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Abstract
The purpose of this study was to investigate the effects of collaborative learning activities on student attitudes towards reading comprehension and collaborative learning. Possible differences in attitudes in terms of gender and achievement level of students were also investigated. The study was conducted with one control and one experimental group and 40 students participated in the study. The teacher used collaborative learning activities for teaching experimental group and control group was taught, using traditional whole class methods. Questionnaires were given to both groups before and after the four-week treatment. Interviews were also conducted with an observer and several students.  According to carful analyses, no significant differences after the treatment were found between the control group and the experimental group responses related to their attitudes towards reading comprehension and collaborative learning. In within-group comparison, however, the experimental group’s attitudes was significantly more negative, whereas no change was found in the control group. Gender and achievement level were found to have no significant influence on students’ attitudes towards collaborative learning. However, data collected from interviews, suggested that collaborative learning had positive effects on attitudes towards reading comprehension. Moreover, both the observer and the EFL learners reported positive attitude towards collaborative learning.   
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Introduction
Collaborative Language Learning (CLL) is an approach currently used in language classes for the purpose of creating a more learner-centered atmosphere in which students' learning pace is supported by the students themselves. Student-centered learning implies a “need for students to assume a high level of responsibility in the learning situation and be actively choosing their goals and managing their learning. They can no longer rely on the lecturer to tell them what, how, where and when to think. They must start to do this (Sparrow, Sparrow & Swan, 2000). Collaborative learning environments with emphasis on process, rather than product, engender this type of interactive learning (Salmon, 2000; Ch.2). Since at least the 1960s, there was considerable investigation of collaborative learning by education researchers. Research on small groups has an even longer history within social psychology (Stahl, 2006). And as knowledge cannot be acquired passively by the learner, in order to learn, students must expend energy in the thinking process and not simply be present during the class. Small group collaboration forces students to think for themselves with little or no input from the teacher (Lord, 1994). Because collaborative learning has been evidenced to positively impact learner attitudes and enthusiasm towards their target language (Kohonen, 1992), the implications for collaboration have tremendous potential to foster motivation and enthusiasm for current and future study of the target language.  Reading, which is one of the skills in language learning, is challenging for learners because they are required to cope with new vocabulary, information, culture, and language structures written in the target language. Thus, the improvement of reading skills needs to be supported in as many alternative ways as possible. Collaborative Learning Activities (CLA) integrated in reading courses are among these alternatives. However, understanding learners' views about collaborative learning activities in reading courses is clearly important to its success. This study investigated the effects of the use of collaborative learning activities on attitudes of learners who are not used to learn collaboratively in reading classes.
 Researchers have noted that the successful implementation of collaborative
learning depends upon teachers' and learners' attitudes towards collaborative learning activities, as they are the ones who will have active roles in their use. Research in the field has shown that teachers and students had positive attitudes towards collaborative learning. Teachers using collaborative learning “value collaboration and encourage collaboration among the students within their classroom” (McDonell, 1992, p. 165). 

Statement of the Problem
Proponents of collaborative learning claim that the active exchange of ideas within small grous not only increases interest among the participants but also promotes critical thinking. According to Johnson and Johnson (1986), there is persuasive evidence that collaborative teams achieve at higher levels of thought and retain information longer than students who work quietly as individuals. The shared learning gives students an opportunity to engage in discussion, take responsibility for their own learning, and thus become critical thinkers (Totten, Sills, Digby, & Russ, 1991). "Reading" is one of the four skills to be taught in language teaching. During the reading process, language learners have to deal with new vocabulary, structure, culture, and information written in the target language. A number of studies (Ediger, 2001; Grabe & Stoller, 2001; Weinstein, 2001; Ur, 1996) suggested activities to empower learners in this process. One type of promising activities is Collaborative Learning Activities (CLA), in which learners work and learn together in groups. Although there has been some researches about teachers’ attitudes towards CLL (Bailey, Dale, and Squire, 1992; Baloche, 1998; Gwyn-Paquette & Tochon, 2003; Kauchak & Eggen, 1998), there is a lack of studies regarding students’ attitudes towards collaborative learning and its effects on reading comprehension performance of EFL learners. In the other words, there is little empirical evidence on its effectiveness at language institute. However, the need for noncompetitive, collaborative group work is emphasized in much of the higher education literature. Students are given reading quizzes each week, midterm exams, including a reading section, and a proficiency exam, including reading questions at the end of the term. In all these examinations, students are supposed to apply the knowledge and skills which they acquire during reading lessons. Because of the intensive curriculum to be followed, teachers concerned with keeping up with the schedule find it challenging to teach the necessary knowledge and skills needed for effective reading in class. As a result, learners may see themselves as responsible for developing their own reading expertise. In fact, if teachers are informed and encouraged about using CLL in reading lessons, they may be able to both follow the schedule and promote an effective reading instruction by empowering students in the reading process. Investigating the attitudes of students to CLL and the effects of it on reading comprehension may contribute to the creation of a classroom atmosphere in which effective reading is promoted. To do this, the present study examined the attitudes of learners toward collaborative learning and the possible positive effects on reading comprehension performance of EFL learners. 
Research Questions
The research questions examined in this study are:
1. What are the effects of collaborative learning activities on students' attitudes towards English reading courses?
2. What are the effects of collaborative learning activities on students’ attitudes towards it?
3. Is there a significant difference between female and male students in their attitudes towards reading and collaborative learning?
4. Is there a significant difference between high-achievement and low- achievement students in their attitudes towards reading and collaborative learning?
Literature Review
This study investigated the effects of collaborative learning activities on the attitudes of students towards English reading courses and collaborative learning activities in language learning settings. First, the literature review in this chapter provided the definition of collaborative learning, and explains the benefits, challenges, and opportunities of it in educational contexts. Also, learning through collaboration and cooperation was explained in this section. Moreover, an overview of some important issues related to collaboration, such as collaboration and teacher, collaboration and student were highlighted. In addition, this section focused on essential elements of collaborative learning and learners' attitudes toward cooperative and collaboration. Finally, this part considered reading in L2 and Collaborative Learning. The role of the teacher in the classrooms where collaborative language learning is implemented is significantly different from the traditional teacher-centered classrooms (Bejarano, 1987; Richards & Rodgers, 2001).  Collaborative learning allows teachers to create more learner-centered classes and focus upon students’ learning needs instead of the manner in which instruction is presented by the teacher.The teacher is “no longer a lecturer or transmitter of material, but rather a facilitator of learning who focuses on the learning process by encouraging collaboration among the students” (Bejarano, 1987, p. 485). In the role of facilitator, the teacher gives students the opportunity to learn the material by themselves while helping them if need arises. Teachers interact with students, encourage them to solve the problems they encounter by using thinking skills, give feedback, clarify difficulties, and empathize as a facilitator (McDonell, 1992). Teachers in collaborative language classrooms are also observers. They listen to learners while they are studying in collaborative groups to discover the needs, interests, problems, and strengths of learners. These observations help teacher gather information about the learning process of the students, and organize plans and activities according to this process (McDonell, 1992). Teachers as observers also may intervene in the collaborative group activities if students in the group need assistance or redirection towards the objectives of the given tasks (Sharan, 1994). In order to achieve the objectives of collaborative language learning and provide maximum benefit, teachers have to create well-structured tasks, set the goals of activities clearly, organize groups and assign students to different roles, and select suitable materials to be taught (Johnson & Johnson, 1994). The success of all these preparations and effectiveness of collaborative language learning depend on the belief and the attitude of the language teacher towards collaborative language learning. The research in the field shows that language teachers who utilize cooperative learning in language classes have positive beliefs and attitudes towards it. Paquette and Tochon (2003) asked four final year pre-service language teachers to include collaborative learning activities, namely Think-Pair-Share, Snowball, Learning Together, Collaborative Review, Jigsaw, and Group Investigation, into their planning. These teachers were observed in classrooms over one year during their teaching period. The conversations between the supervisors and the teachers and between the students and the teachers were reported. According to the results, all teachers were enthusiastic about using collaborative learning activities in their lessons. In spite of the problems they encountered, such as noise, they developed the confidence to implement those activities and tried to solve the problems that emerged. Another study conducted by Horwitz, Bresslau, Dryden, McLendon, and Yu (1997) also supports the idea of teachers’ having positive attitudes towards collaborative language learning. The participants of the study were class members of a graduate course that helps language teachers prepare for language instruction. The topics in the course were learnt by the participants in collaborative learning groups. At the end of the course they were asked to reflect on their ideas about collaboration. Most of the participants stated that they would increase the amount of collaborative learning activities in the classes they taught. They also reported that collaborative learning activities enabled them to understand the needs and abilities of the learners better and offered them a chance to see the perspectives of language learners In the study conducted by Bailey, Dale, and Squire (1992), several EFL teachers were asked to reflect on their opinions about using collaborative learning activities in instruction. The questionnaire results showed that the language teachers had a positive attitude towards the implementation of these activities. In the same questionnaire most of the teachers also agreed on their students’ positive reactions towards use of cooperative learning activities.There are several studies on student attitudes towards use of collaborative learning activities in teaching subjects other than language. Morgan (2003), for instance, investigated student reflections on cooperative written examinations for group grades. One hundred fifty university seniors from method classes in the School of Education were chosen for the study. The students were given a writing exam which had to be done in cooperative groups. After the exam they were asked to reflect on their experiences about the implementation of the exam. All students who participated in the study reported that collaborative examinations were less stressful than individual examinations. Almost all the students reported that the feeling of support from the group members helped them feel more relaxed and confident. Many students said that they learnt more information while answering the questions in the exam compared to their self-study for the examination. In a similar study conducted by Zimbardo, Butler, and Wolfe (2003), the participants experienced cooperative team testing and were asked to report their experiences. The participants reported largely positive attitudes towards this implementation. According to the participants, cooperative team testing reduced anxiety, built self-confidence, prevented cheating, and created more positive attitudes towards the course and the subject matter.  Although there are several studies on attitudes of students towards cooperative learning, the attitudes of students towards collaborative language learning has not been widely studied. The research on collaborative language learning including students is mostly about its effect on achievement (Bejarano, 1987), anxiety, self-confidence, and motivation (Crandall, 1999; Dörnyei, 1997; Ghaith, 2003; Oxford, 1997). However, achievement, anxiety, self-confidence, and motivation may be a directly related to attitudes. For instance, Clément, Dörnyei, and Noels (1994) found a correlation between student attitudes and their achievement, anxiety, self-confidence, and motivation. According to the results of the questionnaires, students who had positive attitudes towards learning English as a foreign language were those who had low anxiety, high achievement, and motivation. Since the use of collaborative language learning reduces anxiety and may increase achievement, self-confidence, and motivation, students are likely to have positive attitudes towards use of collaborative learning activities in language learning settings.  There are also studies on the relationship between achievement level of students and their attitudes towards their courses and collaborative learning. In eight experimental studies reported by Shachar (2003), both high achievers and low achievers in classes where collaborative learning methods were used developed positive attitudes towards their courses, teachers, school, and collaborative learning.   A decline was observed in positive attitudes of high achievers and low achievers in the control groups, where traditional whole class instruction was used. It was also reported that low achievers positive attitude change was more significant compared to high achievers. In an earlier study (Ghaith, 2001) which was conducted with participation of sixty-one Lebanese EFL learners, one of the collaborative learning models, STAD, was used for instruction. After a twelve-week treatment, both high and low achievers considered the STAD experience useful for their learning. They also recommended the use of the strategy for their future classes. In addition, none of the low achievers reported that they did not learn, and only 3% of high achievers reported that they did not learn a lot.  The gender difference in attitudes towards collaborative learning has not been widely researched in the field. In one study (Ghaith, 2001), male students found collaborative learning experience more useful, less frustrating, funnier, more interesting, more worthwhile, and clearer than their female classmates. In addition, 83% of the male students reported that they learnt a lot whereas the percentage of females who reported that they learnt a lot was 49%. This difference might arise from grouping the students for the collaborative learning experience. As Webb (as cited in Gillies, 2003) confirmed, in gender-balanced groups achievement level of males and females are almost the same and they are equally interactive. However, in majority male groups, females are not as interactive as they are in gender-balanced groups. Males’ showing more positive attitude towards collaborative learning activities may result from groupings of students. As Johnson and Johnson (1994) and Putnam (1998) have stated, in order to benefit from collaborative learning groups and help learners develop positive attitudes towards cooperative learning, heterogeneous groups, including gender balance, should be formed.A number of research studies suggest that use of collaborative learning activities assists lower-level students in solving their language problems in reading. Klinger and Vaughn (2000), for example, found that bilingual students helped their limited English proficient peers in understanding meanings of vocabulary, main idea of the texts, asking and answering questions, and activating previous knowledge as they experienced collaborative learning activities in reading. The results of the English vocabulary tests also proved that students significantly improved their vocabulary knowledge compared to their previous test results. Grabe (1991) urges the regular use of collaborative learning activities in reading instruction “to promote discussions of readings and to work with information from the readings, exploring different solutions for complex activities” (p. 396). Jacob et al. (1996) found that the Learning Together form of collaborative learning allowed students to ask questions to one another and discuss answers to understand the academic language in the reading materials. As a result, collaborative learning activities assisted learners in understanding the information in the texts while they were studying the difficult academic terms and concepts in the reading material.An experimental study (Ghaith, 2003) conducted with the participation of 56 Lebanese high school learners of English as a foreign language has shown that the Learning Together form of collaborative learning improved the EFL reading achievement of students. Both experimental and control group students were given the same reading exam before the treatment. During the 10-week-study, the same reading material was taught in both experimental and control groups. In the control group the material was taught according to the procedures in the text book, whereas the experimental group was exposed to the Learning Together model of collaborative learning. At the end of 10 weeks, both groups were given another reading exam. When the exam results were compared, it was seen that there was a significant difference between two groups in achievement in favor of experimental group. 
 Method
The goal of this study was to find out the effectiveness of collaborative learning on reading comprehension of Iranian EFL learners. According to Gay and Airasian (2003), research design is an approach to integrate various elements of a research project in a consistent and coherent fashion in order to address a predefined set of study questions. So the mixed-method was chosen for the design of this research to answer the research questions. Among 90 intermediate EFL learners of English language institute, 40 of them were participated in the study. There were 3 females and 15 males in the control group and 4 females and 18 males in the experimental group. Since the study was a quasi-experimental study, the participants were divided into two groups: a control and an experimental group. Six intermediate classes were given the pre-questionnaire in order to choose the most appropriate control and experimental groups. After data analysis of the questionnaire, two classes in which students’ responses to the questionnaire items were most similar were chosen as the control and experimental groups. The participants’ achievement levels were also important to investigate one of the research questions of the study. There were 12 low-achievement and 10 high-achievement students in the experimental group. In control group there were 7 low-achievement students and 9 high-achievement students. Students were asked to indicate their first semester grades on the questionnaire to find out their achievement levels. Since a passing grade at the institution is 70, students who reported 70 or above were considered to be high-achievement level students. Students who indicated below 70 were considered as low-achievement students. Two of the students in the control group did not answer the question related to their achievement level. Their responses were excluded in the analysis conducted to answer the fourth research. The researcher who implemented collaborative learning activities in her reading course has 5 years' experience in her job. She had no previous experience in implementation of collaborative learning activities in teaching any language skills. Before the implementation, she was given a one-day workshop. Collaborative learning activities adapted to the course material were explained to the teacher and she was given different packets for each unit, as well as explanations of activities. Information about how to group students, assign tasks, and procedures for each activity were explained in detail. 
A pre-questionnaire and a post-questionnaire were used in this study. In addition, based on data saturation, interviews were conducted with an observer and six students from the experimental group. Questionnaire: The questions in the pre-questionnaire and the post-questionnaire were the same for both groups. Participants in both groups were asked questions to evaluate their attitudes towards reading, reading in English, the reading course they attend, and collaborative learning activities. In both questionnaires, the participants were asked thirty-six questions. Five questions were related to the participants’ attitudes towards reading in general, four questions were related to their attitudes towards reading in English, fourteen questions were related to their attitudes towards the reading course they attended, and thirteen questions were related to students’ attitudes towards the basic properties of collaborative learning and its classroom implementation. Prior to completion of the pre-questionnaire, the participants were informed about the study and asked them if they satisfied to participate in the study. In the first section of the questionnaire, all the participants were asked to write their names, classes, departments, and etc. The reason for this information was the need to compare the pre-questionnaires with the post-questionnaires in order to clarify the effects of collaborative learning activities. In this section, participants’ gender and their first semester grades were also asked to determine whether there was a significant relationship between these properties and their attitudes.    Because of its versatility and reliability (Dörnyei, 2002), a six-point Likert scale was used in the questionnaires. Although the questions were initially written in English, they were translated into Persian for the participants. The Persian versions of the questions were given to two experienced English professor, who were also English instructors, to translate back into English. After this process, necessary adjustments on the questions were made. Interview: Interviews were conducted based on data saturation. An observer and six chosen students from the experimental group. The purpose of the interviews was to gather more information about the effects of the use of collaborative learning activities. Interviews were recorded and later transcribed. Written notes were taken by the researcher and a content analysis was conducted on these data. After implementation of collaborative learning activities in the reading courses of the experimental group, the observer was asked questions about her perceptions related to the use of these activities. These included the effects of collaborative learning activities on classroom management, student motivation, students’ attitudes towards the reading courses, and issues related to the classroom implementation of collaborative learning. After collecting post-questionnaires of both groups, six students were chosen based on data saturation from the experimental group for interviews. Two high-achievement females and one high-achievement male, and one low-achievement female and two low-achievement males were chosen for interview. These students were asked about their feelings related to use of collaborative learning activities in their reading courses, their opinions about the use of collaborative learning activities in their other courses, and problems they encountered while doing these activities. Interviews were completed with four of the participants since two of the participants could not answer the interview questions related to the implementation of collaborative learning activities. These two participants reported that they did not attend the courses regularly after the distribution of the pre-questionnaire. Their responses related to their reasons for not attending the course, however, were included in the study.
 In order to determine the significance of the results, a t-test was used. Male and female and high-achievers’ answers and low-achievers’ answers for each question were also compared to see if there was a significant difference in terms of gender and achievement level of the students. ANOVA test was used to compare the groups in terms of gender and achievement. Lastly, the interviews with the observer and students were reported separately. The data from the observer's interview was organized into five categories and the students’ interviews into six categories. These categories were determined according to the content of the interview questions, research questions, and common issues raised by the participants. 
 Results
Table 1. Effects of collaborative learning activities on reading attitudes (between group comparisons)
	Questionnaire
	Groups
	N
	M
	SD
	t

	Pre-questionnaire
	Experimental
	22
	93.73
	9.03
	0.477

	Pre-questionnaire
	Control
	18
	92.05
	13.08
	

	Post-questionnaire
	Experimental
	22
	87.95
	11.17
	-1.145

	Post-questionnaire
	Control
	18
	92.05
	11.37
	


        Table1 Presented the comparison between groups before and after implementation of collaborative learning activities in the experimental group. It indicated the calculated means for the 23 questions for the control and the experimental group on the pre-questionnaire and the post-questionnaire. Although there was no significant difference between groups in both pre- and post-questionnaires, the calculated mean of the experimental group in the post-questionnaire was less than the control group's mean. For a further analysis, a within group comparison was conducted.
Table 2.  Effects of collaborative learning activities on reading attitudes (within group comparison)
	Questionnaire
	Groups
	N
	M
	SD
	t

	Pre-questionnaire
	Experimental
	22
	93.73
	9.03
	2.844

	Post-questionnaire
	 Experimental
	22
	87.95
	 11.17
	

	Pre-questionnaire
	Control
	18
	 92.05
	13.08
	0.000

	Post-questionnaire
	Control
	18
	92.05
	11.37
	


  Table 2 illustrated the analysis of within group comparison of the experimental and the control group. As the table presents, changes in attitudes towards reading in the experimental group were notable. Interestingly, students expressed less positive attitudes after exposure to collaborative learning as measured by the pre- and post-questionnaires. The change in the attitudes was significant in the experimental group. As expected, for the control group which received no exposure to collaborative learning, there was no change.
Research Question 2: What are the effects of collaborative learning activities on students’ attitudes towards collaborative learning? 
Table 3.  Effects of collaborative learning activities on attitudes towards collaborative learning (between group comparisons)
	Questionnaire
	Groups
	N
	M
	SD
	t

	Pre-questionnaire
	Experimental
	22
	56.68
	9.66
	0.288

	Pre-questionnaire
	Control
	18
	55.83
	8.77
	

	Post-questionnaire
	Experimental
	22
	55.00
	10.05
	-0.332

	Post-questionnaire
	Control
	18
	56.00
	8.68
	


        Thirteen questions in the third section of the questionnaire were designed to learn about students' attitudes towards collaborative learning. When pre-questionnaire and the post-questionnaire of two groups are compared, based on table 4.4, it can be seen that there is a non-significant difference between groups.
Table 4. Effects of collaborative learning activities on attitudes towards collaborative learning (within group comparisons)
	Questionnaire
	Groups
	N
	M
	SD
	t

	Pre-questionnaire
	Experimental
	22
	56.68
	9.66
	0.762

	Post-questionnaire
	Experimental
	22
	55.00
	10.05
	

	Pre-questionnaire
	Control
	18
	55.83
	8.77
	-0.100

	Post-questionnaire
	Control
	18
	56.00
	8.68
	


        Table 4. Showed a within group comparison of experimental and control group in terms of their attitudes towards collaborative learning. When mean scores of thirteen questions on the pre-questionnaire and the post-questionnaire were compared, there was a slight change in both groups. The data suggested that attitudes in the control group became marginally more positive while attitudes in the experimental group became marginally more negative. 
Research Question 3: Is there a significant difference between female and male students in their attitudes towards the reading courses and collaborative learning?
Table 6.  Gender difference in attitudes towards reading after implementation of collaborative learning activities
	Questionnaire
	Groups
	N
	M
	SD
	t

	Pre-Q- Reading
	Exp-male
	18
	94.44
	9.12
	0.310

	
	Exp-female
	4
	90.50
	9.11
	

	
	Con-male
	15
	91.40
	13.60
	

	
	Con-female
	3
	95.33
	11.84
	

	Post-Q- Reading
	Exp-male
	18
	89.34
	10.89
	1.031

	
	Exp-female
	4
	81.50
	11.59
	

	
	Con-male
	15
	91.53
	12.38
	

	
	Con-female
	3
	94.67
	3.78
	

	Pre-Q-Collaborative. L
	Exp-male
	18
	57.28
	9.97
	0.242

	
	Exp-female
	4
	54.00
	8.83
	

	
	Con-male
	15
	56.33
	9.55
	

	
	Con-male
	3
	53.33
	2.08
	

	Post-Q-Collaborative. L
	Exp-male
	18
	55.22
	9.90
	0.058

	
	Exp-male
	4
	54.00
	12.45
	

	
	Con-male
	15
	55.87
	9.49
	

	
	Con-male
	3
	55.67
	3.05
	


Table .6 indicated the test results between female and male learners in their attitudes towards reading and collaborative learning after implementation of collaborative learning activities. As it is seen in the table, male students’ means are higher than female students in the experimental group before and after implementation of collaborative learning activities, but the difference is statistically non-significant. Male students’ means were higher than the female students in the control group for both the pre-questionnaire and the post-questionnaire. Overall, there was no significant difference between groups, so further analysis which may be used to find the group causing a significant difference was not needed. 
Research Question 4: Is there a significant difference between high achievement and low-achievement students’ in their attitudes towards reading and collaborative learning? 
Table 7.  Achievement difference in attitudes after implementing collaborative learning activities
	Questionnaire
	Groups
	N
	M
	SD
	t

	Pre-Q- Reading
	Exp-low
	12
	93.21
	6.93
	0.141

	
	Exp-high
	10
	94.60
	12.91
	

	
	Con-low
	7
	91.28
	7.82
	

	
	Con-high
	9
	92.11
	16.23
	

	Post-Q- Reading
	Exp-low
	12
	87.57
	8.80
	0.369

	
	Exp-high
	10
	89.50
	13.79
	

	
	Con-low
	7
	91.28
	9.03
	

	
	Con-high
	9
	92.44
	14.27
	

	Pre-Q-Collaborative. L
	Exp-low
	12
	56.36
	10.19
	1.138

	
	Exp-high
	10
	57.11
	8.59
	

	
	Con-low
	7
	60.43
	5.71
	

	
	Con-high
	9
	52.11
	9.87
	

	Post-Q-Collaborative. L
	Exp-low
	12
	55.43
	9.60
	0.446

	
	Exp-high
	10
	54.50
	10.12
	

	
	Con-low
	7
	59.00
	9.02
	

	
	Con-high
	9
	53.78
	9.23
	


Table 7 presented the results of ANOVA tests, showing that there is no significant difference in the attitudes of high-achievement and low-achievement in the experimental group after the implementation of collaborative learning activities. There is also no significant difference in the attitudes of the high-achievement and low-achievement students in the control group. Further analysis was not conducted since there was no significant difference between groups.
1.1. Interview Results
Interviews were conducted with both the teacher and six randomly selected students to provide opportunities for more detailed analysis of attitudes towards reading and collaborative learning.
1.1.1. Interview with students
Six students participated in the interviews. These participants were chosen based on data saturation. Three of the participants were high-achievement students and three of the others were low-achievement students. The interviews were conducted in language institute and then translated into English by the researcher. Although six students were chosen to be interviewed, only four interviews were completed since two participants did not regularly attended the course after the pre-questionnaire was distributed.
1. What the participants liked about studying in collaborative groups.
        When all student statements are considered, it can be concluded that they generally liked studying in collaborative groups. In their words, they emphasized concepts such as responsibility, sharing, confidence, relaxation, and contributing to each other’s learning, all of which are supposed to emerge in classroom atmospheres in which collaborative learning is used.
        (Participant A): Studying in groups is more enjoyable compared to studying by yourself. I do not know, compared to sitting and memorizing all vocabulary by yourself, group work is more enjoyable. You learn sharing. We will have a business life in the future. We have to share life in the future, too. You share something. This is very important. As I said before, you learn faster and better by studying in group. 
        (Participant B); "I liked studying in group; there is a more sincere atmosphere. I do not know. I feel shyness when I talk with the teacher, but with my class-mates, I do not feel so. When I do not understand something you read, I can directly ask my class-mates. I may ask my teacher only three or five questions, then I think I have asked too much questions so I stop asking. However, I may ask questions from my class-mate as many as I want."
        (Participant C): "Studying in group is useful. We can ask our classmates the meaning of vocabulary. I do not understand the paragraphs when I study alone, so I ask my classmates. They help me. I also help them. I especially learnt vocabulary more easily."
        Participant D emphasized another positive effect of collaborative learning on learners.   She expressed that she felt relaxed about the learning process and more confidence in herself:  
        "It made me relax. It brought me confidence. I said to myself ‘so I can do it myself, too’. I realized that I was able to teach my knowledge to my classmates. I saw that I had the ability to teach something. I want to do the same thing in my other courses in my department."       
1. What the participants did not like about studying in collaborative groups.
        When the participants were asked to report what they did not like about studying in collaborative groups, only two of them mentioned problems they encountered. These problems were related to organizational problems within the groups. Participant A noted a problem that occurred early during the implementation of collaborative learning activities: 
        "Of course we had problems, but only in my first group work. Maybe, my friends did not realize the seriousness of the work or maybe I had an adaptation problem with the group. But later, I did not have any problems."
        Resistance by group members to actively engage in group work was identified as a problem mentioned by participant D. Like the previous problem, however, this too seemed to be resolved as students became accustomed to group work. In her second group experience, she did not have these problems since all members were willing to participate in the work: 
        "When I am the only one who studies on the paragraph, then I do not like working in groups. In my first group work, I said my team-mates “Let’s do it, let’s look up the unknown words in the dictionary.” When they did not contribute, I also did not want to do anything. I am easily affected by this kind of thing. However, it was better in the last week. It was very nice. All group members studied together, so I did, too. I mean, it depends on who you work with."
2. Comparison of individual learning and learning in collaborative groups.
        When the participants were asked to compare individual learning and learning in collaborative groups, all of them mentioned the benefits of learning collaboratively, especially the effectiveness of learning in collaborative groups. Participant A compared individual learning and collaborative learning with these words:
        "There are a lot of differences. I have to handle problems on my own when study alone. Nobody helps me and says. But in group, we discuss some of the things. My friend may show me positives and negatives. Much better than studying alone, it also increased my participation in the lesson. I liked English and reading courses beforehand. However, after studying in groups I wanted to show the teacher that I did a lot of things in the lesson. I wanted to show that I was successful. Studying in groups caused me to do so."
        Participant B used a different example to emphasize how much he learnt during collaborative group work. His comment also suggested that students were encouraged to interact in the target language:
        "We learn language easily in a foreign country. People around speak that language. It is the same with my classmates. We speak the language that they speak. We feel obliged to speak the language they speak."  
        Participants also emphasized that information learnt in collaborative groups was more permanent than information learnt individually. They also said that when they study alone they prefer skipping parts that they have difficulty in understanding, but when they experienced studying in groups, they asked their classmates when they had difficulty in understanding. Participant D expressed her ideas in these words:
        "There were some sentences that I had difficulty in understanding. One of my group mates helped me to translate it. Then I understood. If I were alone, I would skip some of those sentences without understanding."
3. Problems encountered in collaborative group work and how they were handled. 
In experiencing collaborative group work in the reading courses, participants met only a few problems which they themselves handled successfully. These problems were related to adaptation and organization problems which occurred in the first group work activity, but reportedly disappeared when participants and their group mates got used to working in groups. Another problem which occurred in Participant B’s group was related to a conflict they faced in choosing the best questions to be asked to the other groups. In the Asking Together, Learning Together activity, they could not decide on group questions because everyone in the group thought that their questions were better than the others.  Here is the solution found by the all group members, in the words of participant B: "While we were preparing our questions, some of my friends insisted on that their questions were better than the other questions. Some members said sentences like your question has nothing to do with the reading text. Thus, we decided on reading the text carefully again and then decided on our group’s questions."
        This comment suggested that studying in collaborative groups improves students’ management skills, such as problem solving and organizing group work. When faced with difficulties, students organized themselves to complete the task within the time frame. They used a variety of strategies to address problems that arose, such as deciding on the best question, encouraging group members to keep on working, and prioritizing tasks to be completed.    
4. Preference between learning from a classmate and learning from the teacher.
        When asked about their preferences about learning from classmates or learning from the teacher, all the participants said that although learning from a classmate had many advantages, learning from the teacher was better; however, they recognized that both had district benefits. The students said they preferred learning from the teacher because she provided more correct information, was a professional, knew different ways of explaining and teaching. 
        (Participant A): "In the lesson, I think teacher had more contribution to my learning than my classmates. Because this is her job. I prefer a teacher teaches me rather than one of my classmates. But this does not mean that I do not ask my classmates’ contribution."   
        (Participant B): "Learning from my classmates is reasonable. It’s a kind of interaction to learn information. I have some strength and so does my friend. Something like ‘you know this but I know that’. But the teacher knows everything. She is superior to us. Thus, learning from my classmates is nice. However, there is a risk that my classmate may be mistaken unlike the teacher. I do not know. Not exactly the teacher and not exactly my classmates."
        Participant C and D preferred that a teacher taught them rather than their classmates. They said that teacher was the most reliable source and what she taught was correct. Participant D especially emphasized the grammatical correctness of the sentences produced by the teacher: 
"Her sentences are grammatically correct, we can understand easily. We take them as examples".      
5. Complaints about the reading course material.
        Although the participants were not asked about the material used in the reading course, all of them complained about the material. The Participants E and F, with whom the interviews were not completed, stated that their non-attendance to lessons were because of the material used in the course. For this reason, the researcher found it significant to report their opinions about the material. 
        Participant E, who had the highest grades in the course, thought that it was unnecessary for her to attend the lessons, since it was very easy for her to memorize the vocabulary in the texts by herself at home. She explained her opinions as follows: 
        "It is unnecessary to attend lessons to memorize the vocabulary. I study them at home. They only ask vocabulary in the exams. The book is too boring. Why should I spend my time on it?"
        Participant B focused on another point related to vocabulary taught in the material. He compared the vocabulary used in the material with his native language use. He also compared the book with one of his other course books which he believed was more useful for him especially in writing essays. He preferred a reading course book which recycled the vocabulary which had been taught in other courses. Specifically, he noted:
        "Vocabulary is useless in the reading book. I read once, and then I forget. They have nothing to do with the real life".
        Participant C said that it would be better to study in groups if the material was different. Unlike the other participants, he wanted to learn new information from readings, not only new vocabulary. He commented:
        "The reading book is boring. It would be more enjoyable if we had a chance to read more interesting topics. I do not talk about the vocabulary; I mean it would be better if I had a chance to learn something new. These stories are nonsense because they are useless. They do not teach anything so they are not meaningful for me."
        The other participants also stated that the material which was used in the reading course was not useful for their learning. They mentioned that their unwillingness to participate was caused by the material, not by the teacher.

1.1.2. Interview with the observer
A structured interview was conducted by the researcher with the reading course teacher who implemented collaborative learning activities in her reading course. The interview was transcribed from audiotape and read numerous times to identify patterns and themes. These five major themes to be discussed separately are:
1. Comparison between her previous teaching style and using collaborative learning activities in her teaching instruction.
2. Problems encountered in the implementation. 
3. Positive effects of implementation on students observed by the teacher. 
4. Specific activities that worked better than others. 
5. Other opinions about use of cooperative learning activities in language teaching.
1.1.3. Changes in teaching 
A structured interview was conducted by the researcher with the observer who participated in her other classes and the mentioned class that using collaborative learning activities. The interview was transcribed from audiotape and read numerous times to identify patterns and themes. The five major themes discussed separately, were: 
1. Comparison between her previous teaching style and using collaborative learning activities in her teaching instruction.
        The observer stated that her previous teaching style was completely teacher-centered. She was doing all the work in the class such as explaining sentences or vocabulary in the texts and all questions were answered by individual students. She had developed this teacher-centered style in response to students’ attitudes. According to the observer, the most important difference between her previous teaching style and using collaborative learning activities in her course was related to her role in the lesson. While she was doing all the work in the class previously, during the implementation of collaborative learning, she became a monitor and a guide in the classroom: 
2. Problems encountered 
        When the observer was asked about the teacher's problems in implementing the activities, she mentioned that students were often not so enthusiastic about completing the task in the collaborative activities. However, she emphasized that this problem was not caused by the activities by the materials used in the course.
3. Positive effects 
        At least two notable positive effects of collaborative learning were identified by the observer. She mentioned that teacher had few problems in her classroom management in implementing the collaborative learning activities. In addition, she mentioned that students enjoyed taking part in collaborative group activities. 
She said, In fact, the students enjoyed the freedom of studying collaboratively and I think they enjoyed this part of activities.   

4. Successful collaborative learning activities
        The observer expressed her satisfaction with most of the collaborative learning activities, she observed that the most successful activity was Asking Together, Learning Together. Preparing their own questions, was their activity. They really worked well. They enjoyed preparing questions. 
5. Other opinions
        At the end of the interview, the observer was asked to express any additional opinions about the use of collaborative learning activities by researcher in teaching instruction. She said the teacher generally believed the activities were valuable and useful, and she was planning to keep the materials and used in her reading lessons each session. 

There was not seen a statistically significant difference in the attitudes of the participants towards English reading courses and collaborative learning when experimental and control groups were compared. There was a significant difference in the attitudes of experimental group towards English reading courses after implementation of collaborative learning activities which was reported as a negative change.  There was not a significant difference in terms of gender and achievement in both the experimental and the control groups. However, interview results provided clear information about what participants felt about collaborative learning experience. The opinions of the participants were generally towards positive and all participants were willing to learn and teach collaboratively in their future studies.
The First Research Question; 
The first question of the study explored the effects of collaborative learning activities on students’ attitudes towards English reading courses. After implementation of the activities, the attitudes of the students in the experimental group were changed slightly towards negative. However, the change was not statistically significant compared to the control group’s responses. In the within group statistical analysis, the responses of the students in the experimental group to the pre- and post-questionnaires after the implementation of the collaborative learning activities indicated that their attitudes became significantly negative towards reading and the reading courses. In the interviews, however, participants who attended the class regularly during the treatment had a positive attitude towards the reading courses after the implementation of the activities. In particular, they stated that they felt more comfortable in the reading courses, especially in answering questions from the teacher. They also said that they felt they had more opportunities to ask and answer questions with their classmates in groups and so practice the language. The findings of this study were consistent with the findings of Jacob et al. (1996) who found that collaborative learning activities allowed students to ask questions to their group members and discuss the answers of these questions to understand the academic language and concepts in the reading materials. A second positive effect of collaborative learning in the reading course also appeared in the interviews but not in the questionnaires. Students’ comments suggested that collaborative learning seemed to reduce anxiety and develop students’ self-esteem and self-confidence in reading course. This is consistent with the advantages of collaborative language learning cited by Crandall (1999) and Dörnyei (1997).
        The difference in findings of the statistical analysis and interview analysis may arise from two reasons. In the interviews, two of the respondents explained that they had not attended the reading class regularly since the pre-questionnaire. They did, however, fill in the questionnaire like the other students present on the day of administering of the post-questionnaire. There may have been others in the experimental group who also did not regularly attend class, but who filled out the post-questionnaire. Their lack of experience with the collaborative learning activities might have affected the results of the study In the interviews, all participants including the teacher, complained about the reading course book. These observations reinforce the literature in highlighting the importance of course materials in students’ learning and perceptions of their learning (Coelho, 1992). Students’ attitudes towards reading as seen on the questionnaire may be more a reflection of their dissatisfaction with the material rather than with collaborative learning.
The Second Research Question; 
The second research question was related to the effects of cooperative learning activities on students’ attitudes towards cooperative learning. Statistical analysis of the experimental group’s responses on the pre- and post-questionnaire showed that there was not a significant change in students’ attitudes towards cooperative learning after the implementation of the cooperative learning activities. In the interviews, however, participants’ responses were generally positive about their experience in collaborative learning activities. They emphasized that the activities encouraged them to take responsibility in their own learning process, to share their knowledge with other learners, and to feel more confident. They also said that studying with their classmates was more enjoyable and useful than studying alone. It seems that collaborative learning experience also helped learners improve their management, social, and academic skills. This is consistent with Baloche (1998), who found that management skills of the students improved with the use of collaborative learning. Students in the interviews mentioned independent management strategies that they used during collaborative learning activities.  They tried to organize group work and complete the given task in a limited time. When they met a problem in their groups, such as deciding on the best questions of the group, they handled the problem in a manner that respected all team members’ opinions. Such behavior suggests that the activities also helped them in improving their social skills, which is one of the most important benefits of collaborative learning according to Johnson & Johnson (1992). Stahl (1995) noted that collaborative learning activities improved students’ academic skills by encouraging them to interact, ask and answer questions of each other, solve problems, and make decisions. In the reading courses, the participants had great opportunities to interact with each other. In particular, interviewees said that they asked questions of their team members about the structures and concepts they had difficulty in understanding in the reading texts. The findings also showed that the students who had avoided asking the teacher questions during class began to ask questions of their classmates during collaborative learning activities. Problems identified during the interviews were mostly related to students’ becoming accustomed to collaborative learning groups. As the teacher of the course mentioned, the students were not used to studying in groups and taking an active role in the reading courses and they had difficulty in adapting themselves. This dramatic change in the learning environment and the role of the teacher and students was perhaps more difficult for the students to adjust to than had been anticipated. This adaptation process might have affected their responses in the questionnaires.  
        The difference between information collected in the interviews and the questionnaire results about collaborative learning might have also been because of students who had not attended class responding to the questionnaire as four participants with whom interviews were completed expressed positive opinions about the use of collaborative learning activities. 
The Third Research Question;
The third question of the study sought to identify the difference between male and in attitudes towards reading and collaborative learning. Statistically, no significant difference was found, though after implementation of collaborative learning activities, female students’ attitudes were more negative. Male students’ attitudes towards reading and collaborative learning also were more negative after the treatment, but less than female students. Only one of the respondents in the interview was female since the two other females selected for the interviews did not attend the course during the treatment. The only female respondent of the interviews generally shared the same opinions as the male respondents. Since there were only four female students in the experimental group, no generalization can be made from the results that were found to answer the research question of the study.
The Fourth Research Question;
        The fourth research question of the study looked at any possible difference in the attitudes of high-achievement and low-achievement students towards cooperative learning. Based on the pre- and post-questionnaires both type of students’ attitudes became more negative after the treatment.  This difference between the two groups, however, was small and not statistically significant. In the completed interviews, there were two high-achievement and two low-achievement students. There was little difference in their opinions. All expressed positive opinions about collaborative learning and identified similar problems they encountered during the experimental treatment. Both the questionnaires and interviews suggest then that there was not a difference between high-achievement students and low-achievement students in their attitudes towards the reading and collaborative learning .As mentioned before, the goal of this study was to determine the effects of collaborative learning activities on students’ attitudes towards English reading courses and collaborative learning. Although no statistically significant differences were found between the control group and experimental group, there was a significant negative change in attitudes of experimental group towards reading. However, interview data suggested positive changes in students’ attitudes towards both the reading courses and collaborative learning after a four-week exposure to collaborative learning activities. The findings did not indicate any difference among students in terms of gender or achievement level. The present study may be considered as an initial step to encourage learners to have active roles in their learning process by examining their attitudes towards collaborative learning. The study also aimed to identify effects of collaborative learning on learners. The findings at least partially confirmed previous studies on the same field that found positive effects on students. Language teachers seeking to implement innovations in their teaching instruction may also look to the findings of the research to encourage them in their efforts. 
        Eventually, as the results of this study demonstrated, elementary students may get benefit from the collaborative learning technique to improve their motivation and achievement. So, it might be reasonable to supplement our classrooms with collaborative learning. This is an active process that stimulates the learners to cooperate actively with the teacher. Collaborative learning provides an environment to enliven and enhance the learning process. 
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