Academically fun,” experience; however it just 

resulted to be a stressful situation that I do not want to come across 

again.  
 

However, Lori also wrote this in the same essay: 

In order for a team to become efficient and well designed, it is 

important that everyone involved in the group not only contributes their 

ideas, but also listens to the thoughts and opinions of others…In my 

opinion we did work well together when it came to brainstorming ideas 

for our company profile. During the brainstorming process, we shared 

whatever ideas we could come up with. After every proposal was written 

down, we then branched off and created a unique company profile that 

satisfied everyone.  

 



Cargan • Collaborative Learning in the English Composition I Classroom • page 28 of 47 

I was encouraged that Lori was able to consider part of the assignment a 

success, and her insights about teamwork—typical, I might add, of the insights 

posited by the majority of her classmates—point to the value of the project no 

matter how frustrating it may be to some.  

I was also encouraged that journals and essays revealed a greater 

balance between what students liked and disliked about the project. 

Predictably, there were complaints—scattered among all the groups—about 

members who didn’t do their share, members who took over and weren’t 

inclusive enough, the burden of the responsibility to keep others productive and 

engaged, confusion about expectations, lack of individual control over the final 

product, the difficulties of group writing, and the team grade. However, there 

were also the following comments: 

The project was fun! 

It was very engaging. 

I was glad to be able develop relationships with some of my classmates. 

I think it was valuable to work on something that was real-life.  

I liked how we got to create our own rules. 

I liked that the assignment let us be creative, then required us to make 
our ideas realistic. 

I liked that you said, “Here is the problem, now try to solve it” instead of 
giving us the answers. 
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When commenting on what they’d learned from the project, nearly all of the 

students mentioned that they learned more about working with others, being 

more tolerant, team dynamics, setting agendas, doing research, and writing 

better. 

What’s more, when I sorted through the informal end-of-semester 

course evaluations, five students actually listed the Company project as their 

favorite assignment, though seven did rate it as their least favorite. 

 

Conclusions 

As I mentioned earlier, I’m not certain how to definitively interpret much of 

this. I strongly believe in collaborative learning for a number of reasons, some of 

which are the results I’ve seen when using it in English Composition II and literature 

classes. I do question the role of using it in a sustained manner in an English 

Composition I class, however. The focus I placed on teamwork and the two weeks we 

spent studying teamwork dynamics did seem to help, but, clearly, it isn’t enough. When 

Johnson and Johnson talk about preparing students for teamwork, this is what they’re 

advocating:  

[S]ocial skills must be taught to students just as purposefully and 

precisely as academic skills. Leadership, decision-making, trust-building, 

communication, and conflict-management skills empower students to 

manage both teamwork and taskwork successfully (“What is Cooperative 
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Learning”). 

 

Oakley et al echo—perhaps even more emphatically—the amount of preparation 

students need for teamwork: 

Students are not born with the project management, time management, 

conflict resolution, and communications skills required for high 

performance teamwork. If team assignments are to be given, explicit 

steps should be taken to help students learn those skills and equip them 

to deal effectively with the . . . interpersonal problems that commonly 

arise in collaborative efforts (9). 

 

How does one fit all this into the already overburdened English Composition I 

course? Those of us who teach Comp I are hard-pressed to fit into our curricula all 

that’s necessary if we want our students to leave our classes with a prayer of 

producing a college-level research paper. Even my greatly abridged version of teamwork 

orientation required trade-offs. Then again—student misery aside—there is no denying 

that the Company project was beneficial in a number of ways. The retention alone is 

worth a second look. 

 Perhaps the best conclusion I can draw from the results of my SoTL project is 

that sustained collaborative learning does belong in the English Composition I 

classroom, but not if thorough preparation for it has to be a sizeable portion of the 

Comp I curriculum. We need to pursue ways around that. Will I continue the pursuit in 

my Comp I classes? I’m at a crossroads.  

My best recommendation would be Learning Communities combining 

Interpersonal Communications with English Composition I. Interpersonal 
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Communications does seem to be drifting off the map at NECC; maybe we need to look 

at elevating its importance in Liberal Arts and General Studies if we want our students 

to be able to get the most out of working collaboratively in our gateway courses. 
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Appendix A 

Company Project Synopsis 
 

 Students are divided into four groups, two of which are considered “for 

profit” enterprises, and two of which are “nonprofit.”  All are to be based 

in the Merrimack Valley.  

 

 Each team is then assigned general category—such as sports, health, 

social services, communication, manufacturing—and must narrow the 

parameters. Their first task is to determine specifically what their 

“company” will do and give the company a name.  

 

 The next task is to jointly “conjure up” all they can about their company: 

where it’s located, what it looks like, how it operates, where it gets 

materials, who it services, how it advertises itself to the public, and how 

it reaches its financial goals.  

 

 After adequate “conjuring” time—usually about eight class hours—the 

team conducts research, seeking out similar real enterprises, to 

determine what they might need to modify.  

 

 The team is then responsible for producing over a span of time four 

pieces: a one to two sentence mission statement, five concrete, time-

specific company objectives, a company profile, and an operational 

overview.  

 

 Later, the teams add to their packets two help-wanted ads. Following a 

workshop on writing a winning letter of application, each student applies 

for a job in a company other than his own. The letters, signed with a 

pseudonym known only to the writer and me, are delivered to the 

appropriate companies, where the members evaluate each and decide 

who—if anyone—will be invited in for an interview. 

 

 Finally, teams construct a convincing, research-based argument to “win” a 

competition for a sizeable grant that will be awarded to the company 

that’s most beneficial to the Merrimack Valley. 
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The category: a non-profit, arts-related enterprise. 
The solution: Espresso Expressions 

 

 

1: Mission Statement

 Espresso Expressions
Café, which is
cooperatively owned
and operated by
performing artists,
combines entertainment
with freshly brewed
coffee and fine
pastries.
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2: Profile Excerpts
Espresso Expressions was created
for performance artists of all types:
actors, musicians, dancers,
comedians, and magicians....

It was founded in 1988 by a group
of Berklee music students and
members of the Merrimack Valley
Repertory Company…and was initially
funded by an NEA grant. Funding
has since expanded to include grants
from the Ford Foundation and from
the Screen Actors Guild; proceeds
from our business also go back into
the costs of our operation, and for
salaries  and benefits for our staff.

 

2: Profile Excerpts
Staff is always costumed;
performances are  both impromptu and
scheduled. The center of the café is a
raised platform, which functions as a
stage for  performances by staff or
visiting artists. We accommodate
performing artists of all types: actors,
musicians, dancers, comedians, and
magicians….

We buy our coffee in bulk as part of a
small restaurant cooperative, baked
goods are made fresh on the
premises...
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3: Five objectives for the upcoming fiscal year

1. Coordinate a
regional children ’s
theater with local
schools and
launch with one
performance in
December.

2. Find three new
funding sources.

3. Add decorated
cakes to the
menu.

4. Send
monthly
press
releases
to
Boston
papers.

5. Purchase a coffee cart
that will provide for easy
refills and free some of
our staff for other
responsibilities.
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EVALUATION OF PROGRESS TOWARD EFFECTIVE TEAM FUNCTIONING† 

Your Team Number or Name: ____________________________Date: ________ 

Symptoms of Internal Meeting Problems 
Usually 

2 points 
Sometimes 

1 point 
Never 

0 points 

Team meetings generally begin 5-15 minutes late       
Members often arrive late, leave early, or never even  

show up for the meetings.       

No agenda exists—members simply have a vague notion  

of what they want to accomplish.       

One or two members monopolize discussion throughout  

the meeting.       

Members have not read the assignment, performed the  

necessary background research, or done what they were  

expected to do. Consequently, individuals are poorly  

prepared for the meeting. 

      

With words or by appearance, some members clearly  

convey that they would rather be elsewhere.       

Members constantly interrupt each other or talk in pairs  

without listening to the individual who has the floor.       

Issues never get resolved, only put on the back burner  

until next time.       

No follow-up action plan is developed. Members are  

confused with regard to what the next step is and who  

is responsible for performing it. 
      

The same individual or individuals end up doing the  

majority of the work. The meetings run on and on and  

on with little to show for the time spent on them 
      

Assignments are not completed on time or are completed  

poorly.       

        

        
28 / Journal of Student Centered Learning 

http://www4.ncsu.edu/unity/lockers/users/f/felder/public/Papers/Oakley-paper(JSCL).pdf  † 

  Adapted from Jack McGourty and Kenneth P. De Meuse, The Team Developer: An Assessment 

and Skill Building Program,  2001, John Wiley & Sons, New York. 

 

 

This form is a slight variation of one used by Oakley, Felder, Brent, and Elhajj 

Appendix B: 1 
 

javascript:doWindowOpen('http://www4.ncsu.edu/unity/lockers/users/f/felder/public/Papers/Oakley-paper(JSCL).pdf','new_frame','width=600,height=420,menubar=1,toolbar=1,scrollbars=1,status=1,location=1,resizable=1',0)
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Appendix B: 2 

Peer Rating of Team Members† 

 
Your Name_____________________Your Team _________________ 
 
Please write the names of all of your team members, INCLUDING YOURSELF, and rate the degree to which each 
member fulfilled his/her responsibilities in completing the team assignments. DO NOT LEAVE ANY COMMENTARY 
BLANK! Place this form in a sealed envelope, with your team name/number on the outside, and give it to your 
instructor. The possible ratings are as follows: 

Excellent 
Consistently carried more than his/her fair share of the workload. 
 
Very good 
Consistently did what he/she was supposed to do, very well prepared and cooperative. 
 
Satisfactory 
Usually did what he/she was supposed to do, acceptably prepared and cooperative. 
 
Ordinary 
Often did what he/she was supposed to do, minimally prepared and cooperative. 
 
Marginal 
Sometimes failed to show up or complete assignments, rarely prepared. 
 
Deficient 
Often failed to show up or complete assignments, rarely prepared. 
 
Unsatisfactory 
Consistently failed to show up or complete assignments, unprepared. 
 
Superficial 
Practically no participation. 
 
No show 
No participation at all. 
 
These ratings should reflect each individual’s level of participation and effort and sense of responsibility, 
not his or her academic ability. 

----------------------------------------------- 

Team Member's Name 

Rating 

Comments (Do not leave blank!) 

  

 from Oakley, Felder, Brent, and Elhajj  

  30 / Journal of Student Centered Learning †  
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Appendix B3 

 

TEAM MEMBER EVALUATION FORM† 

The following evaluation of your team members is a tool to help improve your experience with group 

work. Its purpose is to determine those who have been active and cooperative members as well as to 

identify those who did not participate. Be consistent when evaluating each group member’s 

performance by using the guidelines below. 

1 – never 2 – rarely 3 – sometimes 4 – usually 5 – always 

Name of student being evaluated:_____________________________________ 

 

Circle your responses. 

Has the student attended team meetings? 
1 – never 
2 – rarely 

3 – sometimes 
4 – usually 
5 – always 
 
Has the student made a serious effort at assigned work before the team meetings? 
1 – never 
2 – rarely 
3 – sometimes 
4 – usually 
5 – always 

 

Has the student made a serious effort to fulfill his/her team role responsibilities on 

assignments? 
1 – never 
2 – rarely 
3 – sometimes 
4 – usually 
5 – always 
 

Has the student notified a teammate if he/she would not be able to attend a meeting or fulfill 

a responsibility? 
1 – never 
2 – rarely 
3 – sometimes 
4 – usually 
5 – always 
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Does the student attempt to make contributions in group meetings? 
1 – never 
2 – rarely 
3 – sometimes 
4 – usually 
5 – always 

 
Does the student listen to his/her teammates’ ideas and opinions respectfully and give them 

careful consideration? 
1 – never 
2 – rarely 
3 – sometimes 
4 – usually 

5 – always 
 

Does the student cooperate with the group effort? 
1 – never 
2 – rarely 
3 – sometimes 
4 – usually 
5 – always 

  
Based on your responses to these questions, assign an overall rating on the following scale: 

__________________  
(Insert one of the given words.) 

  
Excellent:  
Consistently carried more than his/her fair share of the workload 
  
Very good:  
Consistently did what he/she was supposed to do, very well prepared and cooperative 
Satisfactory:  
Usually did what he/she was supposed to do, acceptably prepared and cooperative 
Ordinary:  
Often did what he/she was supposed to do, minimally prepared and cooperative 
 
Marginal:  
Sometimes failed to show up or complete assignments, rarely prepared 
  
Deficient: 
Often failed to show up or complete assignments, rarely prepared 
  
Unsatisfactory:  
Consistently failed to show up or complete assignments, rarely prepared 
   
Superficial:  
Practically no participation 
   
No show: 
No participation at all 
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†  

Adapted from a form reprinted in B. J. Millis and P. G. Cottell, Jr., Cooperative Learning in Higher 

Education Faculty, Oryx, Phoenix,  

1998. 
Volume 2, No. 1, 2004 / 29 : 

http://www4.ncsu.edu/unity/lockers/users/f/felder/public/Papers/Oakley-paper(JSCL).pdf 

 from Oakley, Felder, Brent, and Elhajj 

http://www4.ncsu.edu/unity/lockers/users/f/felder/public/Papers/Oakley-paper(JSCL).pdf
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APPENDIX B 4 

Teamwork Journals  

 

You have a journal assignment each time we have teamwork in class. Generally, an entry 

should be 5 fully developed paragraphs.  

 

1. The first paragraph should summarize what the team did that day. 

 

2. The second should address how each member contributed.  

 

3. The third should analyze your group's strengths and weaknesses; if they are 

repetitions of what you've written before, determine if there have been any 

specific changes.  

 

4. The fourth should analyze how you can help improve group operations. 

 

5. The fifth should rate how enjoyable, boring, or frustrating that day's 

experience was and why.  

 

In this paragraph also evaluate how successfully the work you did contributed to 

your knowledge, interpersonal skills, ability to communicate effectively, self-

confidence, and the development of one or more of your potential strengths. 

 

 

25 point Evaluation Essay 

  

In this essay, you will evaluate the Company project based on how well it achieved its 

purpose, with a focus on process (including how well your team functioned) and value. 

  

An important aspect of an evaluation essay is establishing the criteria on which you’ll 

be basing your judgment, so determining criteria will be an important first step in 

planning this essay. We’ll look at sample criteria for evaluating a range of items and 

activities, review the readings for the Company module, discuss the purpose of the 

assignment, then—individually—decide on 3-4 major criteria to measure how well the 

purpose was achieved. 

  

This essay should be about 3-5 pages long. It should follow a specific structure: 

  

 1st paragraph briefly explaining the project, your interpretation of its purpose, 

and the criteria you’ll be using to evaluate the project. 
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 Middle paragraphs dealing with each criterion, in the same order they appear in 

paragraph 1. Each should be thoroughly addressed, supported with 2-3 

examples, and—when appropriate—include suggestions for improvement. 

 

 Final paragraph briefly pulling it all together and stating your recommendation 

about the project as a whole. 

  

  

Post this essay to your journal area. Make sure you have included 4 returns after each 

paragraph, then copy and paste it into a message AND attach it to the message. 
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Appendix C 
 
Team Charters: fall 2008 
 
Message  
Subject: Team 1's Charter 

Topic: TEAM CHARTERS 
Author: Neal Laurenza 

Date: October 2, 2008 11:32 PM 
1) Everybody has an equal amount of work, effort, and power unless assigned otherwise. 
 
2) If you are absent, work and notification of absence must be posted on the discussion board. 
 
3) Agreements must be made by all team members before starting anything. 
 
4) Be respectful and listen to what others have to say. 
 
5) Any type of notice or change should be posted on the discussion board. 
 
6) During projects, the discussion board should be checked once per day! 
 
7) If you are absent more than three times (the normal class amount) you can be kicked off of the 
team (unless good reason is given). 
 
8) If a teammate is not following team rules he/she will be warned. Next step is to talk to the teacher. 
 
9) Roles will be assigned as projects are assigned. 
 
 
Message  
Subject: Team 2's charter 

Topic: TEAM CHARTERS 
Author: James LaPierre 

Date: October 6, 2008 11:43 PM 
Attendance: Try to be here. If you're absent, call by 3 pm to find out the work that is due. 
 
Participation: Everyone has a role and responsibility on each assignment and in the team. 
 
Conduct: If you act up you will be given the crappy jobs, and more responsibility. If you dont do the 
work, you will be voted off. 
 
Communication: Email, Cells, Facebook, Myspace. 
 
Team Structure: 
Note Takers- Ashley and Jen. 
Contacts- James and Priscilla (if your going to be absent) 
Publisher: James 
Manager(coordinator) Chris 
Project Designer- Greg 

 

javascript:setGlobalParametersFordiscussionMemberMenuForNonGradeableTopics('discussionMemberMenuForNonGradeableTopics',%20'-1',%20'74098018001',%20'-1');%20showmenu('discussionMemberMenuForNonGradeableTopics-1410287753515630347',%20'discussionMemberMenuForNonGradeableTopics_SSTU',1,0);
javascript:setGlobalParametersFordiscussionMemberMenuForNonGradeableTopics('discussionMemberMenuForNonGradeableTopics',%20'-1',%20'224393892001',%20'-1');%20showmenu('discussionMemberMenuForNonGradeableTopics7600038738328802649',%20'discussionMemberMenuForNonGradeableTopics_SSTU',1,0);
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Message  
Subject: Team 3 Charter 

Topic: TEAM CHARTERS 
Author: Richard Toomey 

Date: October 5, 2008 7:46 PM 
1.Have fun, enjoy things if possible. 
2.Create a friendly atmosphere 
3.Everyone Contributes 
4.Keep hands to yourself. 
5.Show up to class. 
6.Show respect to other members. 
7.Pull your own weight. 
8.Proper use of communication. 
9.No roles, we’re all capable of a given task. 
10.No penalties. 
11.Consistent absence and poor contribution will result in banishment upon vote. 
12.Group charter can be amended at anytime by vote. 

 
 
Message  
Subject: Team 4 Charter 

Topic: TEAM CHARTERS 
Author: Alex Cores 

Date: October 2, 2008 10:24 AM 
Attendance - Don't Screw Us Over! If you can't be in class or get an assignment done, let the group 
know via email or phone. 
 
Participation - Make sure all work is divided evenly between all team members, and that 
assignments/responsibilities are understood. Compromise.  
 
Communication - All Members of team 4 will maintain contact outside of class, especially in the case 
of an absence or to clarify responsibilities. Phone numbers have been exchanged.  
 
Conduct - All members must be respectful, mature, responsible, and productive at ALL times. 
 
Commitment - As part of our team, all members will do their best to be in class(notify if you can't), Do 
your work, and help out in and out of class whenever possible.  
 
IF OUR GROUP DOES BADLY ON AN ASSIGNMENT BECAUSE OF ONE PERSON, THAT 
PERSON OWES EACH TEAM MEMBER TEN DOLLARS. 
 

 

javascript:setGlobalParametersFordiscussionMemberMenuForNonGradeableTopics('discussionMemberMenuForNonGradeableTopics',%20'-1',%20'247070350001',%20'-1');%20showmenu('discussionMemberMenuForNonGradeableTopics-3353010486980120360',%20'discussionMemberMenuForNonGradeableTopics_SSTU',1,0);
javascript:setGlobalParametersFordiscussionMemberMenuForNonGradeableTopics('discussionMemberMenuForNonGradeableTopics',%20'-1',%20'338580776001',%20'-1');%20showmenu('discussionMemberMenuForNonGradeableTopics-3713688343890979016',%20'discussionMemberMenuForNonGradeableTopics_SSTU',1,0);

