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The purpose of this paper is to explain how student-run class group chats function as academic writing spaces. I want readers to see that these chats do more than spread reminders: they help students interpret assignments, recognize shared confusion, and participate without always contacting the professor. I imagined you and my classmates as the main audience, but I also wrote for readers unfamiliar with the project. This made me define the topic clearly and avoid treating five interviews as representative of every college student.
The project developed through the proposal, annotated bibliography, CARS activity, interviews, coding exercise, and two drafts. Feedback showed that I needed to make the coding visible, use more secondary sources in the Discussion, add more support for the analysis, and explain where the research could go next. I added a coding table and chart, expanded the Discussion, separated Results from interpretation more clearly, and developed the conclusion into a future research plan. Because I took written interview notes rather than recordings, I use paraphrase instead of saying I have exact quotations.
This paper demonstrates progress in inquiry, information literacy, genre awareness, knowledge production, and revision. The question became more focused over time, the sources helped me interpret the primary data, and the genre framework helped me explain class chats as recurring social actions rather than simply as apps.
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Student-Run Class Group Chats as Low-Stakes Academic Support Genres
Introduction
Class group chats have become a routine part of many college courses, even when an instructor never creates, approves, or enters one. Students build these spaces through GroupMe, Discord, text messaging, and similar platforms to ask what an assignment means, confirm a deadline, share reminders, and find out whether other people are confused. I use the term student-run class group chat to mean an unofficial messaging space created and managed by students enrolled in the same course, without the instructor serving as a regular participant or moderator. The messages in these chats may appear casual compared with an email to a professor or a formal discussion post, but students still make choices about audience, tone, timing, credibility, and purpose. For that reason, these chats can be studied as writing genres that perform academic work outside the platforms instructors directly observe.
Writing Studies treats genres as more than repeated formats. Devitt, Bawarshi, and Reiff explain that genres reveal patterns of language use, social relationships, and community values; studying them can show how a community carries out its work and who is allowed to participate (542). A class group chat fits this understanding because it is not defined only by the app. Its recognizable moves include asking for clarification, confirming information, offering a brief answer, reacting to show agreement, and shifting into humor or shared frustration. These moves develop because students face recurring situations: an unclear prompt, a missed class, an approaching deadline, or uncertainty about whether to contact the instructor. The chat therefore reflects how students collectively manage academic life.
Previous research shows that mobile messaging can support communication and learning, although most studies examine spaces created or supervised by instructors. Bouhnik and Deshen found that WhatsApp groups allowed teachers and students to communicate quickly, share materials, and continue classroom discussion beyond scheduled class time. So similarly studied WhatsApp in higher education and found that short, mobile messages could support access to course materials and interaction. Gronseth and Hebert examined GroupMe in graduate courses and identified course discussion, assignment questions, collaboration, resource sharing, and social communication among more than nine hundred posts. Students generally valued the platform's speed and informal atmosphere, but some also felt that frequent notifications blurred the line between academic and personal time (Gronseth and Hebert). These studies establish that messaging can support academic work, but they place the instructor or course design inside the communication space.
The relationship between writer and audience also affects which platform students consider appropriate. Lauricella and Kay found that college students were comfortable using text and instant messaging for academic purposes, but they used these tools differently with peers and instructors. Messaging peers was more common, while some students viewed instant messaging as too personal or informal for communication with a professor (Lauricella and Kay). This difference suggests that students do not choose a group chat only because it is fast. They also choose it because the audience changes the rhetorical cost of asking a question. A short fragment may be acceptable among classmates, while an email to a professor often requires a greeting, explanation, and more careful presentation of the writer's competence.
Other studies complicate the idea that participation means producing many visible messages. Baron et al. examined a digital backchannel in a university engineering course and found that it increased questions and gave quieter students another way to participate. Students frequently voted for existing questions instead of writing their own, showing that a small action can still shape a discussion. Hrastinski argues that online participation includes reading, maintaining relationships, following a conversation, and feeling connected, not merely posting messages (80-81). Tang and Hew add that mobile instant messaging can affect behavioral, emotional, and cognitive engagement when its communication features are used intentionally. Together, these studies suggest that the value of a class chat may be found not only in what active posters write but also in what quieter students read, confirm, and learn from.
A gap remains between research on instructor-managed messaging and the unofficial chats students create for themselves. When professors are absent, students negotiate the rules, credibility, and boundaries of the space without formal moderation. That absence may make it easier to admit confusion, but it may also increase misinformation, distraction, and academic-integrity concerns. My research question is: How do college students use student-run class group chats to clarify course expectations and support one another outside official classroom spaces? Based on five semi-structured interviews and my secondary research, I argue that these chats function as low-stakes academic support genres. More specifically, they reduce the social pressure of asking questions, allow students to translate official course language into peer language, and make room for participation through reading and reacting. Their value, however, depends on trust, reasonable boundaries, and students' ability to distinguish peer interpretation from official information. The following sections explain how I collected and coded the interview data, present the major patterns, and connect those findings to the larger research conversation.
Methods
To investigate the research question, I used semi-structured interviews with five participants: four friends who are current or recent college students and one classmate. I selected participants who had used at least one student-run class group chat because they could describe both the communication that occurred in those spaces and their own decisions about whether to post, react, answer, or remain mostly silent. This was a convenience sample rather than a representative sample of all college students. The small group fits the exploratory purpose of the project, but it limits the claims I can make. My goal was to understand how these participants interpreted their experiences, not to claim that every student uses class group chats in the same way.
The interviews followed the same set of core questions but allowed follow-up questions when a participant raised an issue connected to the project. I asked what platforms they had used, what kinds of messages appeared most often, why students sometimes asked classmates instead of instructors, how they interpreted reactions or short replies, how actively they participated, and what problems they had encountered. I took written notes instead of recording audio or collecting screenshots. This choice protected the privacy of students who appeared in the chats but were not participants in the study. It also created an important limitation: the findings rely on participants' memories and my written summaries rather than on a verbatim transcript or a direct corpus of messages. Because of that limitation, I paraphrase participant evidence and do not present reconstructed wording as a direct quotation.
Participants are identified only as P1 through P5 in the research records, and I excluded course names, instructor names, and other identifying details. The interviews focused on communication practices rather than on the identities of other people in the chats. The study also avoided asking participants to share private screenshots. These choices reduced the amount of textual data available for analysis, but they were appropriate because people who had not consented could easily appear in a screenshot or copied conversation. The purpose was to study how participants understood the genre, not to expose a particular class or student.
I analyzed the notes through a simplified open-coding process. Denny and Clark explain that open coding begins without fixed categories so that themes can emerge from the data (91). First, I organized the notes by participant and read all five interviews to gain a general sense of the responses. During a second reading, I marked statements with short labels such as assignment clarification, deadline checking, reassurance, reactions, professor avoidance, misinformation, humor, notification stress, and academic-integrity concern. Coding uses shorthand labels to make pieces of data easier to retrieve and compare (Denny and Clark 92-93). I then grouped related labels into broader themes. Assignment clarification and deadline checking became quick academic information. Reassurance, shared frustration, and humor became emotional and social support. Misinformation, overload, and integrity concerns became risks and boundaries.
Secondary research informed the questions I asked and helped me interpret the codes, but I did not use it to force every response into a predetermined category. Gronseth and Hebert's categories helped me notice different functions of mobile messages, while Hrastinski's theory encouraged me to treat reading and reacting as forms of participation. Lauricella and Kay helped me pay attention to audience and formality. After the initial coding, I compared the themes across participants and recorded both recurring patterns and exceptions. Denny and Clark warn against cherry-picking unusual responses or making claims from thin data (97-98). I therefore used counts only to show patterns within this five-person sample and did not convert them into claims about college students as a whole. Table 1 presents the codebook used for the final analysis, and Figure 1 shows how many participants mentioned each major theme.
Findings and Analysis	
Table 1
Coding Framework for Interview Notes
	Broad theme
	Initial codes combined
	Operational meaning
	Participants

	Quick academic information
	Clarification; deadline checking; missed-class information
	Messages seeking or confirming course facts and instructions
	5 of 5

	Audience and rhetorical cost
	Professor avoidance; informality; speed
	Reasons peers felt easier to contact than instructors for simple questions
	4 of 5

	Quiet participation
	Reading; reacting; answering selectively
	Receiving or confirming information without frequent original posts
	5 of 5

	Emotional and social support
	Reassurance; shared frustration; humor
	Messages that reduced isolation or normalized difficulty
	4 of 5

	Risks and boundaries
	Notification stress; misinformation; integrity concern
	Problems caused by volume, unreliable answers, or inappropriate sharing
	1-3 of 5


Note. Counts show whether a participant mentioned a theme at least once; they do not measure the total number of messages or the strength of each opinion.

[image: ]Figure 1. Number of participants who mentioned each major interview theme (n = 5).
Clarification and Peer Translation
The clearest pattern was the use of class chats for fast, low-stakes clarification. All five participants described questions about due dates, assignment directions, class cancellations, or material missed during an absence. Four said they would normally ask the group before emailing the professor when a question seemed simple. Speed mattered, but participants also described peer questions as requiring less formality and carrying less risk of appearing unprepared. In the interview notes, common message forms included checking whether an assignment was due that night, asking what a specific part of a prompt meant, and requesting a summary of what happened during a missed class. These are composite examples based on recurring descriptions, not verbatim quotations.
The responses showed that the chat often filled a space between reading official course material and contacting the instructor. Participants did not necessarily use the chat because the professor was unavailable. Instead, they wanted a second interpretation or reassurance that they had not overlooked something obvious. When an assignment seemed unclear, another student might restate the directions in more familiar language. I coded this move as peer translation because the group was not merely repeating information; it was converting official language into a form that felt easier to act on. The same process could become unreliable when classmates translated the instructions incorrectly.
Participation Without Frequent Posting
A second pattern involved participation without frequent posting. Two participants described themselves as active posters, while three said they mostly read messages and responded only when they knew the answer or shared the same question. The quieter participants still considered the chat useful. They received reminders, saw questions they had not yet asked, and could determine whether confusion was individual or shared. Their participation was less visible, but it affected how they understood the course and whether they felt prepared to act.
Reactions and short replies were part of this quieter participation. Participants described thumbs-up reactions as confirmation that an answer seemed correct, acknowledgment that a message had been seen, or evidence that several students shared the same question. A reaction did not always communicate a complete explanation, but it helped the group build a quick sense of agreement. This pattern matters because counting only original posts would make three of the five participants appear less involved than they actually were.
Emotional and Social Support
Four participants described moments when the chat made them feel less alone in their confusion or stress. When several students admitted that an assignment was difficult, participants were less likely to interpret their own difficulty as a personal failure. Shared frustration also helped them decide whether a problem came from their own misunderstanding or from unclear instructions. This emotional function did not replace academic help, but it often made participants more willing to ask a follow-up question.
Humor and complaints sometimes served the same purpose. A joke about an unclear prompt did not solve the assignment, but it acknowledged a shared experience and reduced tension. I coded these messages under emotional and social support rather than treating them as unrelated conversation because participants connected them to feeling more comfortable in the course. The chat therefore supported academic work partly by maintaining a peer relationship, not only by transferring information.
Risks, Overload, and Reliability
The interviews did not show that class chats were always helpful. Three participants had muted a class chat because of frequent notifications or unrelated conversation. This response shows that accessibility can become pressure: the same platform that makes help constantly available can make school feel present at all hours. Muting protected personal time, but it also meant that students could miss useful reminders or answers.
Two participants remembered classmates confidently sharing incorrect information about a deadline or requirement. Because the chat lacked an instructor or official moderator, an answer could become persuasive through confidence or repetition rather than accuracy. One participant also raised an academic-integrity concern when clarification moved toward sharing answers. These cases were less common than requests for help, but they reveal that low-stakes communication is not the same as low-consequence communication. Students still had to judge when to verify an answer, when to consult official course materials, and when a request crossed a boundary.
Discussion
The scholarly conversation shows that mobile messaging can increase access, participation, and engagement, but most existing studies examine instructor-designed spaces. My study asked how students use chats that they create and manage themselves. The central claim is that student-run class group chats function as low-stakes academic support genres because they reduce the rhetorical cost of asking questions, distribute interpretation among peers, and permit participation through reading and reacting. The interview evidence also qualifies that claim: these benefits depend on trust, verification, and boundaries. The most important contribution of the study is therefore not simply that group chats are convenient. It is that they operate as an unofficial buffer between individual uncertainty and formal instructor communication.
A Genre That Reduces the Cost of Asking
The quick-clarification theme supports Lauricella and Kay's finding that audience shapes students' communication choices. Four participants preferred asking peers first when a question felt simple, even when they could have contacted the professor. The difference was rhetorical rather than purely technological. A student writing to an instructor may feel responsible for presenting a complete question, proving that they checked the syllabus, and using a respectful tone. In the peer chat, the same student can send a fragment and rely on shared context. The genre lowers the social cost of admitting uncertainty.
Devitt, Bawarshi, and Reiff argue that genres organize recurring social actions and reveal community relationships (551-52). The moves described by participants show the community work of the class chat: students request clarification, offer interpretations, confirm answers, and negotiate whether a problem is shared. Gronseth and Hebert found similar categories in an instructor-connected GroupMe, while Bouhnik and Deshen and So show that mobile messaging extends communication beyond scheduled class time. My findings suggest that removing the instructor changes the purpose of that extension. The space becomes less formal and more willing to tolerate incomplete questions, but it also transfers responsibility for accuracy to the students.
Peer translation is especially important to this genre. Participants often wanted another student to restate official instructions, not simply point them back to the assignment page. This suggests that course documents and peer explanations are not interchangeable. The official text carries authority, while the peer version carries accessibility and shared experience. The group chat becomes useful when students move between both forms rather than treating either one as sufficient by itself.
Participation Beyond Visible Production
The split between two active posters and three mostly quiet readers supports Hrastinski's argument that online participation cannot be measured only by message counts (80-81). The quieter participants followed discussions, received reminders, and used other students' questions to evaluate their own understanding. Their participation was real even when it produced little visible text. This is similar to Baron et al.'s finding that students often voted for existing questions instead of composing new ones. In both cases, a small action allows a student to join the communication without taking on the risk of speaking first.
Tang and Hew connect mobile messaging to behavioral, emotional, and cognitive engagement. The interview patterns show smaller versions of each form. Reading a deadline reminder can shape behavior; seeing shared confusion can affect emotion; comparing explanations can support cognitive engagement. The group chat does not guarantee deeper learning, but it can keep students connected to the course long enough to take another step, such as returning to the prompt, asking a better question, or contacting the instructor when peer discussion is not enough.
This broader definition of participation also changes how the success of a chat should be evaluated. A busy chat is not automatically useful, and a quiet member is not automatically disengaged. The three participants who mostly read were also the ones most likely to benefit from questions asked by others. For them, the genre's value came from access to a running record of peer uncertainty and explanation. Future studies that rely only on message totals would miss this less visible form of support.
Social Support, Boundaries, and Trust
The emotional-support theme expands the purpose of class chats beyond information exchange. Four participants described reassurance when other students admitted confusion or difficulty. Hrastinski's emphasis on belonging helps explain why this matters, while Gronseth and Hebert's findings about social communication show that academic and relational messages often coexist. Humor may look unrelated to coursework, but in the interviews it helped preserve the relationship that made later help-seeking possible. The social and academic functions of the genre were connected rather than separate.
At the same time, three participants muted chats because the communication became excessive. Bouhnik and Deshen emphasize the accessibility and immediacy of WhatsApp, while So describes the usefulness of mobile, bite-sized communication. The interviews show the other side of those affordances. Immediate access can become an expectation of constant availability, and bite-sized messages can accumulate into distraction. The genre works best when members develop informal boundaries about relevance, timing, and response expectations.
Trust was the central condition connecting the positive and negative findings. Students relied on the chat because peers felt approachable, but two participants also encountered misinformation. Unlike the instructor-controlled environments studied by Baron et al., Gronseth and Hebert, So, and Tang and Hew, a student-run chat has no built-in authority responsible for correcting an answer. The group therefore depends on members recognizing the difference between interpretation and fact. A peer can explain how they understand a prompt, but an important deadline or policy should still be checked against the official source. This distinction allows the chat to remain useful without pretending that it can replace the instructor.
The academic-integrity concern further shows that the genre's conventions are negotiated rather than fixed. Asking what an instruction means and sharing a completed answer can occur in the same platform, but they perform different actions. The participants generally described the chats as support spaces, yet one person recognized that the line could shift. This suggests that students need genre awareness: they must understand not only how to participate but also what kinds of participation the academic community considers appropriate.
Implications for Students and Instructors
The findings do not suggest that instructors should enter or monitor every student chat. Their absence is part of what lowers the pressure of asking a basic question. Instead, instructors can recognize that unofficial peer interpretation will happen and design course materials with that reality in mind. Clear assignment language, accessible frequently asked questions, and timely answers to recurring questions can reduce the chance that an incorrect peer interpretation becomes the only available explanation.
Students can also use these spaces more deliberately. A useful class chat can distinguish a peer opinion from an official answer, encourage members to cite the assignment page when confirming important details, and avoid pressuring everyone to respond immediately. These practices would preserve the genre's speed and informality while reducing its main risks. The goal is not to formalize the chat until it becomes another course requirement. It is to build enough shared awareness that students understand what the space can and cannot reliably do.
Conclusion
Student-run class group chats occupy an unusual space between academic and social communication. They are unofficial, informal, and sometimes disorganized, but they also help students interpret course expectations, ask questions with less pressure, and see that other students share their concerns. The five interviews suggest that these chats are most useful when they provide quick clarification, peer translation, quiet participation, and reassurance without being treated as substitutes for official information. Looking at them as genres makes their importance easier to see because even short questions, reactions, reminders, and jokes respond to recurring situations and accomplish purposes within a specific community.
The study is limited by its small convenience sample and by its reliance on interview notes rather than recordings or direct message analysis. The participants may have had more similar experiences than a broader group would, and memory cannot reproduce every detail of an actual conversation. The counts in Figure 1 describe only this sample. They do not establish how common each theme is across a university. These limitations do not make the findings meaningless, but they define what the project can responsibly claim: it offers an exploratory account of how five students understood the role of unofficial class chats.
The clearest next step would be a larger anonymous survey comparing students across majors, course levels, and formats. A future study could ask whether group chats operate differently in online courses, large lectures, laboratory courses, or classes in which students already know one another. With informed consent from every member, researchers could also collect a limited set of actual messages and conduct a moves analysis of requests, answers, reactions, corrections, and humor. That approach would allow researchers to compare what students remember with what they actually write.
This research could also develop into a practical study of digital academic support. Researchers could test whether simple student-created norms, such as labeling uncertain answers or linking back to official instructions, reduce misinformation without making the chat feel monitored. Another project could examine when confusion in a group chat signals a problem in assignment design. In that form, the research could help students develop stronger digital literacy and help instructors see how their course language travels beyond Canvas, email, and the classroom. The broader lesson is that academic writing does not occur only in graded documents. Some of the writing that most directly shapes students' decisions happens in small, ordinary messages that instructors may never see.
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Appendix A: Completed Interview Consent Records
Consent Record - Participant P1
Study title: Student-Run Class Group Chats as Low-Stakes Academic Support Genres
Researcher: Carmine Iacona
Participant name: Participant P1
Participant code: P1
Purpose: To understand how college students use unofficial class group chats to clarify course expectations and support one another.
Participation: The participant will take part in one semi-structured interview lasting approximately 15-25 minutes. Questions will address general experiences with student-run class group chats. The participant will not be asked to identify other students, name an instructor or course, or provide screenshots or copied messages.
Confidentiality: The research paper will identify this participant only as P1. Names, course titles, instructor names, and other identifying details will be excluded from the interview notes used in the paper.
Voluntary participation: Participation is voluntary. The participant may decline to answer any question and may stop the interview at any time without penalty.
Use of information: The researcher may summarize or paraphrase anonymized interview notes in an ENC 1102 research paper. Because the interview will not be audio-recorded, the paper will not present reconstructed wording as a direct quotation.
Consent statement: I have read the information above, had an opportunity to ask questions, and voluntarily agree to participate.
Participant signature: Participant P1 (Typed acknowledgment)
Date: 22 July 2026
Researcher signature: Carmine Iacona (Typed acknowledgment)
Date: 22 July 2026


Consent Record - Participant P2
Study title: Student-Run Class Group Chats as Low-Stakes Academic Support Genres
Researcher: Carmine Iacona
Participant name: Participant P2
Participant code: P2
Purpose: To understand how college students use unofficial class group chats to clarify course expectations and support one another.
Participation: The participant will take part in one semi-structured interview lasting approximately 15-25 minutes. Questions will address general experiences with student-run class group chats. The participant will not be asked to identify other students, name an instructor or course, or provide screenshots or copied messages.
Confidentiality: The research paper will identify this participant only as P2. Names, course titles, instructor names, and other identifying details will be excluded from the interview notes used in the paper.
Voluntary participation: Participation is voluntary. The participant may decline to answer any question and may stop the interview at any time without penalty.
Use of information: The researcher may summarize or paraphrase anonymized interview notes in an ENC 1102 research paper. Because the interview will not be audio-recorded, the paper will not present reconstructed wording as a direct quotation.
Consent statement: I have read the information above, had an opportunity to ask questions, and voluntarily agree to participate.
Participant signature: Participant P2 (Typed acknowledgment)
Date: 20 July 2026
Researcher signature: Carmine Iacona (Typed acknowledgment)
Date: 20 July 2026


Consent Record - Participant P3
Study title: Student-Run Class Group Chats as Low-Stakes Academic Support Genres
Researcher: Carmine Iacona
Participant name: Participant P3
Participant code: P3
Purpose: To understand how college students use unofficial class group chats to clarify course expectations and support one another.
Participation: The participant will take part in one semi-structured interview lasting approximately 15-25 minutes. Questions will address general experiences with student-run class group chats. The participant will not be asked to identify other students, name an instructor or course, or provide screenshots or copied messages.
Confidentiality: The research paper will identify this participant only as P3. Names, course titles, instructor names, and other identifying details will be excluded from the interview notes used in the paper.
Voluntary participation: Participation is voluntary. The participant may decline to answer any question and may stop the interview at any time without penalty.
Use of information: The researcher may summarize or paraphrase anonymized interview notes in an ENC 1102 research paper. Because the interview will not be audio-recorded, the paper will not present reconstructed wording as a direct quotation.
Consent statement: I have read the information above, had an opportunity to ask questions, and voluntarily agree to participate.
Participant signature: Participant P3 (Typed acknowledgment)
Date: 22 July 2026
Researcher signature: Carmine Iacona (Typed acknowledgment)
Date: 22 July 2026


Consent Record - Participant P4
Study title: Student-Run Class Group Chats as Low-Stakes Academic Support Genres
Researcher: Carmine Iacona
Participant name: Participant P4
Participant code: P4
Purpose: To understand how college students use unofficial class group chats to clarify course expectations and support one another.
Participation: The participant will take part in one semi-structured interview lasting approximately 15-25 minutes. Questions will address general experiences with student-run class group chats. The participant will not be asked to identify other students, name an instructor or course, or provide screenshots or copied messages.
Confidentiality: The research paper will identify this participant only as P4. Names, course titles, instructor names, and other identifying details will be excluded from the interview notes used in the paper.
Voluntary participation: Participation is voluntary. The participant may decline to answer any question and may stop the interview at any time without penalty.
Use of information: The researcher may summarize or paraphrase anonymized interview notes in an ENC 1102 research paper. Because the interview will not be audio-recorded, the paper will not present reconstructed wording as a direct quotation.
Consent statement: I have read the information above, had an opportunity to ask questions, and voluntarily agree to participate.
Participant signature: Participant P4 (Typed acknowledgment)
Date: 23 July 2026
Researcher signature: Carmine Iacona (Typed acknowledgment)
Date: 23 July 2026


Consent Record - Participant P5
Study title: Student-Run Class Group Chats as Low-Stakes Academic Support Genres
Researcher: Carmine Iacona
Participant name: Participant P5
Participant code: P5
Purpose: To understand how college students use unofficial class group chats to clarify course expectations and support one another.
Participation: The participant will take part in one semi-structured interview lasting approximately 15-25 minutes. Questions will address general experiences with student-run class group chats. The participant will not be asked to identify other students, name an instructor or course, or provide screenshots or copied messages.
Confidentiality: The research paper will identify this participant only as P5. Names, course titles, instructor names, and other identifying details will be excluded from the interview notes used in the paper.
Voluntary participation: Participation is voluntary. The participant may decline to answer any question and may stop the interview at any time without penalty.
Use of information: The researcher may summarize or paraphrase anonymized interview notes in an ENC 1102 research paper. Because the interview will not be audio-recorded, the paper will not present reconstructed wording as a direct quotation.
Consent statement: I have read the information above, had an opportunity to ask questions, and voluntarily agree to participate.
Participant signature: Participant P5 (Typed acknowledgment)
Date: 23 July 2026
Researcher signature: Carmine Iacona (Typed acknowledgment)
Date: 23 July 2026


Appendix B: Semi-Structured Interview Protocol
Opening script: Thank you for participating. I am studying how students use unofficial, student-run class group chats. I will take written notes rather than record the interview. Please avoid using course names, instructor names, or the names of other students. You may skip any question or stop at any time.
1. Platforms: What platform or platforms have you used for student-run class group chats?
2. Common messages: What kinds of messages or questions appeared most often?
3. Audience choice: When would you ask the group chat instead of contacting the instructor?
4. Reactions and short replies: How did you interpret likes, reactions, or very short replies?
5. Participation style: Would you describe yourself as an active poster, occasional responder, or mostly a reader? Why?
6. Emotional or social support: Did the chat ever help you feel less confused, stressed, or isolated?
7. Problems and boundaries: What problems did you encounter, such as misinformation, excessive notifications, exclusion, or academic-integrity concerns?
8. Improvement: What would make a class group chat more useful or trustworthy?
Optional follow-up prompts: Can you describe a typical example without naming the course? What made that message useful or unhelpful? How did you decide whether an answer was trustworthy? What did you do after reading the response?
Closing script: Is there anything else about student-run class group chats that would help explain how students use them? Thank you. I will refer to you only by your participant code in the paper.
Appendix C: Coding Matrix
Table C1 records the participant-level pattern used to calculate the counts reported in the Results section. A “Yes” means the participant mentioned the theme at least once; it does not measure frequency or intensity.
	Theme / participation category
	P1
	P2
	P3
	P4
	P5
	Aggregate

	Fast clarification
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	5 of 5

	Ask peers before professor
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	4 of 5

	Participation style
	Active
	Mostly reader
	Active
	Mostly reader
	Mostly reader
	2 active; 3 mostly readers

	Emotional and social support
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	4 of 5

	Notification overload
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	3 of 5

	Misinformation
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No
	2 of 5

	Academic-integrity concern
	No
	No
	Yes
	No
	No
	1 of 5


Table C2 shows the narrower open codes that were grouped into the broader themes. The codes reflect paraphrased interview notes rather than verbatim transcripts.
	Open code
	P1
	P2
	P3
	P4
	P5
	Broad theme

	Assignment clarification
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	Quick academic information

	Deadline checking
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	Quick academic information

	Missed-class information
	X
	
	X
	X
	X
	Quick academic information

	Professor avoidance
	X
	X
	X
	X
	
	Audience / rhetorical cost

	Informality
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	Audience / rhetorical cost

	Speed
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	Audience / rhetorical cost

	Reading
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	Quiet participation

	Reactions
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	Quiet participation

	Answering selectively
	X
	X
	
	X
	X
	Quiet participation

	Reassurance
	X
	X
	X
	X
	
	Emotional / social support

	Shared frustration
	X
	
	X
	X
	
	Emotional / social support

	Humor
	X
	X
	X
	X
	
	Emotional / social support

	Notification stress
	X
	
	X
	X
	
	Risks and boundaries

	Misinformation
	
	X
	X
	
	
	Risks and boundaries

	Academic-integrity concern
	
	
	X
	
	
	Risks and boundaries


Coding memo: Open codes were applied to relevant note segments and grouped into five themes. “Professor avoidance” required an explicit preference for asking peers because instructor contact felt too formal or unnecessary. “Misinformation” required a remembered incorrect answer, not a general concern.


Appendix D: Dated Interview-Note Records
Participant P1 Interview Record
Interview date: 20 July 2026
Time: 2:11 p.m.
Method: In-person interview
Approximate duration: 21 minutes
Participant context: Current junior; has used GroupMe and standard text-message threads for several courses; described self as an active poster.
Paraphrased interview notes
1. Platforms: Most experience was with GroupMe. One smaller class used a regular text thread after students exchanged numbers.
2. Common messages: Frequently saw deadline checks, questions about a specific section of an assignment, and requests for a brief summary after someone missed class. Also remembered students posting reminders shortly before quizzes or submissions.
3. Why ask peers first: Would ask the group before emailing the professor when the answer seemed simple or when the participant suspected the information was already available somewhere. Described the peer chat as faster and less formal. Would contact the professor when grading, an exception, or a policy decision was involved.
4. Reactions and short replies: Usually read a thumbs-up as confirmation or as another student saying the same answer worked for them. Multiple reactions made an answer feel more credible, although the participant still checked the assignment page for an important deadline.
5. Participation style: Active poster. Asked questions and often answered when confident. Also read the chat even on days when no original message was posted.
6. Emotional or social support: Remembered a difficult assignment where several students admitted they were confused. The shared frustration made the participant feel less personally behind. Humor was common and made follow-up questions easier to ask.
7. Problems and boundaries: Muted one chat after off-topic conversation continued late at night. Did not remember a major false answer or answer-sharing incident. Said that muting helped but occasionally caused a useful reminder to be missed.
8. Improvement: Suggested keeping off-topic conversation limited and linking the official assignment or syllabus when confirming a deadline.
Codes assigned: assignment clarification; deadline checking; missed-class information; professor avoidance; informality; speed; reading; reactions; answering selectively; reassurance; shared frustration; humor; notification stress
Analytic memo: P1 strongly supports the claim that the chat lowers the rhetorical cost of asking a simple question. The participant also shows that constant access can become an attention problem without making the chat entirely unhelpful.


Participant P2 Interview Record
Interview date: 20 July 2026
Time: 9:34 p.m.
Method: Voice Call
Approximate duration: 18 minutes
Participant context: Current freshman; has used Discord and GroupMe; described self as mostly a reader who responds when confident.
Paraphrased interview notes
1. Platforms: Used Discord for a technical course because classmates already had a server, and GroupMe for general education courses.
2. Common messages: Most messages involved due dates, file-format requirements, whether an online submission had opened, and interpretation of short assignment instructions. Resource links also appeared, but less often than clarification questions.
3. Why ask peers first: Preferred the group for questions that could be answered with a quick sentence. Felt that emailing an instructor required a more complete explanation and could make a student look as though they had not checked the course page.
4. Reactions and short replies: Used reactions mainly to acknowledge that an answer had been seen or to show agreement. A reaction from several students was useful but was not treated as official confirmation.
5. Participation style: Mostly read. Responded when the question involved a technical step the participant had already completed. Found value in seeing questions from other students before realizing the same detail was confusing.
6. Emotional or social support: Said the chat reduced stress before a difficult submission because other students were also checking the same requirement. Humor was helpful when the conversation stayed brief.
7. Problems and boundaries: Remembered one incorrect deadline being repeated by several students until someone posted a screenshot of the official assignment page. The participant did not report notification overload or an integrity issue.
8. Improvement: Suggested attaching a link or screenshot of the official course page when an answer concerns a deadline or required format.
Codes assigned: assignment clarification; deadline checking; professor avoidance; informality; speed; reading; reactions; answering selectively; reassurance; humor; misinformation
Analytic memo: P2 illustrates quiet participation and the difference between social agreement and institutional authority. The misinformation example supports the need to verify high-consequence details.


Participant P3 Interview Record
Interview date: 22 July 2026
Time: 11:22 a.m.
Method: In-person interview
Approximate duration: 24 minutes
Participant context: Current sophomore; has used GroupMe in several lecture courses; described self as an active poster.
Paraphrased interview notes
1. Platforms: Used GroupMe almost exclusively because classmates usually created the chat during the first week.
2. Common messages: Saw frequent questions about assignment directions, due dates, missed lecture material, and whether other students received the same announcement. Also saw jokes, complaints, and occasional requests that went beyond clarification.
3. Why ask peers first: Asked classmates first when the question felt minor or when a fast answer was needed. Said the group felt safer for admitting that a prompt did not make sense. Contacted the instructor when the group produced conflicting answers.
4. Reactions and short replies: Interpreted reactions as agreement, shared confusion, or acknowledgment. Noted that many reactions could make an incorrect answer seem settled.
5. Participation style: Active poster. Asked follow-up questions and sometimes restated assignment instructions in simpler language for others.
6. Emotional or social support: Described shared complaints and jokes as a way to reduce tension. Felt reassured when several students said they were struggling with the same part of an assignment.
7. Problems and boundaries: Muted one chat because unrelated messages continued throughout the day. Remembered incorrect information about whether part of an assignment was required. Also described one incident where a student asked others to send completed answers; the participant viewed that request as different from clarification and did not respond.
8. Improvement: Suggested clearly marking uncertain answers, discouraging requests for completed work, and checking the official course page before repeating a deadline.
Codes assigned: assignment clarification; deadline checking; missed-class information; professor avoidance; informality; speed; reading; reactions; reassurance; shared frustration; humor; notification stress; misinformation; academic-integrity concern
Analytic memo: P3 contains the clearest evidence that the genre boundary must be negotiated. The same informal space can support peer translation, spread incorrect information, or shift toward answer sharing.


Participant P4 Interview Record
Interview date: 23 July 2026
Time: 3:15 p.m.
Method: In-person interview
Approximate duration: 16 minutes
Participant context: Current junior; has used GroupMe and Discord; described self as mostly a reader.
Paraphrased interview notes
1. Platforms: Used GroupMe for large classes and Discord when a smaller group wanted separate channels for assignments and general conversation.
2. Common messages: Most useful messages were reminders, clarification of assignment steps, and brief summaries for absent students. The participant also noticed casual conversation increasing near exams.
3. Why ask peers first: Would ask peers first when expecting a yes-or-no answer or when unsure whether a concern was shared. Preferred an instructor email for grading disputes or anything requiring an exception.
4. Reactions and short replies: Viewed reactions as confirmation that several people had the same interpretation. Used a reaction instead of repeating an answer that another student had already given.
5. Participation style: Mostly read and reacted. Answered selectively when certain. Said the chat was useful even without posting because earlier questions created a searchable record.
6. Emotional or social support: Shared confusion helped normalize difficulty. A small amount of humor made the group feel less formal and made the participant more willing to ask later.
7. Problems and boundaries: Muted a GroupMe because notifications became constant during an exam week. Did not remember a specific incorrect answer or integrity problem. The participant sometimes checked the chat only once per day after muting it.
8. Improvement: Preferred separate channels or clear norms that keep urgent course information from being buried under unrelated messages.
Codes assigned: assignment clarification; deadline checking; missed-class information; professor avoidance; informality; speed; reading; reactions; answering selectively; reassurance; shared frustration; humor; notification stress
Analytic memo: P4 provides the strongest example of participation through reading and reacting. The searchable history and shared questions mattered more than producing many original posts.


Participant P5 Interview Record
Interview date: 23 July 2026
Time: 3:37 p.m.
Method: In-person interview
Approximate duration: 17 minutes
Participant context: Current sophomore; used GroupMe and text-message threads; described self as mostly a reader.
Paraphrased interview notes
1. Platforms: Used GroupMe in larger courses and a text thread in one small project-based class.
2. Common messages: Remembered deadline reminders, assignment questions, and requests for notes after an absence. Most messages were brief and practical.
3. Why ask peers first: Used the group for reminders or to find where information was posted, but preferred asking the instructor when the wording of a requirement was genuinely unclear. The participant did not want to rely on classmates for a final interpretation of graded work.
4. Reactions and short replies: Read reactions as acknowledgment rather than proof that an answer was correct. Often reacted to a useful reminder without adding a separate message.
5. Participation style: Mostly read. Answered occasionally when the participant could point to an official announcement or assignment page.
6. Emotional or social support: Did not view the chat as an important source of reassurance or belonging. Preferred the chat when it stayed task-focused and found extended complaints distracting.
7. Problems and boundaries: Did not recall a specific instance of misinformation, notification overload, or answer sharing. The main concern was that students might rely on a peer summary without reading the original instructions.
8. Improvement: Suggested keeping the chat focused on locating and clarifying official information rather than replacing it.
Codes assigned: assignment clarification; deadline checking; missed-class information; informality; speed; reading; reactions; answering selectively
Analytic memo: P5 is an important exception. The participant valued speed and access but did not generally prefer peers over the instructor and did not describe emotional support. This limits any claim that all students use chats for the same reasons.
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