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This study investigated associations betweengrargroup scripted revision
activities and the outcome variables of holistiores and elaboration criterion scores on
a high-stakes community college writing exam. Tdwearch was designed as a quasi-
experimental study using students in five freshw@mnposition classes during one
semester. The purpose of the study was to explbether access to peer review through
scripted revision activities before and then duanggh-stakes writing exam may be a
valuable pedagogical method.

Data were collected from pretests and posttestdest observations, whole class
observations, and debriefing questions. Acrosd ilestudents in the five classes that

participated in the study, two of the classes pigited in pair scripted peer revision
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activities; two of the classes participated in graaripted peer revision activities; and
one of the classes conducted only self-review salipctivities. All scripts were
designed to focus on increasing the presence afatats of elaboration within
participant essays through problem-solving promptethe script.

Statistical data demonstrated that no significhiférences were present among
the scores of the groups. However, a correlatidredist between the rate of specific talk
about writing and holistic and elaboration scoees] the majority of participants

responded favorably to scripted revision activities
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CHAPTER |
INTRODUCTION
Overview
In the summer of 2000, | became employed as ahdangstructor for a
community college in southeast Alabama. As | bezé&miliar with the requirements
for both instructors and students in the freshnm@anposition classes, | began to have
concerns over the current traditionalist methodslus teach some classes and to test all
classes (i.e., instruction in these classroomsstémtbke place as lectures or question and
answer sessions and uses instructional methodesin&drce teacher-centeredness, while
de-emphasizing student interactions). The instvoat environment is somewhat rigid.
All classes use the same textbooks, teach the sgrae of formulaic essays, and exit test
all students with a pass/fail timed writing exarattts graded by an individual other than
the students’ instructor. As an instructor, | fduhis standardized form of composition
instruction contradictory to theory-based writimgearch, so | began looking for ways to
help my students create their own composing stylésn this standardized setting. |
encouraged my students to view and practice wram@ recursive process (e.g., Hayes
& Flower, 1981), gave my students opportunitiesstase their drafts (e.g., Beach, 1979;
Cooper, 1991; Nystrand & Brandt, 1989), and impletaé pair and groupwork (e.g.,

Baldwin, 2003; Beason, 1993; Bruffee, 1999) as wdHyarganizing the classroom.



Based on student surveys and my own observatiarastapparent that most of
my freshman composition students preferred thesabasn organization that fostered
recursiveness, revision, and the social natureriving instead of the classroom which
stressed writing as a product and as a solitargarat. With this information in mind, |
began to research the nature of cooperative/cabdive learning and how to promote
not merely interaction in groups but joint problewiving in groups. This research led
me to consider the times and phases in the wntingess and the ways in which my
groups worked together. Typically, my peer respesiew groups were most active
during the revision of completed first drafts, deegan to focus on ways to utilize this
phase to increase opportunities for joint probleviag among group members as they
worked to improve their drafts. Also, my studeméged question sets to guide their
revision activities, and | surmised that if | codilad or create acript to foster joint
problem-solving during revision, my students’ scoo@ essays could increase.
Additionally, since one of the most basic shortamgsiassociated with freshman
composition writing is the lack of specific detgelg., Judy & Judy, 1981) or what
instructors in my institutional setting refer toehgboration, | decided to narrow my
focus to identifying or creating a script that ntighcrease opportunities for joint
problem-solving, encourage writers to increaseptiesence of signs of elaboration in
their essays, and result in higher scores on #ssiays and ultimately on their high-stakes
course exit exam.

Following the development and pilot testing ofe@V scripts, | designed three

scripts to use as part of a quasi-experimentalystddhe study, designed to explore



whether writing achievement may be enhanced byasing opportunities for joint
problem-solving using these specific scripts amelats of certain classroom work
arrangements, took place during three months ofacademic semester. In addition to
the quasi-experimental comparison of paired to kgnalp scripted group work that was
the heart of the study, | also analyzed the preaied posttest scores and rate-of-talk data
of the participants in five separate English Conitpws | classes to determine if students
in scripted pair work arrangements or scripted greork arrangements demonstrated
higher scores on writing exams than students watbpportunities for peer review. To
test the hypotheses | had derived, | identified tieatment groups with a third group
used for comparison purposes. Two classes coinsgitane treatment group used a
script designed for pairs; two classes constituéirsgcond treatment group used a script
designed for groups of four to five; and one classd a script designed for self-review
only and was used as the comparison group. Prédiagnostic) essays and posttest
(Exit) essays were scored and recorded by twosésed on a holistic writing scale for
overall achievement and on an analytic scale fesghecific criterion of signs of
elaboration. In addition, throughout the semeshbservational data were collected from
randomly selected pairs and groups in the treatciasses to analyze the rate of types of
talk that occurred. These data were used to deterwhether they might validate a
robust finding in the group processes literaturdefmed by Foschi & Lawler (1994) that
under the condition in which members of small tgslups see their tasks as an ill-
structured problem, group members’ rate of talltesl to the task predicts the

productivity of the group (Whyte, 2007). Specifigal analyzed the association



between the rate of specific talk about elaboragiot the scores on the posttest (Exit
Essay) both for holistic quality of the writing afat signs of elaboration. Results
indicate that while no significant difference wdsntified among the five classes, pairs

and groups with high rates of talk specific to elabion did make gains in their scores.

Scope of the Problem

Each academic term in community colleges and usities across the nation,
tens of thousands of students enroll in what isiztered a rite of passage in collegiate
academic life: freshman composition. This coutgaically claimed to be an intensive
study of and practice in effective expository anglianentative writing, is generally
proclaimed to serve as the foundation on whichesttglbuild their collegiate writing.
This rather daunting task is then coupled withdiversity inherent in each class.
Students bring to these composition classes tinégue experiences, beliefs, opinions,
and writing histories. Some come with a wealthvafing experiences while others have
little or no formal training in writing. To addre®oth ends of this experience spectrum,
composition instructors need instructional methibwds will provide all students with

access to make real gains in their writing abibtyer a short period of time.

Background

This instructional “seeking-out” of the most appiafe teaching methods has
been especially voluminous in the 25 years follgniHayes and Flower’'s (1981)

landmark study substantiating writing as a rec@rgirocess and not simply as the



production of a product. They conclude that watese a combination of cognitive
processes, which come to the foreground when anéesded. The findings of Hayes
and Flower (1981) have given rise to much inqunty ithe overall process of writing and
further into subprocesses such as generating idegféing, and revising. One
subprocess that has received and continues toreecrich focused attention is the
process of revision, or the revisiting of drafts tlee purpose of changing, rearranging, or
enhancing content. Research into revision hasredwe wide range of topics including
the methods students use to revise (e.g, BeacB,; NyBtrand & Brandt, 1989),
classroom organizations surrounding revision (€ggper, 1991; Hogan & Barnett,
1991, Zellermeyer & Cohen, 1996), and various utdtonal procedures used regarding
the revisiting of drafts (e.g, Coleman, 1987). @aHy and practitioner studies have
ranged across academic levels, various ways ofdibyrarganizing the classroom, and
various revision procedures; however, within thdybof revision research, results have
indicated that students can exhibit increased a&ehient when they receive oral and/or
written feedback regarding their drafts (e.g. Benri®91; Carifo, Jackson, & Dagostino,
2001; Hull, Rose, Fraser, Castello, 1991; Wei Z995), collaborate with peers during
revision (Dale, 1994; Higgins, Flower, & Petragli®91), and engage in activities that
promote the process of working together to create knowledge (Whyte, 2007),
referred to in the group processes literature (G&€ohen, 1991) as joint problem-
solving.

One type of revision activity that may offer stutietihe opportunity to receive

feedback, collaborate, and engage in joint proldeiaing is working in pairs or small



groups to complete a writing task. Though the pduces studied have varied for each
activity, empirical studies have indicated thatstuts can increase achievement when
these particular conditions for productive smatiugrs are met (e.g, Beason, 1993;
Whyte,2007). Classroom arrangements that allowestiscto work together to complete
tasks have demonstrated positive results acrossuthieulum (Deering & Meloth, 1993;
Guity, 2004; Hiltz, Coppola, Rotter, & Turoff, 1998nd have been noted in high school
and college writing classes as well (Albertson Bradwitz, 2001; Hooper, Ward,
Hannafin, & Clark, 1989; Sailor, 1996).

One method with documented positive results aalsssplines is the use of
some type of script (Dale, 1994; Hall & Sidio, 1998ebb, Troper & Fall, 1995). What
| am defining as acript has been referred to in composition studies bgreety of names
such as “guide” (Dale, 1994, p. 339), “agenda” (Y¢hp007, and “planner’s
blackboard” (Higgins, Flower, & Petralia, 1991,5). For this study, the defining
characteristic of a script is that the script corsa set of instructions within a specific
task. Further, to incorporate the aspects of faekibcollaboration, and joint problem-
solving needed for this study, a high-quality stiggrequired. A high-quality script is a
set of instructions within a specific task withtig@es that promote attentiveness from
members, that promote spoken interaction amongeathbers, and that foster joint
problem-solving, and their use in groupwork hasmbessociated with achievement in

writing (Barnes, 1990; Mancine, Hall, Hall, & Stertyel 998; Whyte, 2007).

! | argue that the Whyte’s (in press) term “agerfddl$ within the definition of a script as it guslevriting
instruction and am thus reframing the Whyte stuslp atudy of two contrasting types of scripts.
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While revision activities, in varied forms and shdy varied instructional
procedures, have been the subject of inquiry, dtieeomost demanding and uncertain
aspects of generating and then revising writinghetation, has not been as studied.
Elaboration is defined for the purpose of this gtad features of writing and of oral
communication that support, refute, explain, og bieyond a statement. Elaboration is
also generally referred to by practitioners asgin@ntity and quality of specific
supporting detail that a writer offers as evideforeclaims. No previous research has
inquired into what way or ways of organizing thesiiman composition classroom

specifically foster elaboration to increase achmegst.

Need to Study the Problem

Educational psychologists and sociologists hang ltiscussed and investigated
ways of organizing classroom work that promote imccease student achievement. One
approach to organizing work in the classroom has lte identify the nature of the work
to be completed and how the nature of the taskexisrio work arrangements (Cohen,
1992). Extensive theory and applied research bamsidered what are productive
classroom work arrangements for the kind of task ithreferred to as an “ill-structured
problem.” Cohen (1992) defines ill-structured gembs as ones that do not have clear-
cut answers or procedures, and Kitchner (1983ndsfill-structured problems as those
for which there can be multiple solutions, differpathways or procedures to reach a
solution, or no solution at all. Many types of sohwriting can be classified as ill-

structured since even in highly constrained simgtede, formulaic school genres of



writing, focusing on more engaging prose versugdigial and mechanical writing in
these school genres does constitute ill-structpretdlem-solving. Additionally, there is
not a fixed sequence of subtasks and steps thaistently and unfailingly lead to a high-
quality text. Even writing that is taught througlormula approach such as a five-
paragraph essay format with strict guidelines &wag organization and time constraints
has elements that can be considered ill-structuiiéuls study relied on the claim that
skilled writers’ composing processes during formulariting involve some
recursiveness and allow individual student pathéoend product that cannot
productively be pre specified. Therefore, a formuéssay qualifies as involving an ill-
structured task.

During the composing process of a formulaic esslailed writers may move
back and forth between ideas and drafts beforénthkeversion is completed (Albertson,
2000; Baines, 1999). The end product may be ddlyidkfferent with each version,
especially considering style, language, and cont@dditionally, the decisions writers
make about the best ways to elaborate their ideadifficult to fit into a formula.

Writers may identify more than one possible waglaborate their ideas that creates an
opportunity to determine the most appropriate pdtherefore, the ill-structured task of
writing, specifically the manner in which writerscorporate the element of elaboration
during the development of a formulaic essay, latsadf to investigation.

Alongside focus on the nature of the workhie tradition in the social sciences of
group processes research, approaches to orgammankgpatterns have been identified

and investigated by researchers and practitionetisei field of composition studies.



These further studies indicate that establishingngrclassroom arrangements that
promote recursiveness and provide opportunitieseiasion activities through peer
response (e.g. Beason, 1993; Hogan & Barnett, 1&91 yesult in gains in writing
achievement. This same type of classroom orgaaizatith structures added to enhance
elaboration can also improve achievement (SteiiQL9Additionally, some of these
studies have focused on small group organizatiantgpe of classroom organization that
has demonstrated gains in writing achievement,(Bae, 1994; Deering & Meloth,

1993; Higgins, Flower, & Petraglia, 1991). Thigdt investigated how the organization
of small group work relates to writers’ successt@boration as an ill-structured element

of timed, formulaic writing.

Conclusions from Literature

Based on findings from the past three decadesginerbnclusions may be drawn
regarding environments conducive to increasingf@rtunities for developing signs of
elaboration in student essays through the expexiefiscripted collaboration. Figure 1
illustrates the relationship that may exist betweeting classrooms that encourage joint
problem-solving, promote writing as a recursivegass, emphasize the subprocess of
revision, provide opportunities for peer collabarat and foster opportunities for joint

problem-solving to enhance elaboration ankievement in writing.



Figure 1: Environment conducive to development of signs of elaboration in writing

Classroom
organized to
engender joint
problem-solving

Emphasis on
revision

Writing as a
recursive
process

Elaboration and
joint problem-
solving

Peer
collaboration
opportunities

Gains in
achievement

Gap in empirical literature

There is no existing research reporting achieveraliotving participation in
peer revision activities prior to and then durinigigh stakes writing exam when a high-
quality script results in joint problem-solvingitcrease elaboration. Additionally, one
dimension of the design of high-quality scriptedbelration that has not previously been
isolated as a variable is the size of the peerdasip. It is these gaps in the literature on

college writing instruction that | sought to addres
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Restriction of Problem

Since empirical research on skillful writing indiea composition should be
taught as a process that results in a product, inflaence does a switch from the
process-oriented teaching method to a product-methfenal exam assessment method
exert on the grades of freshmen composition sts@edpecifically, what is the
difference between the scores of students withssctmemultiple peer opinions of what
good writing should be and the scores of studehts mave limited or no access to peer
feedback on signs of elaboration in students’ ngi#

To study effects of access to multiple peer opigion high-stakes test scores, |

implemented a quasi-experimental study, betweessdasign.

Research Questions

What are the gains in achievement in writing inghgdon the criterion of
elaboration of freshman college students who hadedtcess to multiple peer opinions?
Does scripted talk with two or more peer resporglpnbduce greater achievement than
students who work alone? Does scripted talk witke¢ or more peer respondents
produce greater gains in holistic scores and inescfor the criterion of signs of
elaboration than those who work with only a pariner
This study tested the following hypotheses:

Null Hypothesis There is no difference in the gains in overalitwg achievement or on

the criterion of signs of elaboration of the thgeeups taking the exam. Comparison

Class, Pair Peer Review (PPR) Treatment, Group Redew (GPR) Treatment.

11



Alternate Hypothesis:IStudents in Pair Peer Review (PPR) with a stoijpbster joint

problem-solving will show greater gains in writinghievement and elaboration than the
comparison group.

Alternate Hypothesis:ZStudents in Group Peer Review (GPR) with a stapbster

joint problem-solving will show greater gains initivrg achievement and elaboration
than the pair response group.

Alternate Hypothesis:3Students in Group Peer Review (GPR) with a stapbster

joint problem-solving will show greater gains initivrg achievement and elaboration

than the comparison group.

Strengths

Since a true experiment is not possible in theggalls educational setting, a
guasi-experimental design was the most appropdiegegn to use. The posttest design
that | employed allowed for control of threatsnernal and external validity to be
addressed by randomly assigning the treatmentseladting participants from the entire
English Composition | population. Campbell and &gr§1996, p. 205) remark that
qguasi-experimental designs are “well worth emplgywhere more sufficient probes are
unavailable.” Through the debriefing questions ahsgervation notes, | substantiated that
participation in revision activities did occur. Alsall instruments were identical

throughout the study.
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Limitations

The limitations of the study include that it wag adrue experiment with random
selection; therefore, group comparability regardstglent characteristics cannot be
assured. Further, the treatments and comparisss cbnditions were deliberately not
randomly assigned among all possible compositistructors. Also, the sample size is
somewhat small.

History of the participants was a limitation in thiae participants entered the
study with varied composition backgrounds. Finalhe study took place over only one
academic semester, and it can be difficult to deit®e gains in writing achievement or

predict future gains in achievement over such @didntime period (Applebee, 2000).

Definition of Terms

1. Early in Course writing- Three-hour writing examanéhe beginning of the term
written on a topic not announced before the exam.

2. Elaboration- Oral and/or written communication teapports, refutes, explains,
or cites beyond a statement.

3. End of Course writing- Three-hour writing exam ntree end of the term written
on a topic not announced before the exam.

4. High-quality script- A set of instructions withinspecific task that has features
that promote attention from members, encourageaaten among all members,

and foster joint problem-solving.
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5. lll-structured task- Tasks for which there can hdtiple high-quality solutions,
different pathways to reach a high-quality solutionno solution at all.

6. Joint-problem solving- The process of students \wgrkogether to construct new
knowledge in the pair or group.

7. Low-quality script- A set of instructions withinspecific task that requires
participants check off a list for completion andpoovides merely for simple
exchange of resources, not fostering joint probssiving.

8. Peer review- The exchange of student drafts foptirpose of providing
feedback which can be both oral and written.

9. Productivity- (In the context of achievement). Dieygnent of rhetorical
proficiency in school genre writing as indicateddzpres on direct tests of
writing.

10.Reciprocal interdependence- Students within agragroup provide input to each
other and individual outcomes can be affected byatttions of the others.

11.Revision- Revisiting of drafts for the purpose bhoging, rearranging, or
enhancing content.

12. School genre writing- Writing that is based on peed experience and includes
types of writing such as explanation, definitiolassification, division,
comparison/contrast, and/or description.

13. Script- Any set of instructions within a specifask.
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CHAPTER I
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE
Overview
The literature review for this study is broad ioge as several key areas
involving the teaching of writing must be addrestegdrovide a foundation for the
context of this particular study. Each area cotswetth the others and serves as a part of
the whole. The review begins with a discussiothefnature of writing in school genres,
followed by a brief historical perspective, andrttobaracterizes current trends in
conceptualizing the writing process as it relatemstruction. It then moves into review
of literature on the subprocess of revision ancisipally on revision as a social part of
the writing process. The latter portions of theieavdiscuss the specific aspect of signs
of elaboration in writing and whether or not recuesnriting processes can be fostered
through the use of high-quality scripts, in classnoenvironments that require the
production of formulaic products for assessmertte fieview of literature ends with a
discussion of the theoretical framework that eme@gethe appropriate framework for

the study.

The Nature of Writing in School Genres

Beginning in the late 1960s and early 1970s, altgn began to occur in

recommended ways to teach writing (Hairston, 19&2jther than viewing writing as the
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production of a draft, researchers (e.g., Hayedoer, 1981) and practitioners (e.g.,
Judy & Judy, 1981) began to herald writing as & tasre complex than the school genre
often calledessays produced with an algorithmic set of instructionsisingle period of
time using a specific method. This new approadhéaeaching of writing encouraged
research into how writing as a task should be desgibeyond its end product and what
actually occurs as writers write.

As this line of research on writing processes gédiinto the 1980s and 1990s,
especially in academic settings (Haugen, 1991¢arebers (e.g., Whyte, 2007) looked
into the nature of the overall task and began szdlee writing asll-structured in nature,
or as a task without clear-cut answers or proced{@ehen, 1992). The term ill-
structured had been used in the early 1980s byiéic(1983) to identify problems for
which there can be multiple high-quality solutiamrano solution at all and for which
there may be different pathways/procedures to radulgh-quality solution. Researchers
such as Whyte (in press) have argued that praotitiocannot develop algorithms that
students can use to complete high-quality writimghe genres written in English
courses (in the case of Whyte’s (in press) reseandhigh schools).

In contrast, well-structured problems have absbfuterrect and single solutions
(Kitchner, 1983). These types of tasks can bediwaown into a fixed sequence of
subtasks and steps that consistently lead to the gaal. There is a specific, predictable
algorithm that can be followed, one that enabledestts to obtain the same result each
time they perform the algorithmic operations. Mwsiting tasks, however, even when
major elements of the structure of the writing j|are specified, cannot be reduced to a

fixed series of steps that yield the same quadisult each time. Researchers (e.g.,
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Whyte, 2007) suggest that many types of writingiadeed ill-structured tasks that
cannot be broken down into a fixed sequence ofeslastand steps that consistently and
unfailingly lead to a high-quality text.

The description of writing in school (and more speally in a high school or
lower division college English classes) as ill-stuwed in nature is but one result of the
30-year revolution within the teaching of compasiti Early research (Hayes & Flower,
1981) launched a new paradigm of writing instruttiobat emphasized how skilled
writers move through the creation of a draft byhestrating what has become known as

the writing process.

Writing Process

The phrasevriting process is a concept describing cognitive processes tat ¢
occur during writing. This process is describedHayes and Flower (1981) as a set of
mental operations that a writer can use at any tloreng drafting. In their landmark
study of how skilled writers compose, Hayes andvelo(1981) found that experienced
writers combine elements of all phases of the mgiprocess in complex, yet identifiable
ways as they move toward a completed document.nibis layered and recursive
process, often flowing back and forth in severeg¢clions at the same time, is utilized by
experienced writers as well as novice writers,|étier being typical of freshmen
composition classes (Hayes & Flower, 1981). Tdoairsive writing process consists of
a non linear, non algorithmic set of events ocoagrin no specific order but proceeding
in a manner that is determined by writers’ goalgg@h & Freedman, 1991) as the

following flow chart (Figure 2) illustrates.
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Figure 2: One possible example of a recursive process of writing
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Hayes and Flower’s (1981) findings produced a gdswell of support for a

change in the way writing was being taught, andasshers such as Hairston (1982)

predicted that the “winds of change” (p. 121), tijoin their beginnings, were bringing a
stronger focus on the process approach from pi@etits, researchers, and theorists. In

the years following Hairston’s (1982) article, largcale research such as that by the

National Writing Project (2006) as well as univerddased empirical (e.g., Brunk-

Chavez & Martin, 2002; Perl 1997) and practitiofi@rooks, 2001; Gillespie, 2001

Humes, 1983) research has validated skillful wgitim school genres as a recursive

process while others have focused on whether tgtgiteachers in how to teach writing

as a process actually relates to increased stadbrdvement in writing (Allen, 2003).

17




One such example of research into teaching thengndrocess, a large
assessment study, offered anecdotal evidence fmdupe effectiveness of exposing
writing teachers to the concept of recursive wgtomocess. Allen (2003) focused on
evaluating the success of NWP programs in the Department of Defense Dependent
Schools. These schools serve more than 80,000mttudeross an expanse stretching
from Iceland to Okinawa. In recent years, assestsm# students in that school system
had shown that nearly 82 percent of its fifth, éigland tenth graders scored at the
proficient level or above on four types of writirgatobiographical incident, report of
information, problem solution, and observationleAl(2003) claimed that this
achievement rate could be attributed to the NW®'pracess approach workshops held
during the mid-1990s for school system teacherserd were, however, no control
variables in the design of Allen’s (2003) study.

This process approach to teaching writing, which has become a prevagbeattice
in the U.S. through the influence of the Nationaitig Project (Pritchard & Honeycultt,
2006), has been studied in a variety of ways. ddmmon thread among these various
process-approach methods is that writing teacleesgnize that during the process
writers may engage in many types of activities saglplanning, drafting, revising,
editing, and publishing as they compose (Dyson &Bman, 2003). These
subprocesses have been the subject of many enhgiickes (e.g., Bender, 1989;
Calkins, 1982; Perl, 1997; Wei Zhu, 1995), and maicthis research places specific

emphasis on the importance of one subprocessionvis
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Revision

One of the primary subprocesses typically iderdifreempirical research on the
writing process is revision—or a revisiting of dsafor the purpose of changing,
rearranging, or enhancing content. This subprocasoccur at any time during the
writing process (Hayes & Flower, 1981), and magwofiead, practitioners and
researchers have asserted, to better, more sutsstantt more productive prose (Murray,
1997) and increase performance on achievement mesad@each,1979; Cooper, 1991;
Nystrand & Brandt, 1989). Students’ revision ofitlveriting in school genres has
become recommended as an integral part of writiagscoom instruction at all levels
(NCTE, 2004).

Within the last three decades as explicit provisitmencourage revision have
become more common in writing instruction, manyeegshers (Hogan & Barnett, 1991;
Hull, Rose, et al., 1991; Nystrand, 1984; Wychet8ni995; Zellermeyer & Cohen,
1996) and composition instructors (Bruffee, 1996tethan, 1987; Judy & Judy, 1981,
Schaffer, 1996; Sitko, 1992; Sommers, 1978) hapareded the concept of revision
beyond the single student to involving a more dqmacess. Many foundational studies
(Beach, 1979; Cooper, 1991; Nystrand & Brandt, J9&80least to some degree, discuss
revision as a social process by suggesting thasidam work arrangements which allow
access to the resource of others’ ideas can impghevguality of students’ writing. These
foundational researchers and widely read pracgtiohave also discuss how students’
revision can be furthered. As early as 1973, ®lho his bookWriting Without
Teachers, stated that the interaction between writer ardieance is a basic component of

writing. He writes the following directly to writs:
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If you are stuck writing or trying to figure somatg out, there is nothing better
than finding one person, or more to talk to. Hyldon’t agree or have trouble
understanding, so much the better—so long as thieids are not closed...Two
heads are better than one because two heads cancorakcting material

interact better than one head usually can. (p. 49)

In the 1980s Gere (1987) echoed this idea wheramenented that no writer
ever truly composes in solitude because everyamritiork is the result of social
interaction and is therefore a social process.dfdklLunsford (1985), basing their
assumptions on research to the mid 1980s, clailredthe concept of authorship as
inherently single or solitary is both theoreticallgive and pedagogically flawed” (p.
120). Into the new century, Ross and Thomas (20@&n that group peer review of
writing is one of the most widely practiced fornfscollaboration in the college setting.

Prior to this decades-long expansion, if revisimese required, they were to be
completed by the student alone (Hillocks, 1995; €INL998). Therefore, the prospect of
seeking input from a peer was typically not pargeherating a final draft. As the field of
composition studies grew, so did the need for nethods of writing instruction
(Bauman, 1998). The traditional product-orientedrapch was supplanted by
recommendations for a process-oriented approa¢hpseiiminary work that was a part
of and not the end product. Therefore, revisiorthyeer input, became an important part
of the overarching writing process in practitioaed empirical literatures. This emphasis
on peer response/review implies that joint prob&atving in order to revise will be more
effective than independent revision because it

» reflects the social nature of skillful writing, imding school genres (Ferris

& Hedgcock, 1998; Gere, 1987; Ross & Thomas, 2003);
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* increases student awareness of audience (Darle®®,; Gere, 1987)

» can give students confidence in the value of tbwin words and ideas
(Bruffee, 1999);

* can give students opportunities to rehearse changdhsir own writing by

participating in discussion of others’ writing (@ahan, 1987).

Collaborative Learning through Peer Groups

One way of moving away from independent revisiod @ncouraging revision
through interaction among students has been thefyseer review groups (including
students exchanging their work and providing feellia one another on writings)
designed to enhance knowledge through collaboréBafdwin, 2003; Beason, 1993;
Bruffee, 1999; Roschelle, 1992). PractitionersdRarsd Thomas (2003) argue that peer
review partnerships and groups provide opportusitie college students to learn from
each other, especially by reviewing drafts prioreaision.

In addition to providing a wider audience than othlg instructor, peer review
workshops may offer safety in numbers to many wsi{&urray, 2003). In other words,
the draft may be commented on several times amal leyenultiple peer reviewers before
the instructor gives the final evaluation (Bruff@®899). As a method of writing
instruction, this collaborative form of learningopmotes new learning through an
exchange of ideas and possible better understandlimige’s own personal writing (Ross
and Thomas, 2003). The group may become a safe faxchange ideas and establish

collective understanding (Baldwin, 2003). Througiiaboration, students may construct
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shared meanings for concepts, conversations, greftiexnces (Brown & Palincsar, 1989)
and then may transfer the collective knowledge intlividual writing.

Further, high school and college student writery gein confidence through the
social dynamic that can be developed through higdlity peer interaction (e.g., Ferris &
Hedgcock, 1998; Gere & Abbott, 1985; McCarthy, 198his interaction, which may be
found in peer response groups, peer writing groaps,peer review groupéGere,

1987), allows writers to experience the proces$awoiry, clarification, and elaboration
that are necessary for successful writing, inclgdiohool genres (McCarthy, 1987).
Improvement of student writing becomes possiblthaglistance between reader and
writer is reduced (Gere, 1987); student awarenkasdience is increased (Darling,
1992); and student opportunity to rehearse chaimgdeir own writing by participating

in discussion of others' writing is enhanced (Ca@&anil987). Through these interactions,
like peer response (Gere, 1987) peer review mayigedhe opportunity for student

writers to receive unspecified reaction to theiitiwg from other student writers.

Benefits of Collaboration

While participating in contexts promoting interactj a number of empirical
studies in classroom settings across the curricllave indicated that individuals can
learn by explaining material to other group memiaard, to a lesser extent, by receiving
explanations from other students as evidenced dhematics learning (e.g., Webb,

1980, 2001). Providing explanations, or in thenegl® of writing classes, elaborations,

2 Peer review groups are one of the most commordyl usganizational structures in composition classes
They are groups of two or more students who readeact to each other’s work with enhanced writing
quality as a primary goal.
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whether to help others or to defend ideas, encegrtte explainer to reorganize and
clarify material, recognize misconceptions andifilgaps in his or her own
understanding, and develop new perspectives anerstathding as a result (Bargh &
Schul, 1980). On the other side of the interagtieneiving explanations may benefit the
receiver by filling in gaps in his or her understany, correcting misconceptions, and
strengthening connections between new informati@hpevious learning (Wittrock,
1990). In fact, according to Vedder (1985), Web®932), and Webb, Troper, & Fall
(1995), across school subject areas, students edsive explanations will benefit most if
they then use the explanations to solve problenpedorm tasks for themselves.

The use of writing collaborations to provide feetlba student pairs or groups as
a beneficial writers’ resource is a feature of presiday college classrooms as part of the
essay-writing process (Hodges, 2002; Storch, 2008ny composition scholars and
practitioners have made assertions about the pattérinteractions in these groups.
Early findings reported that individuals in growph varying achievement levels can
serve as more capable peers who help classmatdsthesar creative, individual
potentials in writing tasks (e.qg., Bruffee, 1984teEX: Lunsford, 1985; Gere, 1987).
Bruffee (1983) emphasizes the value of the so@tine of public writing, a condition he
identifies as common in non academic settings. igees for students to be public with
their writing to receive feedback, and he maintdina public writing in classrooms helps
to deemphasize teacher authority and promotesrdtudéers’ abilities to see
themselves as responsible writers and to viewngi#is a social activity.

Within the specific context of a ninth-grade Enlgligriting classroom, students

who provided and received explanations, or feedb@garding their own writing and on
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the writing of others, increased their content klealge and subsequently improved their

writing skills (Dale, 1994).

Benefits of Feedback during Collaboration

Characteristics of feedback writers receive areoitgmt aspects of writing
collaborations. Multiple studies of the influenadworal and written comments on
student writing have found associations betweerptbeision of peer feedback and
achievement in writingIn a case study of college freshman compositiodesits,
Bender’'s (1989) research on six college writergstigated the influence of peer and
teacher comments on writing achievement. The siigeéyg an editing guide, designed to
help students clarify and organize their ideas e&talyst for encouraging revision
among peers in addition to written teacher commentdrafts. The product-based
editing guide, which students used to form thempoents, focused attention on specific
sections of the draft such as the introductionybadd conclusion and on overall
mechanics. Bender (1989) found that students wgaged in a three-way written
dialogue (written comments based on the responsie fiom peers, teacher comments,
and self-evaluations) with the writer, peer editord teacher profited more in their
writing achievement on a variety of tasks than énako had only one source of
engagement.

While Bender’s (1989) study focused on multiplerses of feedback, other
studies have involved only peer review. Olson Raffeld (1998), looking at college
writers working on both formulaic and creative gasnents, distinguish between what

they term content versus surface feedback fromspe@ontent feedback challenges
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students to consider the validity of their idead arposes biases that often constitute the
foundation for these ideas. In contrast, surfaeellback is carried out in rote learning,
checklist fashion and focuses on how somethingit mther than what is said: for
example, on word choice, sentence structure, arathamécal style. Both types of
feedback, these authors suggest, may be intendattturage students to think critically
about the ideas they are expressing, with the bogteghese students will view their
argument from the perspective of the audience badagessed. Olson and Raffeld
(1998) reported that guidance on all types of wgithad an important place in increasing
writing scores, but without a parallel focus on tem, surface feedback is of quite
limited benefit in that students who focused ontysarrface feedback earned lower scores
on writing tasks. Similarly, Sitko (1992) foundllege freshmen’s achievement on
holistically graded formulaic essays was associaf#idthe use of oral feedback from
classroom peers to revise. Minchew & McGrath’s @0fuasi-experimental study found
that freshman expository composition writers, wgtan instructor-prescribédrmulaic
essay and working with randomly assigned revisiogigs receiving both oral and
written comments, exhibited significantly higheramescores on essays than writers who
worked alone. Further, Carifo, Jackson, & Dagas{2001) claim in their quasi-
experimental study of the effects of peer feedlmatkevising that community college
writers with access to specific peer feedback @ftslimproved their revising skills
(diagnostic and prescriptive) more extensively thaiters with less specific peer
feedback.

At the opposite end of the writing achievement spreae, other studies focus on

writing achievement in college remedial settinghill, Rose, Fraser, and Castello (1991)
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have found that both formulaic and creative writingdevelopmental learners steadily
improved when oral conversation and feedback fresrpwere part of the process.
Their observational study of college writers taegetlassroom conversation about
writing. Students were given several assignmewegs the course of the term, of which
most were teacher-prescribed and based on a respoagarticular reading. The
researchers noted characteristics of talk abouingrihese assignments such as
intonation, excitement, guessing, and silence.yToeinted the different characteristics
of talk present in the classroom and found thatestits who were highly engaged in the

whole-class conversations demonstrated steady wraprent throughout the term.

Effects of Group Size in Collaboration and Feedback

Social writing activities through which feedbacloif$ered can occur in various
groupings from two or three up to an entire classro For the purposes of this study, the
focus was narrowed to pairs and compared to grofifmur to five. Much anecdotal
evidence, based on social theory and gleaned femadks of observation, exists to
support revision of various types of writing in higchool through college settings and
across the curriculum through pairs (Hall, SididiH& Saling, 1996; Mancine, Hall,

Hall, & Stewert, 1998; Van Boxtel, Van Der Lindenk&anselaar, 1997) and groups
(Dale, 1994; Giraud, 1997; Webb& Palinsar, 2006 p¥/eet al., 1995). However,
limited empirical research exists clearly indicgtthe advantages of writing in pairs or
groups in college writing, and no empirical studiesnparing the effectiveness of pairs

to groups on formulaic writing tasks were noted.

26



When analyzing pair work in the lower division @ge composition classroom,
Storch (2005) found that in a study of college shtd co-writing a prescribed essay,
heterogeneous pairs produced shorter but bettey itekerms of task fulfillment,
grammatical accuracy, and complexity when comp#oeddividuals completing the
same tasks. In a case study related to pairs ancbtircept of shared knowledge,
Roschelle (1992) found that students who volunte&ravork together in pairs were able
to coordinate their constructions of knowledgedmeater gains on recall tasks and on the
discussion sections of written scientific reports.

In a study of larger groups, Bryan (1996) suggtsitheterogeneously assigned
writing groups of three to four increased the gyaidf writing in her rural community
college writing classes. She indicates that cor{gumtlity of support, effectiveness of
introductory and concluding paragraphs, and stglidtaracteristics such as word choice
and sentence structure) was enhanced once peersded the opportunity to comment
on essays through peer review sessions. Hodg82)afgues that working
collaboratively in groups can motivate college @nstin ways which encourage them to
redraft their work purposefully and explicitly imgsuit of particular creative effects
(memorable prose, vivid characters) as reflectetderwork of writers studying to be
English teachers. Her study focused on encouragiuents to share their narratives via
a class web page and receive feedback. Studempgyposted drafts and then received
feedback anonymously. Recommended classroom @eadtius continue to trend
toward writing classes as places where collabardtiactions as a vehicle to encourage
revision through recursive process, increase tladitgwf the creative content of all types

of writing, and improve student achievement.
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Effects of Group Size on Writing Quality

Another reported advantage to collaboration witieotwriters is enhanced
guality of student writing. Once students haveenesd reactions to their work, they may
internalize, through exploratory talk, the publckange of ideas into their own private
perspectives and be more likely to reconsider asitetheir positions (Barnes, 1990).

Both early and more recent studies indicate pasisults of incorporating peer
feedback into the composition classroom. GereAdiubtt (1985), in an observational
study of peer response groups, report that secpistizdents were motivated to revise
their writing and developed a sense of commuipgtause of their work in writing
groups. They claim that peer writing groups cay $dcused on discussions about
writing without the direct supervision of the teachin fact, their research showed that
group discussions where teachers are present \ereedt from those where teachers
were absent in that they were less formal and rilaely to include elaboration by
students on their suggestions and ideas.

Nystrand and Brandt (1989), in a qualitative staflgollege writers in their
major courses, indicated that students who padiegbin an innovative alternative to
regular class sessions that involved peer respgnosgs made greater improvements in
their writing as compared to writers whose work wieed only by the instructor.
Nystrand and Brandt (1989) report in detail througleotapes and transcripts of student
conversations on their research in the Expositoriiig Studio at the University of
Wisconsin, Madison. In the studio, “students mregtlarly in groups of four or five,
and the same groups meet three times a week aveothse of the term for the purpose

of sharing and critiquing another's writing” (p.80 These student volunteers, with no
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specific training of how to work in groups, prestir drafts each time they meet. The
instructor assigns few specific writing topics (egtto suggest that students write
representations of personal experiences, aboufisart, memorable, or important
events in their lives) and gives no checklistsgde in monitoring the discussions—
students are left much on their own, with “littleedtt instruction ... [or] teacher
intervention”; in their small groups, students tulel “to consider the extent to which the
author achieves his or her purpose; they are taaliscussing spelling, punctuation, and
usage” (p. 209). Nystrand and Brandt's reseanchddhat students who talk with each
other in these groups “learn to write better” tidanstudents who have had no access to
such talk (p. 209).

Wei Zhu (1995) found that college students whoipigdted in unscripted peer
response following training produced higher qualtyting than those writers who
worked from a low-quality instructor-provided sdrgonsisting of a sequence of generic
guestions for the groups to address. Sargent §189& quantitative study, focused on
the effects of writers participating in peer respogroups. The groups of seven or eight
were assigned by previous achievement level asrdeted by the instructor from class
writing samples. Group members’ responsibilitiested as the group’s reader and
recorder of the other members’ “inkshedding” (p) 6 the provided report form. Her
findings indicated that high and low-achieving grswf students “became more fluent
writers—Iless apt to freeze on an essay exam, nibeg@write coherently under
pressure, more able to marshal supporting detaih the text to advance an argument or
develop an interpretation” (p. 51). She arguetdblatudents have conversations about

their writing, the task is put into a “more usedd legitimate context” when students
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“talk in the margins of the text” and “ground theasponses in the text and point to
particular passages” (p. 42-44).

Simmons (2003) studied how randomly assigned secgrahd college students
functioned in peer response groups that communlaateoss these two levels of
schooling and reported that students with expeeawarking in these groups were more
helpful in their responses and their feedback thase who had little or no previous
experience. His study allowed students from thé Bithool group to experience both
face-to-face response from their secondary peeat$emuback from college writers
through drafts posted on the Internet. The higioststudents also responded to the
drafts of the college writers. Students who reeeignd gave feedback in both settings
received higher scores on their writing qualityrtiséudents who only received teacher
feedback.

Simmons’ study also suggested that students cautdught to be better
responders and better writers through several tgabs including the following: sharing
their writing, clarifying evaluation versus respenmodeling specific praise, modeling
understanding, modeling questions, modeling suggestwhole-class response, partner
response, peer comment review, and response cooése

One instructional method that can provide oppotiesifor writers to become

better reviewers of peers’ writing is in the formnsaripted collaboration.

Providing Feedback through Scripted Collaborationm) Revision

One method of collaborative revision occurs whenspar groups of peers work

together from a guide or a script as they commardrafts. My broad definition of
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“script,” for the purposes of this study, outlifearner activities and specifies the goal
for group members to achieve (Borich, 1996), hatufes that allow participation from
all members, and provokes increased responsetioydar tasks (Cohen & Cohen, 1991,
cited in Whyte, 2007). Revision scripts in compiosi classes can range from simple
checklists and prompts to more elaborate sets edtopns for responders of drafts to
address. Beyond the use of the script as a gardevision of drafts, "scripted
cooperative learning" is a technigue commonly assed with reading comprehension of
an outside source, but it is a technique that neatlydnsferred to the reading and review
of student writing as the source text.

Scripted cooperative learning consists of a colgriahteraction among students as
they learn some body of text materidlall, et al. 1996), and its influence on achievaine
has reported mixed results. When studying outcawlased to writing, Cohen and
Cohen (1991) found that in groups addressing problénat the group members perceive
to be ill-structured, productivity in groups wittrigtures that require reciprocal
interdependence is dependent on the level of ictieraamong group members
themselves. Reciprocal interdependence, for thegses of this study, refers to students
who work together within a pair or group and shtaemon goals with each individual's
outcomes affected by the actions of the otherserdfbre, the level of interaction
students engage in within pairs or groups direafiyences productivity. Whyte (in
press) built on this proposition: “The joint profmesolving that is the task of a
reciprocally interdependent group connects the &xgh of task-related resources (e.g.,
talk about the task) with productivity” (p. 8). @iefore, features of high-quality scripts

should promote participation from all members, iatéion among all members, and
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foster joint problem-solving. Without this recijgadly interdependent problem-solving,
no negotiation of meaning and thus constructionraferstanding need occur despite the
presence of idea exchange.

Scripted cooperation implies the application otlesna (a cooperation script), i.e., a
set of rules and phases according to which theeratipn proceeds (O’'Donnell &
Dansereau, 1992) which may or may not stipulaegaence of actions. When working
in pairs, the following scripted interaction in pesise to a source text is suggested by
Dansereau &ohnson (1994):

1. Both learners read to a specified stopping point.

2. Both put the learning materials out of sight.

3. One learner explains what has been covered t@dthn, while the other

contributes by detecting and correcting errors.

4. Both learners look back through the material andlerfarther corrections and
decide on elaborations and strategies that wip) tedm remember the key
information.

5. They then switch roles and repeat steps 1 — 4.

A simple group example might be a heterogeneousisisson group, moderated
by a teacher who tries to structure the discusaiong a sequence of specific phases,
e.g., brainstorming, critique, and summary. A nmewphisticated cooperation script has
been proposed and tested by O’Donnell and Dans€t€82). The objective of the
cooperation is to summarize a text, consistingegesal sections. For each section, one
member of the heterogeneous learning group isredithe role of a “summarizer”
whose task is to produce a concise summary ofulremnt section. The other members
of the group take the role of “commentators” comtimgnand criticizing the summary.

With the following sections of the text, roles aweitched and another learner is assigned

the role of a summarizer; this continues untilwhmle text is processed. This method
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may be used within the writing classroom as wethwgtudent drafts serving as the
source texts. Commentary would focus mainly ontajae of the work rather than a
summary.

Other variations of scripted cooperation have tstadied by Slavin (1995) and
Mancine, Hall, & Hall (1998). In the Mancine et @1998) study, the researchers, in a
college psychology class, focused on a guided tsieigraction in dyads using open-
ended questions as the form of the script. Thpgrted positive results from subjective
student responses to questionnaires following thigity. However, they did not discuss
achievement benefits. Empirical evidence with eespo positive effects on knowledge
acquisition and cooperation competence of scripesd interaction across school
subjects levels and subjects is mixed, though gdélgesupportive (O’'Donnell &
Dansereau, 1992; Slavin, 1995).

Classroom composition practitioners use a vaoéscripts or guides to
encourage peer review and ultimately writer revisid hese peer response scripts can be
generalized to be appropriate for most any typerdafng (Connelly, 2006, p. 651,
Wyrick, 1999, p. 116), or they may be coordinatedsipecific assignments (Ferris &
Hedgecock, 1998). Scripts also may be very stradtin sequence as the group
members navigate through the items (Freedman, 138¥gnk & Albertson, 1977), or
they may be less formal and uniform in the respeonaener (Deering & Meloth, 1993).

As early as the 1970s, scripts were being advoaateabs school subjects as
beneficial to learning. For example, Schank anoeAlon (1977) claimed that a
sequenced script has positive implications for d@dd high school students in the

context of collaborative learning. They encouratieduse of routine procedures to aid
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in the performance of learning tasks and positatidirsequenced script can become
internalized and can provide a model for learneffsifure situations. In the late 1980s,
practitioners Collins, Brown, & Newman (1989) ectidkis advocacy of sequenced
scripts in an essay promoting the teaching of mgiand other disciplines as a craft.
These authors claimed that a sequenced script,oppibrtunities for joint problem-
solving including the generation of new ideas all asethe increased elaboration of
already included ideas, can help learners perfagkstlike an expert.

Thus, to perform like an expert on ill-structuredks such as writing, students
need high-quality scripts which offer opportunittedoster the element of joint problem-

solving within the collaboration.

High-Quality Scripts

Evidence of scripted pair and groupwork increasituglent achievement when
provisions for joint problem-solving are incorpadtinto what | have defined as
“scripting” (i.e., with or without sequencing ofehiopics students will address) has
accrued across school subjects and across secpaddrgollege settings (e.g., Dale,
1994; Hall & Sidio, 1996). When studying outcomelaited to writing, Cohen and
Cohen (1991) found that provided participants beddsk at hand as the equivalent of an
ill-structured problem, productivity in groups wistructures that required reciprocal
interdependence was dependent on the level ofictien among group members. The
Cohen & Cohen (1991) and Whyte (in press) findicags be interpreted to indicate that
features of high-quality scripts for peer collakioma on writing that create reciprocal

interdependence, and thus not only exchange ofiress and interaction among all
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members but also joint problem-solving can be etqueto promote oral and written

elaboration in school genres of writing.

Effectiveness of High-Quality Scripts

Research results on the use of scripts to entteaguality and amount of task-
related talk within pairs and groups collaboratestudent writing, have been mixed
(Deering & Meloth, 1993; Freedman, 1987; Higginewer & Petraglia, 1991). Scripts
to guide peer review designed as a list of questioninteraction and exchange without
structures in the environment to foster joint pesbisolving tend to demonstrate little
joint problem-solving among group members and éesdence of increased elaboration
(Freedman, 1987; Wei Zhu, 1995). Three studig¢lerfield of composition are
available to analyze joint problem-solving throyzger response using a script.

In Freedman’s (1987) ethnographic study of two Bamcisco Bay Area high
school ninth grade English classes, she notedsthgits consisting solely of a sequence
of specific questions or prompts generated lititgkquality talk between students and
seemed to turn the focus from responding to studetihg into responding for the
teacher. Students were asked to prepare an aiiéss-“interview” paper based on an
interview with a classmate. Heterogeneous respgrsgs were established in the class
and a response sheet was given to guide peer mspéive specific questions were
used: 1.What did you think of the introductionPy¥

2. What is the most interesting part of the papeiy?

3. What is the part that needs the most work? Why?
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4. Help the writer identify any places where thisraot enough “showing” or too

much “showing.”

5. Identify the focus of the paper as you undegito

Each student read his/her draft aloud and thenksgecompleted the scripts.
Students could make oral comments about the p#pbesy chose to do so. Freedman
(1987) found that students completed the shealgasted by the teacher with little
additional oral or written elaboration beyond tis¢eld questions and with little joint
problem-solving observed.

In the Higgins et al. (1991) observational studyirst-year college writers,
researchers analyzed the relationship betweenboodéive planning and critical
reflection on essays. Students were assignedrarjt criticism paper in which they were
to “transform source texts in a purposeful, rhetrnvay” (p. 7). The students were
assigned to pairs and worked from a script thatfbadspecific areas and was referred to
as a “planner’s blackboard.” The blackboard focusediscussing four main points in
the essays: 1. purpose, 2. key point, 3. audiemmk4. text conventions. Students were
directed to focus on those four specific areasndupeer response and to offer both oral
and written feedback to the writers. By incorpmmgthe specific “key point” area, the
planner focused attention on elaboration of theaer@rof students’ writing for both the
writer and the peer reviewer, thus encouragingidenation and discussion from both
views. The student conversations about their sinaéire recorded, transcribed, and then
coded to analyze reflective comments (i.e., idgmiibblems, search for and evaluate
alternate plans, and to elaborate ideas throughaegs of justification) and students’

plans for writing were holistically rated for qugli Higgins et al. (1991) reported a
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significant correlation between the amount of &flee conversation and the quality of
student plans. This correlation indicated the o@mce of joint problem-solving in the
pairs.

In a study on a different scripting approach used junior high school combined
science and writing assignment, Deering and Mdb#93) analyzed cooperative
learning in groups of four that focused on a sotezéand on writing a response to the
text through a script referred to as a “problenvisig) heuristic.” While many responses
to writing assignments focus on literary texts, Degand Meloth (1993) studied written
response to informational texts, specifically &ace text. The study concentrated on
teacher instruction in a problem-solving heurisin whether this heuristic was reflected
in the students' talk, the learning outcomes, aadstudents’ perception of the lesson(s).
The problem solving heuristic used involved studeasponding to and elaborating on a
problem in four ways that together, provide foripeacal interdependence as a feature of
the structure of these groups:

1. by generating or proposing an idea,

2. then negotiating (exchanging ideas about whdelas were most appropriate),

3. reacting to suggestions before

4. coming to a final recommendation about whethshould be included in the

group's response to the task.

Deering and Meloth (1993) reported that the stusipracticed joint problem-
solving (i.e., looked for explanations, evaluatealence, and drew conclusions) in the
cooperative group on tasks set by the teacherthayddid so with success. On a follow-

up survey of the activity, the students respondeitively to their experiences of
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receiving specific directions, in the form of theuhistic, from the teacher and to working
within a group to produce a product. They alspoesled favorably to producing the
product by implementing a range of problem-solstgtegies from the heuristic.

Findings from these key studies for middle schbhayagh college writing
instruction indicate scripts that are not simplgsgions to be answered but rather provide
for students’ perception of the task as an illsineed problem and for reciprocal
interdependence are more conducive to collabordtiaugh joint problem-solving
including the discussion of elaboration. Thereftwased on these findings, features of
high-quality scripts should include opportunities $tudents to work interdependently to
resolve an ill-structured task, to foster jointipeom-solving, and to provide

arrangements that encourage increased elaboration.

Elaboration
Communicating effectively as a writer is a primé&ugction of elaboration with
the amount of elaboration present in written tewtsether formulaic or non-formulaic,
often seen as an indication of writing ability (Bem Kraft, Glover, & Plake, 1986).
College composition researcher Stein (1990) say$alfowing of elaboration in any type

of writing:

Writing involves the generation of representatiohmeaning and then the
process of determining which representations mawgn purpose, fullness and
coherence as ideas develop. Again, the creatisnaf representations involves the
selection, organization, and connection of ideas.tBe writing process requires that a
student translates that private meaning into puwliterance. That is to say, the text she
produces must not only reflect understanding oftdipéc, it must also be shaped so that
the reader can draw on shared knowledge to getuti®r’s intended point. These two
goals—to say what is meant and to make that meauogssible—shape the
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representation of meaning as surely as schemag #féecreation of meaning during
reading. As the writer invents meaning, he drawsis experience of the world to
indicate what he believes to be most importantritevabout. As he adapts his prose for
an audience, he draws on stores of shared knowbstltjexperience—e.g. knowledge of
text structure conventions, of specific peopleigdudience, of experience with the
world, of rhetorical commonplaces—to build a reprgation of meaning that guides the
reader toward his intent (p. 8).

This intent to both say what is meant and makarteaning accessible helps
writers create new texts of their own from multipteurces which may include the texts
they are currently reading, conversations theyhakeng, and written comments they
are receiving about their own texts, as well ag then prior knowledge.
Readers/writertransform texts (Spivey, 1990) through the constructive tasks of
selecting, connecting, and organizing informatiamf source texts, conversations,
comments, and prior knowledge. This incorporatibprior knowledge is what Stein
(1990) refers to adaboration. This cognitive process is "the principle meapsvhich
information from memory is combined with sourcetteraterial in the reading process"
(p. 146). Elaborations during reading create al'pbideas from which to draw during
the writing process” (p. 147). In her quasi-expemtal study of 17 first-year college
composition writers, Stein (1990) found that whesrking with a reading-to-write
protocol, students were able to create and usemlabns in the reading portion, and

that transfer of elaborations did occur into théing portion, though not at the reading

level (80 percent versus 21 percent).

In a follow-up study to Stein (1990), Nunnally (B)$roposed that if students
were given more explicit instructions in the wrgiportion, more elaboration would be

transferred. For Nunnally’s (1996) study, elabioratvas defined as “the process of
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importing or tapping prior knowledge ideas durinfprmation processing; it involves
the writer using what he/she already knows durivegviriting process” (p. 231).
Through the prompt, she specifically stated whadents were expected to produce
from their essays and instructed them to “explaupport, refute, or cite.” She wanted
to assess the number of elaborative ideas gendyatie writer in the essay with
elaborative ideas identified as those using higghier knowledge of thoughts,
emotions, or experiences that were produced byestadluring their writing. Nunnally
(1996) reported that students in her study transfieover one third of the elaborations

from their reading to the writing portion.

In many college composition classrooms, elaboratiagtudent writing is also
identified by practitioners and composition textheus as “support” for the writer’s
ideas in the text (Cali, 2003; Connelly, 2006; V&kri2006). This support, according to
Cali (2003) must be sufficient and relevant in orideachieve the kind of meaning
Stein discusses. Connelly (2006) and Wyrick (2@&)m that meaning must be made
through the incorporation of specific examples datiils from personal experiences,
memories, observations, facts, statistics, reasarguments, testimony from
authorities, and research, depending on the aueli@nd the writer’'s purpose. In the
setting of the community college classes wherestidy was conducted, this
elaboration must present itself within the confioéa very rigid structure referred to as

the formulaic essay.
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Formulaic Writing

One form of writing that has been present in clamsrs for decades is formulaic
writing, or writing that consists of students begigen a highly specified format for
writing. Much of formulaic writing follows the beprint of the school genre known as
the five-paragraph essay or five-paragraph thentte this blueprint remaining constant
in combination with formulas that treat modes oitwg (compare/contrast, definition,
classification, division, cause/effect) as discisatkool genres. Practitioner Glenda Moss
(2002) has identified the typical formula for thneefparagraph essay as the following:
five paragraphs: an introduction, three body paplgs, and a conclusion. Each body
paragraph has an opening sentence and at leagetais to support the opening
sentence. Students tell what they will write abeautte about it, and then tell what they
wrote about. Moss (2002) goes on to recall thatilas a standard modeled in the 1950s
and 1960s when she was an elementary and secastddgnt; it was, however, only one
model of several. During the educational refornthef 1990s, however, this one mddel
seemingly became the only writing model for secomdahool, community college, and
lower division college students.

Because of accountability testing, the five parpgrassay has become so
prevalent in elementary and secondary classroohesia new nickname...the McEssay
(Black, 2001). Despite its widespread use, litigearch exists on formulaic writing

outside the areas of high-stakes and accountabgggssments. However, much

% This model also seems to have institutionalizésigbhool genre through the advent of state tdsts o
writing under the federal No Child Left Behind Aantd then through incorporation into SAT and ACT
sections of brief (i.e., 25 minutes) of writing Wiho evidence supplied to students and scoringraiand
benchmark papers that fail to reinforce good-quairsus low-quality development of an argument
(Hillocks, 2002).
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anecdotal evidence exists. Mark Wiley, a compmsitoordinator at a large university,
notes that the five-paragraph essay itself is m@{roblem. Instead, it is “...pedagogical
blindness that formulaic writing leads to” thathe problem (2000, p. 61). Wiley admits
teachers and writers can find a “life raft of sbntsthe FPE. He claims it can make “the
teacher's job easier (both to instruct and to a¥siegives students a starting point, and
in many cases the formula can result in increasedssment scores” (p. 63).
Composition teachers such as Thomas Nunnally (192dgest that even though
formulas may produce "bland but planned essaysy' thn also provide students with a
model of qualities of good writing (p. 69). In ailoh, Art Halbrook (1999), a writing
assessment specialist for GED, agrees that “awpitii@ template of formulaic writing is
not simple” (p. 8). Like Wiley and Nunnally, herags that formulaic writing is not
“altogether inappropriate” for beginners. But is Bxperience with GED essays, the
learners are, according to Halbrook, "shackledftara that denies that individual the

ability to grow and communicate as a writer" (p.9).

Formulaic Writing Instruction in the High SchooldaRreshman Year of College

Moss (2002) defines formulaic writing as beinghly structured (specific
number of sentences and paragraphs that work teggtisupport a thesis), most often
conforming to a specific situation or event, andstradten represented in the form of a
five-paragraph essay. Just how pervasive is tlieifhstruction? Johnson,
Smagorinsky, Thompson & Fry (2003) write that “the-paragraph theme’s ubiquity is
more presumed than documented” (p. 168). Yet, tbpgrt that evidence exists to

suggest that the FPE is “alive and well” in high®a composition classes. They point
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to a student “How To” FPE website that had wellrai/2 million hits in 2003. There is
evidence that the pervasiveness of the FPE corstidueng the initial year of college. A
1997 Writing Across the Curriculum conference dfexge writing center administrators
and its follow-up list serve discussions reporteat regardless of the pros and cons of
formulaic writing, specifically pertaining to fivparagraph essays, these essays were a
regular part of freshman composition classes athessation (WAC, 2000).
Furthermore, an additional, more local indicat@ttine FPE is a feature of freshman
composition classes is that in a 2006 survey ahimgan composition department chairs
and instructors in 21 community colleges in thetBeastern state where this study was
conducted, a majority reported teaching the FPgassof their instruction.

Many researchers and practitioners at both thenskeeg and college freshman
level have commented negatively to the presenéeroiulaic writing by contending that
the FPE squelches opportunities for recursiveressdur (e.g. Applebee, 1984; Emig,
1971; Hillocks, 2002). Stephens (1998) goes saddp say that the FPE is akin to the
Greek mythological Procrustean bed. In the mytyelers were offered a bed for the
night but with a catch. If they did not fit exacthto the shape of the bed, they were
either stretched or had their extremities cut otiluhey did fit—much like the process
that takes place to achieve the five-paragraphdbohan introduction, three body
paragraphs, and a conclusion—each of these pafreysapetimes also standardized
sentence-by-sentence.

In a college writing guide, Harvey (2003) calls thee-paragraph essay an
“elementary essay format” many students learngh lschool and then carry into college

writing classes. While the model may be usefuliftnoducing the concept of rhetorical
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structure, he warns that it can become a stragfatiat leads some students to distort
their arguments to make them fit the rigid 5-ptmtcture. Rorschach (2004) also uses
the straitjacket analogy for the five paragraplagss her discussion of freshman college
writers. She says that this “preset format luilglents into a non thinking automaticity.
It causes a closing down of the natural human tecyd&® draw connections and see
patterns and relationships in our experiences2)p.This “closing-down effect” results,
in Rorschach’s opinion, in students not using theiting to make sense of the world or
to trace the routes of their ideas. “The five-paagb theme is, therefore,” she asserts,
“guilty of more than just straightjacketing studemthen they write” (Rorschach, 2004, p.
8).

Not all researchers and practitioners, howeveresthe view that five-paragraph
essay formulaic writing is a rigid Procrustean (@dtler, 2002) or a straitjacket. In a
2000 article on college composition, Robert Conrogiied that the field has lost
something by its attempt to reject pedagogicaltpres that encourage prescribed
structure (thesis, clearly supported in a speaifimber of body paragraphs). He traces
the use of formulaic writing back to Aristotle aadvocates a return to the teaching of
formulaic aspects of writing (118-24). Researcheenk Farmer and Phillip Arrington’s
(1995) synthesis of secondary and college writirggruction articles and studies
published since the 1960s documents that in afgignt number of high school and
college classrooms many “formal aspects of comjpositistruction have disappeared
because they are associated with the product agptoawriting “ (p. 13). Therefore,
some practitioners who make formulaic writing gtaof their instruction may

consciously know and agree with Farmer and Arringt&/hether or not the teaching of
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the FPE is a reasoned choice, the genre perSigstchow and Gustavson (1999)
analyzed writing instruction in the upper high sehgrades by interviewing high-school
students from a large urban school and others &@mvate suburban school. In both
schools, five-paragraph formulaic writing was stexzsabove all else, with emphasis on
the customary pattern: introductory paragraph ghuedy paragraphs, and conclusion (p.
5). Baines (1999) observed that in a study of 3@dary writing classes using three
variations of the process approach, including elteaprescribed five-paragraph
approach; a classic process approach with spetéps of prewriting, drafting, and
revising; and an anti-grammarian approach with axtigular form or grammar
correctness requirements, writing as a recursidecagative process was encouraged by
the teachers and practiced by most students. Battichow and Gustavson (1999) and
Baines (1999) report having observed that manyestisdtalked through ideas with one

another at various points during the writing of BeE.

Elaboration as an Ill-Structured Problem in Formml&/riting

| will argue here that writing as a recursive pgxean manifest itself when
students write in school genres that consist ahfdaic expository writing. Expository
writing has been defined as sustained reflectiamnguhich writers focus on and
process information to various degrees within a@ibed structure (Nystrand, Cohen,
Dowling, 1993). Wyrick (1999), author of the fresén composition handbo&keps to
Writing Well, includes narration, explanation, definition, clasation, division,
comparison, contrast, causal analysis, argumedtgascription as types of expository

writing that can fit into a five-paragraph formwagattern. The value of these
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expository, formulaic writing modes as a presemdeigh school and college
composition classes has been debated since tlyel€d0s with Janet Emig’s (1971)
concerns over the proliferation of five-paragrapbag/s revealed in her landmark study
of twelfth-grade students. Her research emploliedhink-aloud protocols to examine
case study students’ work processes as they coedpdeseries of writing tasks and
illustrated how complex and evolutionary the acskiflful writing in twelfth grade
actually was.

Since then, many have joined the debate on bo#ssihafer (2000) calls
students writing in the formulaic, expository modeshavioristic bird[s] who peck| ] the
right button to receive a reward” (p. 30). Halagb®99) refers to formulaic writing in
college composition classes as “repressive” araira that “allows only one way of
writing” (p.99). In contrast Albertson (2000) irdascriptive study of 300 secondary
school writers challenges these ideas when shasldnat formulaic writing, specifically
in the areas of example and narration, can represemmd, clear writing and can foster
recursiveness.

In reference to differences between FPE formulasags and non formulaic
essays, Penny (2003) conducted a holistic stuégsdys by secondary writing students
who had been given limited time to write. Paphled scored as “adequate” or above
were primarily five-paragraph essays that varietbaxpository mode lending support to
the claims of Butler (2002), Connors (2000), anthBs et al. (1999) that formulaic
writing does not necessarily represent a rigidigaicket like structure with little or no

room for recursiveness or creativity.

46



Manzo (2003), in a response to a call by the Nati@ommission on Writing in
America's Schools and Colleges for a writing retiohy looks beyond the five-paragraph
formula in secondary schools and notes that whilgid five-paragraph form may exist,
within each of the expository modes, a recursiveughtful process can be incorporated
so that creativity and form do not necessarily beeaoivals. Carifio, Jackson, &
Dagostino (2001) conducted a small-scale studyofraunity college freshman writers
that looked into the effects of peer comments structor-prescribed, non timed
formulaic writing. The essays were written over tourse of several class periods, and
in addition to the longer composing time, studérag access to peer comments on their
drafts regarding content and mechanics through nge@w sessions that allowed them to
discuss written comments and expand the discugsiorareas that were initiated by the
original comments. Their findings indicate thallege composition classrooms
organized to promote recursive writing, regardlgfssxpository mode, result in higher
achievement on final products when compared tesdasns without the emphasis on
recursiveness (i.e., no opportunity for studentsrite beyond one period).

Just as researchers and practitioners disagre¢ &hether a recursive process
can be fostered within formulaic writing, no conses has been reached as to whether
ill-structured problem-solving can occur within@rhulaic essay since the “creative”
elements of writing are often associated with nawediction. The term “creativity”
rather than “ill-structured problem-solving” chaterizes the field of composition
studies; yet, these different terms are much atikbeir meaning. Both concepts are

indicative of more than one path to a solution.
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However, others claim that creativity/ill-structdrproblem-solving can and does
exist in the academic essay. While there are maaws about the nature of creativity
and whether it can be taught, there is some agmaeimat the creative process involves
the application of past experiences or ideas irehaays (Sternberg, 1988; Finke, Ward
& Smith, 1992). University of Idaho Professor Fbiluker (2006) defines creative,
academic nonfiction as a hybrid of literature andfiction. Non fiction elements
include the essay form (prescribed or not), explanastandard rhetorical patterns,
ideas, and facts with creative literary elementss@iing of literary voice, story,
characterization, setting, personally engaged au#nbstic elements, and polished
language. In combination, the two “present a widpaking at the world with concrete
examples [that] are grounded in self, interestonthe reader, [and that] have unique
voice” (p. 1).

Similarly, in a handbook focusing on writing cre@tinonfiction, Gerald (1996)
asserts that academic writing can exhibit creagleenents such as word choice, syntax,
voice, and the use of figurative language anddhamteresting writing has one feature in
common—coherent structure. Gerald notes, “Struagtutiee arrangement of parts and all
the techniques you use to hold the parts togetietnaake itdo what it is intended to do”
(156). The structure is always moving the readesatrd something—a point of view, an
insight (159). It is dynamic; it creates movemeimtthe course of this movement, writer
creativity takes the form of elaboration meaninggigorting” the writer’s ideas in the
text (Cali, 2003; Connelly, 2006: Wyrick, 2006) imgorporating of prior knowledge

(Stein, 1990) expressed as “interesting turns odigd fresh metaphors, lively...
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presentation, a shunning of clichés and obviousngsda sense of control over nuance,
accurate use of words, and governing aestheticlslktys (11).

As previously stated, Nunnally (1996), building $t@in’s work, has defined
elaboration as “the process of importing or tapgingr knowledge and ideas during
information processing; it involves the writer ugiwhat he/she already knows during the
writing process” (p. 231). Thus, an elaborativeaide either formulaic or non formulaic
writing, is one generated by the writer using hes/prior knowledge of thoughts,
emotions, or experiences. And, this presenceeastte elaboration, embedded in the
“structure” Gerald (1996) refers to, can argualstie primary aspect of writing that
makes “it do what it is intended to do” (156).

Chapman (1991) in a research-based article onghergtive aspects of the five-
paragraph essay puts forth the following:

Much of our resistance to discussing form with stutd comes from a romantic

view of composition that posits form as a produdnepiration and suggests that

specifying a form for composition, therefore, inabily limits a writer’s

individual genius. In other word&rmis often associated wittonformity, with

rigid rules and “boiler plate” prose. (p. 1)

Since the 1970s and 80s, much scholarship has stegighat forms, of all types, can
serve a generative purpose in writing, freeingemathan limiting many student writers
(Anderson, 1987; Coe, 1987; D’Angelo, 1975). Amder(1987) has directed attention
to literary nonfiction and the importance of formkile Richard Coe (1987) asserts in an
article on teaching form in composition that we énénst what the traditional approach to

composition did: it “essentially taught good for235). These “good forms” or

conventional patterns that encourage speculatidnrasention represent socially shared
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strategies of response, ways of “sorting factarsng up situations” that have become
part of the rhetorical competence of those belangna particular discourse community,
a community that the student writer is being agkedin.

D’Angelo (1975) details the benefits of formulaating for teaching writers the
importance of structure when he explains that wittighly specified forms, other
elements of text manifest themselves as concratécplar, and unique (through word
choice and sentence style). These elements thdntagether with the overall
conceptual framework which is abstract, general, amversal (79). Ideally, he claims,
an essay works on both levels. Finally, Berth@®§1) argues that form is the creative
force behind composition. She says, “Forms arecookie cutters superimposed on
some given, rolled-out reality dough; forms are a@n structures that are somehow
made appropriate to “what you want to say. Forrasoar means of abstracting; or
rather formings abstracting” (p. 77). Berthoff's observations &@&®m an analysis of
findings in her own classroom. She assigned hglesits to prewrite using the
prescribed form of double-entry notebooks. Theemts then used the prewriting as the
basis for an essay. Berthoff (1981) found thatotenentry notebooks provided a form
that helped students creatively order the chadlsedf impressions as they prepared to
draft an essay.

In the 1990s and into the Twenty-first Centurysthiew has been echoed.
Practitioner Debra Dean (2000) claims in an obd@amwal study that creative elements
are present in the five-paragraph writing of seeopdtudents who are personally
engaged in their writing. Others strongly disagré this claim. Practitioner Gregory

Shafer (2000) notes that despite “altruistic matisad a belief that all of the
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prescriptions will only make composing easier,”hgghool and college writing teachers
“routinely stifle their students’ voices, creatiyitand passion by becoming transmitters
of academic prescription” (p. 29).

Nancy Sommers (2006), commenting on the article y\@an't Johnny Write?,”
argues that form determines the content when ai#gdents write in five-paragraph
essay format and that students cannot make corateptives within the confines of the
structure. As evidenced, however, among both rekees and practitioners, there is no
distinct consensus regarding the merits and drakgbaicthe FPE regarding creativity
and recursiveness, only a plethora of supportathsl&rom both ideological camps.

What consensus does present itself is that formulating is a persistent school
genre, and teaching the ill-structured aspecthedd genres may be impeded by typical

institutional methods of writing assessment.

Assessing Stud&niting

Like composition teaching practices, the assessofestudent writing in college
has undergone a series of practice-based shiftsloegast half-century from primarily
indirect methods to more presently widespread tlirvexthods of assessing student
writing (i.e., assessing writing via scoring of amemore writing samples rather than
employing a battery of multiple-choice test iteriéancey, 1999). Assessment practices
began to come under scrutiny as the social nafungiting became more accepted
(Faigley, 1985); therefore, the need for authesgessments of writing including means
that provide access to others’ ideas during wribegame evident (Smith, 2004). The

argument emerged that (1) students drawing on geegonal knowledge through
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experience and culture and on the knowledge of gresrs and that (2) students writing
for an authentic audience was a valuable consider&dr assessment (Smith, 2004). If
instructors evaluate solely on a direct writingesssnent with no evaluative criteria
which allows students to draw from their experiengeconsider their audience, writers
are placed at a disadvantage (Cho, 2003). Furttrerrhigh school and college
empirical research cautions against evaluatingestuplerformances in writing rather than
students’ knowledge of what writing is and doeg.(éAlbertson & Marwitz, 2001;
Trimbur, 1996).

Existing scholarship (Albertson & Marwitz, 2001;8#, 1994; Tepper & Costa,
1994; White, 1994) argues against a one-shot meghedaluation such as high-stakes
writing exams, and White (1994) claims that assesgman function as the enemy of
instruction. The one-shot products simply do edtthe complete story of the students’
complex writing processes (Strickland & Stricklad898). What occurs during the
entire process tells a more accurate picture oéMpdoration, discovery, and final results

in much clearer detail than the final product al@Aertson & Marwitz, 2001).

Direct Assessment Practices

As direct assessment became more prevalent, titetodave instruments that
were both reliable and valid became obvious (Be&n§ith, 1990). One of the first
attempts was through holistic writing assessmés, iferred to as impressionistic
scoring (Huot, 1993). Huot (1993) says that thesttgoment of holistic scoring has been
one of the greatest writing assessment breakthsy@gtd it has become standard in the

composition profession. Assessing holisticallyoigttempt to view the writing as more
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than the sum of its elementary parts (Bailey, 19982aders do not separately judge the
singular factors such as treatment of topic, siledaif rhetorical methods, word choice,
grammar and mechanics--that constitute a piecaitihg. Rather, raters are asked to
consider these factors as elements that work tegé#iliot, 1990).

Holistic scoring allows readers to use their fultlaoverall impressions of a
written piece while assessing it (Bers & Smith, @@9Additionally, holistic scoring does
not require that assessment is focused on a plartieet of grammar, usage, or
mechanical skills (Bers & Smith, 1990; Elliot, 19%€Quot, 1993).

Using holistic scoring was not without problemsrsg reliability levels were not
as high, so interrater reliability was addressedatH1990; White, 1994). Second, this
re-focus on reliability caused researchers likeol§1993) to question whether writing
was being scored in a valid way. Schema, rubaied, model papers came into existence
to assist raters and to make the holistic scorfrdjrect writing more cost effective and
efficient (Bailey, 1998; Bers & Smith, 1990; Elljdt990; Huot, 1993).

A typical holistically graded process is carried out as fefio Training of raters
occurs to establish and ensure interrater agreeamehto identify benchmark papers.
Each written piece is read by two readers, whoigeogeparate, independent judgments
on the overall quality of the writing based on brra or another method specified for the
particular test situation. The readers are gelyethbsen from among professionals who
teach writing (Elliot, 1990). For the essays tasbered fairly and consistently, readers
must be able and willing to adjust their persotahdards of evaluation to those set for

the particular testing program (Huot, 1993).
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Another form of direct assessment comes in the fafrthe impromptu essay
assessment. This assessment method gives wripeosngt on which to write and then
sets a time limit within which the essay is to benpleted. The essay is then assessed
holistically and is generally used for placementposes (White, 1994). Some
institutions also use these essays for high-std&eisions such as course pass/fail. White
(1995) points out that twenty years ago, the etsstywas strongly defended as an
effective method of testing writing ability. Howay today it is under strong attack as
being an inauthentic form of assessment (Bari®941 Tepper and Costa, 1994; Trimbur,
1996). As a matter of fact, a council of the 198fional Council of the Teachers of
English resolved to eliminate the practice from position classrooms.

Despite this push in the early 1990s, White (198gprts that over 70% of all
colleges use some form of impromptu writing as pétheir writing assessment process.
These impromptu writings may be administered inftlm of diagnostic essays,
placement essays, or high-stakes pass/fail ex&hatever the design, impromptu
essays are still a widely used form of writing asseent (Haswell & Wyche-Smith,

1994; White, 1995).

Collaboration during Testing

As impromptu essay assessments have been and rara&itor in the assessment
of writing, according to university researcher Wéh895), another type of assessment
began to emerge in the early 1990s. Large-scaksasient programs began to include

collaborative small-group work instead of, or irddn to, students’ working
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individually (e.g., Connecticut's Common Core oftng Assessment, 1992; California
Assessment Program,1985; California Learning Assess System, 1992).

One factor for using group work in assessmentasitlinks assessment more
closely to the growing emphasis on small-groupatmitation and cooperation that
occurs in classroom instruction (Linn, 1993; Wis®&huniak, 1993). Recognizing that
cooperative and collaborative learning in the ¢la@s can increase student learning and
enhance socio emotional factors such as socids s&élf-esteem, and attitudes towards
others (Slavin, 1987), school districts, state dapants of education, institutions of
higher education, and national research organizatiave started to advise widespread
use of cooperative and collaborative learning meéshaf instruction (e.g., California
State Department of Education, 1985, 1992; Mathieadebciences Education Board,
National Research Council, 1989). Additionallyls#or collaborative small group work
also appear in many curriculum standards and cewfsstudy to help students develop
and communicate ideas and promote deeper undeirsjaoidthe subject matter (National
Council of Teachers of Mathematics, 1989). With iticreased call for collaboration in

classroom settings, the implications for assessia@napparent.

High-Stakes Testing

As the terrain of composition instruction was chiaggo a more process-based
instruction approach with research on assessmaatiges following suit, the
standardized testing landscape was shifting toweedter accountability in educational

instruction (Koretz, 2002; Yancey, 1999). Standaed testing as a method of
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assessment is not a new phenomenon. New York SRegents Exams for college-
bound students have been in existence over onaduigdars, since 1865, and following
World War 1l and the implementation of the Gl Batandardized testing became more
prevalent (Koretz, 2002). These standardized tesishool settings were typically low
stakes with the noted exceptions of standardizstd fter classification purposes of
students (e.g., gifted and qualifying for accomnmutes) and college entrance exams.
Apart from these exceptions, standardized testathfbw consequences for students,
teachers, and schools that accompanied the regutisse tests (Koretz, 2002). This
changed somewhat in the 1970s with the advent oinmoim competency testing
(Yancey, 1999). This type of testing required statients achieve minimum levels of
proficiency before being passed from grade to gaadeceiving a high school diploma
(Chandler, 1982; Palardy, 2001; Walstead, 1984gWi879). However, the tests were
written at a relatively low level and were intendedweed out” only the bottom portion
of students (Koretz, 2002).

Change occurred once again in the 1980s followheddt.S. Department of
Education’s National Commission on Excellence im&ation’s report entitled Nation
at Risk (1983). This report suggested implementing speoistructional and testing
policies to ensure that the educational systerherlt.S. was producing well-educated
individuals and recommended that (1) graduatiomireqents should be strengthened,
(2) colleges and universities should adopt higiner measurable standards, (3) learning
time should be significantly increased, and (4)td#aehing profession should be
improved through higher standards for preparatimh@ofessional growth. As a result,

more and higher consequences became attachedtasteed testing in the form of
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additional testing requirements through the nundbéests given, yet through the 1980s,
the tests were still considered low stakes (Jdz(@31).

This low-level type of testing would prove to beogHived as an explosion of
change occurred in the late 1990s and into tiiec2mtury (Yancey, 1999).
Accountability in education became paramount (Vlg@04), and the term high-stakes
testing became a fixture within education. Highkstatesting (Jones, 2001; Merchant,
2004; Volger, 2004) is testing that students massgo graduate or advance to another
grade. Merchant (2004) further remarks that hiigikess tests are tests that carry serious

consequences for students and/or educators ingueiwmards to punitive measures.

High-Stakes Impact on Composition Instruction

High-stakes composition testing removes opportesiftor students to revise,
which can decrease final scores and result in gapat “lack sophistication, are cursory
discussions, are disjointed, confused, lackindnatarical markers, and riddled with
surface errors” (Albertson & Marwitz, 2001. p. 150)hese characteristics of timed
high-stakes writing samples are indicative of wgtthat is being produced through these
types of composition assessments. Such sample®atiee most reliable evidence of
students’ writing abilities (Barritt, 1994; Cho,@8) Tepper & Costa, 1994). Another
concern, regarding reliability, is the writing prphitself (Cho, 2003). Prompts affect
how and what the writers write and also how thesponses are perceived by raters, and
one high-stakes response to a single prompt willmedd reliable results (Albertson &

Marwirz, 2002: Cho, 2003). Barritt (1994) and Tepaed Costa (1994) argue against the
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reliability of one-shot tests as well. Further, GR003) points out that time constraints
influence reliability. Studies indicate that statkewho have more time write essays that
are scored higher using the holistic scale thasdheho are limited in time (Kroll, 1990;
Powers & Fowles, 1996). Time constraints affeetwlniting process and topic choice of
the writer. Albertson and Marwitz (2001) indic#itat students who are under time
pressure tend to take the safe way to writing aayes that they write highly formulaic,
less risky essays.

When taking high-stakes tests, students write thighintention of passing the
exam and not for the natural discovery of writifMyhen institutions rely on a single test
for assessment, students’ risk of failure overrigleg impulse for discovery that writing
invites” (Albertson & Marwitz, 2001 p. 150). Thimowledge places composition
instructors into the dilemma of teaching studebtsua writing as a process compared to
writing to pass a timed test (Albertson & Marwi201). Writing teachers concerned
about individual student growth and the writinggess as a means of discovery of
rhetorical proficiency beyond school genres aredats with state and local governing
bodies interested in reducing costs and identifymigimally proficient individuals and
the programs that produce them (Albertson & Man&@91). If the aim is general
assessment, valid process-oriented instructionceitinually be undermined for the ease

of blanket testing (Barritt, 1994; Tepper & Cost894).

Conclusions from Literature

Based on findings from the past three decadesginardnclusions may be drawn

regarding the teaching and assessing of composifast, cognitive development is
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dependent on social interaction. Second, writing process that is both recursive and
social in nature. Third, participation in revisiaativities with peers can, when high-
quality joint problem-solving is achieved, resultgains in writing achievement. More
specifically, scripts with features that fostemngoproblem-solving through reciprocal
interdependence are an instructional method toym®elriting achievement.

Therefore, based on previous theory and empires@arch, composition classes
that treat writing as a recursive process, inclgdeaching emphasis on revision, can be
organized to engender elaboration that establiahdsaugments students’ conceptual
frameworks for new learning of the rhetoric of schgenres of writing. When such
classroom environments incorporate peer collabmwaturing writing that (1) provides
for students to see writing and/or peer reviewrasl-structured problem and (2)
provides reciprocal interdependence, the joint leroksolving that is the task of such
groups will generate high-quality talk that, inrtuproduces achievement in writing on

required topics and in formulaic school genres.

Theoretical Framework

The theoretical framework of this study centersaartass of behavioral theory,
referred to as contingency theory (Lawrence & Lbrd®67; Thompson, 1967), that
contends there is no one best way of organizingrk @nvironment and that
organizational arrangements which are effectiveoime situations may not be successful
in others (Fiedler, 1964). In other words, optimwakk arrangements are contingent upon
various internal and external constraints. Earbyknn the theory focused on

environmental factors that shape organizationabad¢fhompson, 1967), including that
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the amounts of environmental uncertainty placesdgifit requirements on organizations
(Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967). Subsequent work has mx@a the field to consider other
organizational variables such as strategy (Chanti#&f7), uncertainty of tasks
(Galbraith, 1978 and technologyPerrow, 196Y. The work of Perrow (1967) has been
further adapted by researchers (Cohen & Cohen,;X98ien, Lotan, & Leechor, 1989;
Whyte, 2007) to study how organizational work agements relate to student learning
outcomes. For this framework to be appropriatei@ investigation, three issues must
be addressed. (1) Is writing, as an individual aittd a group, an uncertain or ill-
structured task? (2) Is the revision of writingraup task? (3) Is joint problem-solving
a characteristic of a group with the task of peeraw of writing in a formulaic school

genre that can be fostered?

Writing as an I11-Sructured Problem for Individual Writers and for Peer Groups

When studying effective methods of organizing dlassis for student learning
outcomes, the genesis for organization should &etiiying the nature of the work to be
performed (Cohen, Lothan and Holthuis, 1997). dmposition classrooms, the nature of
the writing task can be considered one that istilkctured rather than routine and one
that is sometimes undertaken individually and same=t undertaken as part of a peer
response group. For a task to be considereduéired, it should not have clear-cut
answers or procedures (Cohen, 1991); it should haugple solutions, no solution at all,
and may have different pathways/procedures to raadiution (Kitchner, 1983). No
certain pathway is evident. Highlighting that skilled tmg is an ill-structured task,
Flower and Hayes’ (1981) empirical research orncthraposing processes of expert

writers and subsequent research on the revisiarepsaFlower, Hayes, Carey, Schriver,
60



& Stratman, 1986) indicates that the stages skillaters use during the writing process
and also during particular revision processes, Umeéhey are recursive, are not uniform
from writer to writer nor even from one episodeaddkilled writer's composing process
to the next. According to Whyte (in press) writiag an ill-structured problem is
applicable to peer response group work as welk states that “provided [ | peer
response group work is embedded in a writing taakpreserves the uncertainty of
skillful writing, peer response toward revisionvafiting is itself an ill-structured
problem” (in press).

lll-structured problems, whether worked on indivadly or in a group, contrast
with those problems that can be solved by a rowérees of specific steps (i.e., by
algorithm). The lack of a routine task (i.e., timeertainty associated with an ill-
structured task) is a scope condition for Cohenahpand Leechor’s (1989) research on
delegation of authority by teachers to studentskimgrin small task groups and high-
quality talk within the groups. Task uncertaingylikewise a scope condition for this
research on arrangements to create reciprocatlepgendence within student peer review
groups, resource exchange, and subsequent achietvienaiting, and | argue joint
problem-solving.
Revision of Writing as a Group Task

Flower et al. (1986) identified revision as ondld important sub processes
within the writing process, and Cohen and Cohe®1)@oncluded that under the
conditions of an ill-structured problem and a tgueup task (i.e., a task that cannot be
completed by an individual group member), intex@acis important to productivity.

Based on these findings and focusing on the speasipect of responding to writing
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through peer group revision, can the work of pegrew groups be considered a group
task? Whyte (in press) reports that peer respgrework can be considered a group
task. Citing Cohen and Arechavala-Vargas’'(1987)kwevhich identifies two criteria for
labeling tasks as “true group tasks,” Whyte (insgjeclaims that both criteria are met
during peer response group work. The first cioterestablishes that at least two
individuals must have essential resources, andegbend criterion establishes that the
task cannot be completed without input from attleag other individual. She writes:

During peer responsmug work, the student whose writing

is being respondediast provide the resource of his or her

written draft, andedst one other student must provide the

resource of some resgado that writing. The group cannot

complete the task eépresponse to writing without, at a

minimum, resourcesvirthe writer and from at least one peer

respondent (Whyte, 200
Building on Whyte’s (in press) proposition th@sponse to writing through peer response groups
is a group task, Cohen and Cohen’s (1991) conaiusiat interaction during an ill-structured
task that is also a group task will influence prctduty, and Flower at al.’s (1986) claim that
revision is one of the important sub processelercbmposing process, peer response group
revision work is indeed a group task and, furthieat provided these scope conditions are met,
high-quality talk within peer review groups willguict the groups’ productivity.
Joint Problem-Solving during Peer Group Work

Cohen, Lotan, and Leechor’s (1989) study of eleargrgchool classroom work

groups built on Perrow’s theory which posits thaew the tools used to complete a task
become uncertain, two specific changes should docavoid losing organizational

effectiveness: (1) more delegation of authority é2)dnore lateral communication.

Focusing on these two areas, Cohen and her coleaguestigated whether the
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delegation of authority to students in comparisoteichers’ retaining authority (i.e.,
directly supervising students’ work processes) iotgeé achievement and if the exchange
of resources among students as they worked orrotasgasks affected collective
achievement (Whyte, 2007). Delegation of authosiis characterized as students’
understanding that they could make their own dexnsand thus learn from their own
errors with lateral communication characterizethasexchange of intellectual resources
from student to student. Cohen, Lotan, and Lee(t@89) concluded that the more
authority teachers retained, the less lateral comeation occurred within the groups of
students. In her study of high school peer respgnsups in English classes, Whyte (in
press) focused on full delegation of authority wetkiprocal interdependence through
rotating role-based group activities versus padeégation of authority with sequential
interdependence through checklist-based groupiteswvithin peer response groups.
She found there was a positive correlation betwatnof specific talk about writing and
achievement in the role-based group, but that ipestbrrelation did not manifest itself
in the checklist-based group. Further, she reddhat “these results thus support the
interpretation that the reciprocally interdependgnoup structures in the role-based
treatment, together with full delegation of authgrgenerated joint problem-solving
which connected the exchange of task-related ressytalk about the task) with
productivity in the form of target students’ acleevent in writing” (in press). Therefore,
based on Whyte’s (in press) findings, there is eva to support that joint problem-
solving can be fostered within a community collpger review group setting.

In organizational work arrangements where one it@mbresource for a group is

ideas, Cohen and Cohen (1991) found that duringsimteraction within a group,
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opportunities for the resources to surface andafsks to be completed occur. Further,
Cohen and Cohen (1991) found that when groups wosklve an ill-structured problem
with structures that promote reciprocal interdegegre@, interaction within the group is
higher than when these structures are absent. a\imypress) has argued that structures
promoting reciprocal interdependence through theld@ment of roles in peer response
groups generate opportunities for joint problem#sg to occur. Therefore, the
conceptual framework that guided this study featgtadents organized into peer review
groups completing an ill-structured with structutiest promote reciprocal
interdependence.
Scripts as structures to foster joint problem-solving

Scripts are structures commonly used in teachiading through small group
work to construct comprehension of a source t@&xiese scripts, ranging from simple
lists of questions testing recall to a set of mmpen-ended instructions that promote
reciprocal interdependence and thus joint probleisg, are used to guide readers as
they work their way through texts. Empirical resfasuggests scripts that guide
discussion without constraining the group membees/s of thinking about the task
allow students to construct knowledge togetherinagkase their level of comprehension
(Barnes, 1990). What I have included within myiniabn of scripts (i.e., instructions to
groups that foster joint construction of knowledga increase individual expertise and
individual achievement (Whyte, 2007). In her asa\of rates of types of talk within
groups working on peer response to writing aslastnlictured task, Whyte (in press)
found that among students who engaged in shifblelbased activities (writer,

facilitator, harmonizer, writer’'s assistant, maaésimanager) there was a positive and
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statistically significant association between meste of specific talk about writing and
achievement in writing. No sequenced script ofstjoes for the groups to adhere to was
given by the instructor in this treatment; ratleach writer was trained to set an agenda
for the session, and each member of the groupths¢dgenda to complete the task and
to extend the discussion if necessary. Discussmsguided but not constrained by the
writer’s agenda. Therefore, a conceptual framevieakuring students organized into
peer review groups using what | am defining asrgiswith features that foster
opportunities for access to joint problem-solviagbmplete an ill-structured task is an

appropriate structure for this study.
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CHAPTER 1l
METHODS AND PROCEDURES
Overview

This research took place at a community collegeéantheast Alabama, so certain
aspects involving participants and location wereegoed by the fact that the study was
conducted within an institutional setting. Despite impossibility of conducting a truly
random experiment, the setting did lend itself uasi-experimental approach that
offered very similar treatment and comparison emviments in which to test the
variables. Based on my review of literature andspecific areas of interest, | addressed

the following research questions:

Research Questions

What are gains in achievement in writing includargthe criterion of elaboration
of freshman college students with access to mealfygler opinions as measured by scores
on pretest/posttest writing assessment? Spedyfickles scripted talk with two or more
peer respondents produce greater achievementtildenss who work alone? Does
scripted talk with one or more peer respondentdyxre greater gains in elaboration than

students who work with only a partner?
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This study tested the following hypotheses:

Null Hypothesis There is no difference in the gains in overalitwg achievement or on

the criterion of elaboration of the three groupsrtg the exam. Control Group, Single
Peer Review (SPR), Group Peer Review (GPR).

Alternate Hypothesis:IStudents in Single Peer Review (SPR) with a stoioster joint

problem-solving will show greater gains in writinghievement and elaboration than the
control group.

Alternate Hypothesis:ZStudents in Group Peer Review (GPR) with a stapbster

joint problem-solving will show greater gains initivrg achievement and elaboration
than the pair response group.

Alternate Hypothesis:3Students in Group Peer Review (GPR) with a stapbster

joint problem-solving will show greater gains initvrg achievement and elaboration

than the comparison group.

Treatments
The two treatments for this study were designadetermine if (1) access to
multiple peers’ opinions of writing demonstrate@ager overall increases in writing
scores and elaboration scores compared to studéhtéewer or no access to peer
resources and (2) participation in scripted peesien activities demonstrated greater
overall increases in writing scores and elaboradimores compared to students who

revised alone.
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The first treatment, Single Peer Review (SPR), Ivew a revision process that
takes place with the writer and one peer respomexr,pair. The peer provided written
and/or oral feedback to the writer concerning wnttirafts. The second treatment,
Group Peer Review (GPR), involved a revision predkat takes place in a group of four
or five—the writer and three or four peers. Eadmhber of the group provided written
and/or oral feedback to the writer concerning wnttrafts.

All experimental groups used peer response sdoptsspond to drafts
throughout the semester. The groups used a slegigned to generate rich conversation
about student texts, specifically about elaboratam the pairs used a script designed to
solicit meaningful exchanges about the studenstesgecifically about elaboration.
(Appendices B and C.) Prior research has indictitat participation in peer review
activities which foster joint problem-solving caroduce improved writing achievement
(Gere, 1987; Hogan & Barnett, 1991; Roschelle, 1@®®ing the composition process.
However, there is a lack of empirical studies répgron the effects of participation in
peer revision activities in preparation for andttldeiring a high-stakes writing exam.

During fall semester 2006, | pilot tested variai@i each of the three scripts in
English Composition | classes. Based on instruatar student feedback, the current
versions of the scripts were selected. The sipgér response script (SPR), designed for
pairs, incorporates features that promote joinbjam-solving through encouraging
participation from all members as well as inte@tt@mong all members as the group
works together to construct knowledge. The stmestwf the script allowed both reader

and responder to work through tasks together tease the presence of elaboration in
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their essays. The script was focused on featwesigioded to enhance elaboration through
collaborative joint problem-solving tasks. (AppenB) The multiple-peer response
script (GPR), designed for group of four to fivisaincorporated features that foster
joint problem-solving. The structures of this ptallowed the group members to work
through the various roles of summarizer, generatud, questioner as they worked
through each other’s drafts. Opportunities fonjgroblem-solving to increase
elaboration were fostered through the script desilyich encourages collaboration on
the script topics (Appendix C). The treatmentstidesign incorporates features that
encourage students to consider their peer or giaslkpas one that is ill-structured (i.e.,
no specific path to a solution, opportunities tiesea variety of pathways to the end
result) and that promote reciprocal interdependéinee all members of the pair or group
must actively participate to complete the task).

Two weeks into the study, following completion @frpcipant agreements and
after the evaluation of diagnostic essays, paidgsgraups were randomly assigned, and
the groups remained constant throughout the tétath member of the pair/group
provided written and/or verbal feedback to the evr@doncerning written drafts.
Therefore, each member had at least two rolesemaitd responder for pairs and
generator, summarizer, questioner in groups. Ex@atal groups used similar peer
response guides to respond to drafts throughowgeimester. To address the difference
in group size, the three different scripts weredusieus deliberately confounding the
variables of script content and format with theladalle of group size. The pairs used a

script designed for pair work and the groups’ donips appropriate for groups of four to
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five. The comparison group used a script desigrsesklf-review. Its features were
similar to the treatments as it focused on enhgneiaboration in student drafts.
(Appendix A)

During the semester, observational data was redarsieg two methods: Target
Student Group Observation (TSGO) and Whole Clase@htion (WCO). The TSGO
was used to record types of student talk and weg dsscriptively to discuss evidence of
joint problem-solving in pairs and groups. If tlager of high-quality talk was high, then
the type of talk could be a predictor of achievetédrhree randomly selected pairs or
groups per treatment section were observed foe ttmaute intervals 5 times during the
semester. (Appendices G and H) WCO was usedigeraof implementation measure
for on-task activities and classroom managemengpéadices | and J)

At the end of the term, all classes were admirastéine English Composition |
Exit Exam (Appendices E and F), designed by theareher and the cooperating
instructors and within the prescribed format of @mlege’s Exit Exam policy. Each
treatment group met during the exam time to assigte revision of the essays prior to
final submission. All groups, comparison and tneaits, had access to the script used
throughout the semester. The essays were scoredibgd readers with no knowledge
of which essays were comparison or treatment es€ggsays were scored using both the
College-required Standards of Judging Freshmen @sitign holistic rubric and the
Elaboration rubric. | then compared the resulthédiagnostic essay scores to determine

if statistically significant gains in achievememidaelaboration were present.
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Variables

The dependent variables for this study were theescattained on the English
Composition | Exit Exam and on the criterion ofteeation on the same exam. Scores
for the Exit Exam were calculated on a 100 poirishio rating scale and evaluated used
the Wallace Community College Standards for Judgireghmen Composition.
Appendix K. Elaboration scores were calculatetigisi 5 point scale. Appendix L.

A mediating variable of classroom implementaticsvaddressed through
guantitative measures. Using a matrix with categoof talk, randomly selected groups
of students in the treatment sections were obsetuadg peer response times
throughout the period of the proposed study, aed thlk was identified by categories.
The matrix was modeled after Whyte’s (1999) Tafeident Observation Form and
included the mutually exclusive talk categoriesvating correctness, specific and
actionable writing comments, unfocused writing caenits, other task-related comments,
non-task comments, and a category that specifiealtifesses comments focused on
elaboration. This category was the one of mostrast to the study. The matrix also
included exhaustive categories (i.e., works alavraeks with others). Appendix G

Five English Composition | classes taught by thns&uctors participated in the
study, and there were two independent variabled. (dee independent variables were
the types of revision procedures used in the composlass and employed in the Exit
Exam. Each independent variable was part of thieuational content of the class and
was validated as part of the instructional pro¢essugh researcher observation,

instructor reporting, and student reporting throdgha collected at the Exit Exam
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debriefing. Two experimental groups were exposddéthod Single Peer Revision
(SPR) and two other experimental groups were exptzs&lethod Group Peer Revision
(GPR). In the experimental sections, two instrieeach taught one SPR section and
one GPR section. As a comparison, one class wdemay selected and used self-review
or No Peer Review (NPR). The following table destoates the treatment and
comparison assignments:

Table 1: Treatment Groups and Comparison Grouptifoes

Revision Script
Group ldentifier Procedure Instructor
A SPR X
B GPR X
C SPR Y
D GPR Y
E NPR Z

Research Design

The overall research design was a mixed methocehimtause between group
comparisons as well as within group comparisonsrezge. The design is quasi-
experimental in nature with non-experimental eletm@mthe form of observational notes

recorded on the “Target Student Group Observatiomh (Appendix G) and the “Whole
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Class Observation” form (Appendix I). Participaebriefings also provided additional
information. The actual experiment took place ®&enonths of one semester.

The design is classified as quasi-experimentah@subjects were not randomly
assigned to the control and experimental groupkkif®g 2000). Stern and Kalof (1996)
refer to this design as a “between subjects, exgaris, nonequivalent-groups design”
(Stern & Kalof, 1996, p. 37) as it tests hypothesasut variables through the
manipulation of independent variables and the coisqa of two or more groups that
were not formed using randomization. Selectios Bizould not be considered a threat to
validity as all English Composition | students momet minimum pre-requisites to
enroll in the class, and there weaeedominant group (honors, advanced placement,
technical) course sections. Additional threatsiternal validity such as time and
instrumentation were low as all participants usexigame time frames and similar
instruments. All participants were enrolled in ansster-long course, used the same
revision and testing instruments, and entered lsses based on the same pre-requisites.
The same instructors were used for the experimgnbalps which helped to reduce the
threats to internal validity. As a partial contfot teacher effects, the instructors were
trained to keep the classes as similar as possiliies was accomplished through
instructors using the same schedules, requiremasggynments, textbooks, and
experiencing training for the study. In additidme same data were recorded from
another instructor known not to incorporate thessiaom practices of the recursive

writing process, revision, and collaboration insslaoom activities. However, the groups
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can be only presumed similar (Stern & Kalof, 199Barticipants came to the courses

with different writing histories.

Selection

The treatment instructors selected for the studywees who consider writing as
a process that is both recursive and social. Therethe selected instructors already
exhibited a propensity for allowing their studetatsvork in groups. The experimental
group instructors were selected based on resednobeiedge as one who has worked
closely with all possible participating instructdes at least three years. The
experimental sections included instructors who eng@nt revision and groupwork as
activities in their writing classrooms and are itfeed as capable instructors through
their excellent classroom management skills anul ylears of experience. Given the fact
that it is extremely rare for an instructor to hawere than two English composition |
classes, two instructors taught the treatment@exijone pair (SPR) and one group
(GPR) each) and the third instructor was used@asdimparison. The comparison group
was randomly selected from available English 1Qdre® sections of instructors teaching
writing through more product-oriented and solitarstruction.

The students in each of the classes were basdtedddilege’s registration
process in which no manipulation is possible. 8mtsl enrolled in the instructors and
sections of their choice. Given the conditionshef research design, selecting the
experimental groups based on the propensity fasivactivities by the instructors and

randomly selecting the comparison group was appatgr
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Instructor Training

Part of the instructor training, using practitionafidated by empirical studies of
best practices (Ross and Thomas, 2003; Slavin,; W#&ock, 1990) from
cooperative/collaborative learning, focused on howstablish cooperative skills within
the group structures. Instructors incorporatedelskills in pair and group instructions
and encouraged the establishment of norms thatgieoraciprocal interdependence and
discourage social loafing. | validated this incagimn through the Fidelity in
Implementation Form (Appendix M). Diagnostic ess@ppendix D), able to be used
interchangeably with the Exit Exam (Appendix E)revevaluated and used to identify
pre-treatment writing achievement and could alsehzeen used if the randomly
assigned groups’ means, as calculated by one-walysas of variance, demonstrated
mean results that were too high or too low whenmgan@d to the overall group mean.
Based on the results, this statistical procedure ved necessary.

In pursuit of consistency, both treatment instret@ere trained by the researcher
regarding grouping, revision activities, and tegtinethods. All participating instructors
were trained by the researcher to encourage fydeliimplementation and consistency
among the instruction and to ensure that groupgsion activities, and testing methods
were consistent. | trained the instructors wittpees to the language definitions in the
revision script, in random group selection, andanducting peer response sessions. No
training was required regarding the administerihthe Exit Exam as all the instructors

have given the exam numerous times.
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| also trained two raters to observe and to restirdent pair and group talk in
three pairs or groups per experimental sectiortge “Target Student Group
Observation” Form was piloted tested in the falD@@vith a 90 percent rate of interrater
agreement. Agreement was calculated by totalingntimeber of responses and then
dividing total points by the number of disagreemsdmm the raters. | also trained two
independent raters to grade all the essays. Théses were non-participating current
instructors, so no training was required for thenafor the College’s holistic rating scale
(Appendix K). However, the Elaboration Rubric (Appéx L) was a new instrument, so |
conducted a training session for this particulatruiment. The Elaboration Rubric was
pilot tested during the fall semester 2006 withcdigsive essays and returned over 90
percent interrater agreement. Agreement was cagzlulay totaling the number of
responses and then dividing total points by theemof differences from the raters
Training results mirrored the pilot test resultatd® training used various types of school

genre (example, definition, classification, divisiessays to train and assess agreement.

Participants within Groups

All participants in the study were enrolled in BEeglComposition | based on one of
the following prerequisites: 1. COMPASS score of @ais is the placement exam for
incoming students. 2. ACT score of 20. 3. SAT s@fr480. 4. Successful completion of
ENG 092 and 093. These are remedial courses aabstgrassist under prepared students

succeed in college composition.
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The student participants included 110 collegehimgsn or sophomores of varying
ages in five different sections of English Composit at a community college in
southeast Alabama. Four of the course sectiors/ participants, formed the four
experimental groups. An additional 23 studentsléa in the randomly selected
English composition class at the College were @asea comparison group. The target
population was the number of students enrollednigliEh composition classes in the
Spring Semester 2007. Approximately 450 studentsllen English 101 each semester
at the College; therefore, the study involved 2fget of the target population. All
students, regardless of academic transfer or teehmajor, have to complete English
101 to receive their certificates or degrees; tloeee English 101 class demographics
typically reflect the College’s enroliment stattsti The typical student population of the
College is illustrated in the table that follows:

Table 2: Student Body Characteristics

WCC'’s Student Body Characteristics (Student Develept Records, 2006)

e 69 % Caucasian

e 27 % African-American

e 4 9% Other Minority Groups
e 44 % Age 24 or older

e 63 % female; 37 % male

Given the conditions of the research design, ramglseiecting the control group
and selecting the experimental groups based oprtpeensity for revision activities by

the instructors was appropriate.
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Setting

The English Composition | classes at the collegedasigned to be highly
constrained for the instructors and students ircthgses. All English Composition |
classes are designed to require six personal @queriessays concentrating on the
following expository modes: explanatory, descriptimarrative, cause/effect,
classification, division, definition, and/or comgam/contrast. Papers are typically
organized according to five-paragraph, formulagagsrinciples with an introduction to
include a thesis, three body paragraphs which stpp®thesis, and a conclusion. All
sections of the class use the same textbook, @riglish Composition | classes are
governed by a holistic rubric (Appendix K). Thedl exam is a timed high-stakes
pass/fail essay exam in which the students hay@inoknowledge of the topics and is
administered in a location other than the classtammmally a computer lab. This study
focused on whether working in pairs or groups,danjanction with a revision script,
helped these particular composition students negt individual goals for the Exit

Exam and for the course.

Strengths

Since a true experiment is not possible in thee€gells educational setting, the
guasi-experimental design was the most appropieden to use. The posttest design
allowed for control of threats to internal and eréd validity to be addressed. Campbell
and Stanley (1996, p. 205) remark that quasi-erpertal designs are “well worth

employing where more sufficient probes are unatsela Through the observation notes,
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| was able to substantiate that participation anrgavision activities was occurring. Also,

all instruments were identical throughout the study

Limitations
The limitations of the study are that it was notuee experiment with random
selection; therefore, group comparability could betassured. Also, the sample size was
somewhat small. History of the participants migéwdr been a limitation in that the
participants entered the study with varied compmsibackgrounds. Finally, several

months is a short time period for significant growt writing to occur.

Instruments

The instruments included the following:

1. Diagnostic/Posttest- This instrument is the Colleeit Exam, which is a
timed essay test consisting of several promptsraoyéhe following types of
writing: explanatory, definition, comparison/cordtaclassification, division.
The students select one prompt and write one e$s@yprompts were
designed to reflect the instruction in the Collsggdmposition classes and
were interchangeable. Advantagech student took the same type of written
exam. Since direct assessment is the most dese#tbohof assessing writing
ability, the test can be considered more valid #ramdirect assessment.
DisadvantageThough direct, the assessment was not an autHentn of

assessment since it was conducted in an artiBetéing under artificial
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conditions with little or no real world applicati¢e.g., there was limited
opportunity to decide on what content to includd an opportunity to work
on a piece of writing over several days). Apperidiand E.

. Holistic Rubric- This instrument is the rubric uded grading by the
College’s English Department and was used to gnadmg throughout the
semester. Advantagelolistic grading has been hailed as one of tleaigst
achievements in composition assessment (Huot, 1894)ows raters to rate
through an overall impression without having tou®on particular aspects.
Another advantage is that the raters both usedahee grading procedures
and were already trained on the procedures. Disddge Interrater
reliability must be addressed. Raters must betalpeit aside their personal
feelings and rate according to the specified statsda@ppendix K.
Elaboration Criterion- Each Exitdfx was also given a criterion score of
1-5, with 1 being the lowest score and 5 beinghgbest score. The raters
evaluated the extent to which each essay incorpdthe elaborative traits
Connelly (2006) and Wyrick (2006) identify as sfiiecexamples and details
from personal experiences, memories, observatfaots, statistics,
reasoned arguments, testimony from authorities research, depending on

the audience and the writer’'s purpose. Appendix L.

. Target Student Group Observatiom®d his instrument was adapted

from Whyte’s (1999) observation form and includeti@ustive and
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mutually exclusive categories of the types of tatkurring during peer

response sessions in both the groups and pairendppG.

5. Revision Script- This instrumentswiesigned by me as a general guide for
revising English 101 essays. The script consistelistinct parts with
requests for the following: (1) Introduction, (2p@y Paragraphs, (3)
Conclusion, and (4) General Comments to includengrar, mechanics,
usage, and format. Throughout, the script alsodedwn elaboration within

the essays. Each distinct part asked specific qumssintended to direct the

6. Writers’ and reader’s attention to specifictp of the draft. Advantage
Writers are encouraged to focus on the mosértain aspects of writing in a
school genre for their peer response toama¢her’s writing—in progress.
Disadvantagd he guides may serve to stifle creativity by camtcating
focus on specific areas of the drafts. Aqpe A.

7. Peer Response Script- This instrumexd the Revision script used when
revising with a single peer reviewer. Adizage Writers are encouraged to
focus on the most uncertain aspects ofvgrin a school genre for their peer
response to one another’s writing—in pregrdisadvantagé&uides may
serve to stifle creativity by focusing on sifie areas of drafts. Appendix B.

8. Group Peer Response Script- This instrumestth@ Revision Script used

when revising with a four or five-member peer resgmgroup. Advantage
Writers are encouraged to focus on the most unineatgects of writing in a

school genre for their peer response to one arstiveiting—in progress.
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DisadvantageThe guides may serve to stifle creativity by camtcating focus
on specific areas of the drafts. Appendix C.
9. Whole Class Observation Form-This inseabhwas used as a measure of
rigor of implementation of peer respopsirs or groups (Whyte, 1999).
Appendix I.
10. Fidelity of Implementation-This instrument wesed to ensure that all
treatment sections were following the researchgihesAppendix M.
| designed all instruments based on relevant data the literature and on the
opinions of subject experts; therefore, validitpsld be high (Shannon, 2004), and |
pilot tested the instruments prior to conductingeeech. These pilot tests were conducted
on English Composition | students from randomlestdd English Composition |
sections. Interrater reliability was addressedatimg papers by having the raters score
sample papers and then correlating the ratinggeast .70 was the minimum interrater
agreement | would accept (Ross, 2005), and theeagret exceeded that number. See
Table 3.

Table 3: Reliability Coefficients for Pilot Testing

Testing o Number of Items
Pilot Testing 1 .83 2
Pilot Testing 2 .86 2

Note. a = Cronbach’s alpha
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Validity of the instruments was addressed by cngatistruments based on
scholarly research in composition (Shannon, 2084d,the instruments were pilot tested

the semester prior to the research.

Procedures

The study took place over the course of two acadsernesters. During the first
semester, | determined which instructors used tbegss approach to composition
instruction and specifically which instructors prot@d revision activities.

Based on my knowledge of English Composition Irinstors, | selected two
instructors, X and Y for the four experimental sat$ of English Composition I. During
the research, both instructors focused on reviagosingle-peer collaboration and on
revision as peer group collaboration. Therefore, ghme instructors taught both
experimental sections. The comparison instructa raadomly selected from the
remaining English Composition instructors whom d kietermined not to be using a
process approach. Exit exams were also desigmatjdiie initial phase of the study.

These exams were used as both diagnostic tes{sosttests.

Training Instructors

The treatment instructors selected for the stuesevones whom | knew
considered writing as a process that is both reeend social. Therefore, the selected
instructors already exhibit a propensity for allogitheir students to work in groups.

However, to help lower the differences betweengifoeips’ experiences, the instructors
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were provided information on and instruction intéygg a classroom environment
conducive to successful group work. Three afternatrmational sessions were held
with the participating instructors to discuss vatetl approaches for establishing
classrooms that support pairs and groups. Themsessicluded the following types of
training:

1. Training for collaboration and cooperation in ctagsns

2. Training for structuring peer response group praceslin writing classes

3. Training for teaching students to give high-qual@gdback

The first aspect of the training consisted of déstag with instructors the basic tenets
of collaboration and cooperation. | shared witmthieformation about collaborative and
cooperative learning, and we discussed methodswbeld use to foster these following
five cooperative learning elements in their clasars. For group work to be a successful
endeavor, Johnson & Johnson (1998) maintain tleafioflowing five essential elements
must be present and this study, through pair aodpgwork, focused specifically on the
first three elements:

1. Positive interdependence: Positive interdependence is the perception thanee

linked with others in a way so that we cannot sedagnless they do. Their work

benefits us and our work benefits them. Within gw&operative lesson, positive

goal interdependence must be established throughatearning goals (learn the

assigned material and make sure that all membersuwfgroup learn the assigned

material). In order to strengthen positive interelggence, divided resources (giving

each group member a part of the total informateauired to complete an

assignment) and complementary roles (reader, cheskeourager, elaborator) may

also be used.
2. Individual accountability: Individual accountability exists when the perforroarf

each individual student is assessed and the reseligiven back to the group and the

individual. The purpose of cooperative learningup®is to make each member a
stronger individual. Students learn together sottey can subsequently perform
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higher as individuals. To ensure that each mensbstréngthened, students are held
individually accountable to do their share of therkv Common ways to structure
individual accountability include (a) giving an imdlual test to each student, (b)
randomly selecting one student’s product to reprietbe entire group, or (c) having
each student explain what they have learned tassclate.

. Face-to-face promotive interaction: Individuals promote each other’s success by
helping, assisting, supporting, encouraging, amisprg each other’s efforts to
achieve. Certain cognitive activities and interpaed dynamics only occur when
students get involved in promoting each other’sriea. These include orally
explaining how to solve problems, discussing theineeof the concepts being
learned, teaching one’s knowledge to classmatekcamnecting present with past
learning. Accountability to peers, ability to inflnce each other’s reasoning and
conclusions, social modeling, social support, anerpersonal rewards all increase as
the face-to-face interactions among group memiergase.

In addition, the verbal and nonverbal responsegtwr group members provide
important information concerning a student’s perfance. Silent students are
uninvolved students who are not contributing toldaning of others as well as
themselves. To obtain meaningful face-to-face adon, the size of groups needs to
be small (2—4 members).

. Social skills: Contributing to the success of a cooperative effquires interpersonal
and small group skills. Placing socially unskiliedividuals in a group and telling
them to cooperate does not guarantee that theypevaible to do so effectively.
Persons must be taught the leadership, decisiomagiakust-building,
communication, and conflict-management skills pspurposefully and precisely as
academic skills.

. Group processing: Group processing exists when group members distussvell
they are achieving their goals and maintainingatife working relationships.
Groups need to describe what member actions apéuhahd unhelpful and make
decisions about what behaviors to continue or ceawvthen difficulties in relating to
each other arise, students must engage in groge$sing and identify, define, and
solve the problems they are having working togedfierctively.

Johnson and Johnson (1998) claim in their textamperative learning that

understanding these five basic elements and dewmglsfills in structuring them allows

teachers to (a) adapt cooperative learning to tireque circumstances, needs, and

students, (b) fine tune their use of cooperatiagrimg, and (c) prevent and solve

problems students have in working together. Thagaaating instructors agreed to use
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activities to promote these elements. For exanglenembers of the pair or group were
required to submit all evidence of revision actestbefore any paper would be graded.
Additionally, following the return of graded essatfse groups met to discuss the results
and identified ways that each group member coufatave on the next essay.

The second aspect of the instructor training coedief discussing the methods
for structuring peer response group proceduregiting classes. Most instructors at the
College who incorporate peer response workshopghair English Composition |
classes follow the procedures described by Wyrl&09) and relate both confidence and
comfort in this method. Therefore, the study usedftllowing procedures during the
peer response activities. The treatment pairs amapg all used the same revision script
to guide activities, and they carried out the saneeedures for reading and responding
to drafts. Treatment groups gathered in their pegponse groups of four to five or in
pairs, exchanged drafts for reading, and responded) the revision script as a guide.
According to their specific roles, readers made m@mts on the drafts and on additional
paper as necessary to convey their points thorgugbhce the initial reading/responding
time had elapsed, the drafts moved to the nexereathe reading/response period of the
two to three page drafts was approximately fifte@nutes and was governed by the
groups themselves. This process continued uhtlrafts received comments from all
members. Because research has indicated thaddbéck to be effective, it should be
conveyed in a number of modes and should allowesponse and interaction (Brinko,
1993), at the end of the written response timelesits looked over the comments their

drafts received and had time to discuss any questleey had or to solicit further
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commentary. Peer feedback was kept with the alglrafts so that writers could have
access to the feedback as they prepared to ravissudbomit the final drafts. Students
were not required by their instructors to apply fiéedback to their drafts. Rather,
instructors encouraged students to evaluate tlib&sk and apply it as they deemed
appropriate to their essays. Instructors did motigpate in the workshops. They did,
however, monitor the groups for task completiorcbgducting walk-throughs during the
peer response sessions. Any group anomalies wéeeoted, and none were reported.
Finally, to help students become accustomed to wgrik pairs or groups, we
determined that hands-on practice would be the aygstopriate method to teach
students how the scripts were to be used and alsddhelp students provide high-
quality feedback to their peers. Anonymous stué@sseays of all genres were used as the
source texts for the practice sessions. The stadesponded to the drafts using the
revision script as a guide. Following this actiyittye instructors used the comments to
discuss what types of feedback would be most uséfeh revising essays in the future.
They pointed out that the script items required stadents go beyond simple comments
and elaborate on the suggestions that they makprdvide additional detail about the
importance of useful feedback, we used Straub (189 0ur guide. According to
Straub’s (1997) exploratory study into student tieas to teacher comments, nine
categories of useful comments were noted as impidastudents as they prepared to
revise. We used “teacher comment” categories @sr‘pomment” categories for the
purpose of training responders to provide high-ty&edback. The categories,

described by Mosher (1998) are as follows:
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1. Focus. The focus of a comment usually refers tot \kimal of comments the
teacher makes: global (ideas, development, orgammar local (wording,
sentence structure, correctness) (100). Studestsadiprefer one over the
other and believed that both were useful when vewig their papers. One
concern students did have is with the teacher camtingeon the ideas of the
paper, a global issue. This concern regarded "atghand how certain
comments appeared to work "against the ideas tbed already down on the
page" (101). Students also reacted negativelyachier attempts to correct or
revise words or sentences. The students regargedslithe teacher's attempt
to claim their writing authority because they s torrections as a
reflection of "the idiosyncratic preferences of teacher” (101).

2. Specificity. In all cases, the students wantedéaeher's comments to be
specific. Students did not "respond favorably tg @amment that they saw as
unclear, vague, or difficult to understand” (1d2)r example, a teacher who
stated "you need more evidence to support your paimt” needed to state
what evidence the student should have used, easat to have suggested
some directions the student could take in ordéintbmore evidence. The
consensus was that "comments that were specifielabdrate” were much
more useful than those that were vague (102).

3. Mode. In mode (i.e. the tone of the teacharise), the students preferred
comments that "sounded helpful and encouragingierahan those that were
terse and seemed "harsh and critical" (103). A centrauch as "Not so. See
above,"” made the students become defensive anddcthem to leave the
material as it was initially written.

4. Criticism. When it came to criticism, studepteferred comments that were
more like reader than teacher responses: studietitshiese comments had a
softer tone, and they appreciated the way the cartswadfered an individual
reader's perspective on the writing" (105). Fomepde, while students found
the comment "You've missed his point" as offensigeause it came "right
out and [said that the paper was] bad," they faheccomment "I hear
LeMoult saying something different--that drugs soedangerous to society
largely because laws make them illegal" as objecivd words they could
easily work with during the revision process (10d)erefore, students
appreciated teacher responses that focused onthehstudent was trying to
say, and those that helped him/her see where hedsihdé change the wording
so that the writer's own message would becomeearl¢405).

5. Imperatives. The practicality of imperativescommands, was debated. While
most students believed, as currently hypothesibed imperatives were
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useless and suggested the teacher's attempt tolcstatent writing, others
saw imperatives as a worthwhile way of commenthgtudent said that
"even though it's telling [a student] how to wititee paper, it's basic info that
would make the paper more effective" (106).

6. Praise. Praise was always welcome in studeap&rs, but again they wanted
the praise to be specific and to be "accompanieahbgxplanation of what the
teacher saw as good" (106).

7. Questions. Interestingly, the efficiency regagdhe use of questions in a
paper was debated. While students did "apprediatér¢edom and control
over their writing" that questions allowed, sometgithe students were
unclear on where to go with the questions (109)d&tts who complained
about the overuse of questions stated that thegtégdamore direction and a
clearer sense of what the teacher wanted" (109).

8. & 9. Advice and Explanations. The overwhelmingjority of students thought
that advice and explanations were the key to pribekicevising. Students
said that advice such as "in your next draft trjolmus on developing more
convincing arguments against legalized drugs" ifledtthe problem "in a
way that [made] the teachers seem like they ca#alr). Advice that was
most favored was advice that suggested insteadmimanded ways to
approach revision, and advice that was followeagxplanation. The
teacher would thus be praised if he/she addeckttaltbve sentence, why don't
you add "point by point, your opponent's view, Esady and objectively as
you can" so that "then you can deal with each sfahguments and show the
weaknesses in his position?" (109). The most pridckicomments thus not
only gave advice, but also showed how to carryidiea of the advice
throughout the paper.

Using the nine categories, instructors then pravstedents with opportunities to
again practice giving “useful” comments. Therefahering at least two class sessions,
instructors demonstrated examples of high-quadigdback and conducted class
activities designed to enhance the feedback sKiktudents. These activities were
intended to serve as skill-building components taneihcourage responding to drafts with

high-quality feedback so that it would become ndrmiastudents.
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Training Observers and Raters

The training of observers to record pair and grialipfocused on the student
group observation form. | gave the observers a ofplye TSGO form and provided
specific information regarding the methods theyudthaise to interpret and record the
types of talk occurring within the pairs and graupppendix G. The form was designed
for the observers to document the types of talkioarg within the pair or group revision
activities using 30 second intervals during threeute periods. The raters were to note
the types of comments made by each pair or groupbreeand what types of behavior
the members were exhibiting during the observatieollowing our initial meeting, we
observed one composition class as they workedheget groups to revise an example
essay. The raters used the TSGO form to rate Hajearate groups with four members in
each group. Therefore, raters tallied as manysiadents’ comments per observation.
Observer agreement was slightly above 80 percemglthis session. Training of essay
raters consisted of a session where two non-paaticig study instructors were given
sample essays from each category (example, definitiassification, division,
comparison/contrast) and asked to rate each paperding to the College’s holistic
rubric and the elaboration criteria. Interratereggnent was calculated at over 90

percent.

Conducting the Study

The second phase of the study began with the marsétection of one English

101 section to serve as the control group. | raridalmew one section from all available
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classes of instructors who were identified as avies did not routinely use revision
group activities as part of instruction. The expemntal sections had been previously
selected. The treatment sections of each instruatce randomly assigned, by the toss
of a coin the SPR (Single Peer Response) or GP8uf3Peer Response) treatment.
Early in the term, | visited each group and exmdithat they would be part of a
composition research project. | explained thatpifigect would not interfere with their
course and that the results of the study would Gdamavailable to them. | discussed with
them that on several occasions during the seméstividuals would be visiting their
classrooms to observe the revision activitieslsd abtained written permission from the
participants. On the next class day, the instrgcaoiministered one form of the exit exam
to each group in the study to serve as the diagniestthe groups and to be used as a
basis of comparison in the study. (The College’glish Department requires that a
diagnostic essay be assigned at the beginningobf @ass.) The directions were identical
to the Exit Exam, and the students had the sameiainod time to complete this exam as
the final Exit Exam. They were provided with a cayfythe Revision Script to use on the
exam if they chose to do so. | requested that #hedion Script be submitted along with
the exam. Participants were identified by numloatyg. (For example the control group
participants became E1, E2, etc.). | made a cogaoi exam, returned the original to
the specific instructors, and had the copies scbyetie pre-selected raters using the
holistic scale and the elaboration rubric. Intearagreement for the diagnostic essays

averaged over .9. See Table 4.
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Table 4: Reliability Coefficients for Diagnostic $&g/s

Variables a Number of Items
Single Peer Review (SPR) 97 2
Group Peer Review (GPR) .85 2
Comparison Group (NPR) .96 2

Note. o = Cronbach’s alpha

Prior to the formation of the heterogeneous pairgroups, the instructors
introduced the concepts of working in collaboragyveups to the students. Throughout
the research semester, students in the four expetaingroups were exposed to one of
the two experimental scripting methods, and thdérobgroup used a script for self-
review. Students in the experimental groups wererga separate revision activity to
use after they completed their initial drafts. Tgroups (A and C) revised with a peer,
and the other groups (B and D) revised within a pegponse group of four to five
writers. The control group (E) had the opportundityise the general revision script for
self-revision and evaluation. All the revision aittes served to guide the students
through a re-seeing of their drafts by focusinglstis’ attention on particular aspects of
their drafts and were the variables of interestherstudy. As prior research indicates
(e.g., Bennett, 1991; Carifo, Jackson, & Dagosti@if)1; Hull, Rose, Fraser, Castello,
1991; Zhu Wei, 1995), the presence of revisionkeyacomponent of successful
writings. Based on this information, the revisianigt questions were designed to

encourage students to make substantive contengebainneeded. The same scripts were
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used throughout the semester, and the scriptsalsvaised on the Exit Exam. Thus, the
students were versed in both the scripts and th&gpaup peer response.

During the course of the semester, the observetrd made at least two visits to
each group in the study. The visits were schedwigdthe instructors in advance and
were timed to coincide with specific revision attas. The classroom observations
allowed me to validate that the designated form®wakion activities for each group
were occurring, were observed for rigor of impletation on the “Whole Class
Observation” form, and were observed for fidelifyroplementation on that instrument.

During the course of the semester, | randomlycsetepairs and groups to record
types of student talk during peer response aas/itht least two groups per treatment
(group) section and two pairs per treatment (sgction were observed at least five
times over the semester. According the Cohen (188d)Whyte (in press), five
observations per target student is enough to pecaistable estimate of talk and
behaviors within small groups. The observers nooed student talk and recorded the
information on the Target Student Observation fo@yppendix G.) The forms were
then returned to me for analysis.

During the testing phase, all groups were giventidal Exit Exams. The exam
consisted of five possible essay types. See AppéhdFive topics for each type of
writing were offered. Types of essays included eplandefinition, description,
classification, division, and comparison/contrdste students selected only one topic for
the exam. Scores on the exam were based on a ItiGspale. Elaboration scores were

based on the analytic 1-5 scale.
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The Exit Exams were all administered at the same (1:00 p.m.) in similar
computer lab locations. All groups had three haorsomplete identical exit exams. At
the beginning of the testing period, the controlugr was given the exit exam and the
instructions specific to the exam were given. Thelgmitted one essay and were given
the revision guide to use if they desired. Fordbetrol group, revision was optional. The
experimental groups were given the same exam aedvezl the same overall
instructions. The experimental groups were thetruosed to follow two distinct revision
activities before they submitted their final drafifiese mirrored the semester-long type
of classroom instruction. Single Peer Review (SiARyuctions revised their drafts using
the guide with a peer reviewer, as they had owecturse of the semester, before they
submitted their final drafts. Group Peer Review R}hstructions were to revise their
drafts using the guide with a peer review groughay had over the course of the
semester, before they submitted their final dra#tsmaterials were stapled to the final
drafts of the exam, and the participants were iledtby their numbers only. The
English Composition | section instructors from @allege, trained by the researcher,
administered and monitored the exams. No anomakes noted during the testing
period. All exams were graded by the study raiemnsg the specified holistic grading
rubric and the elaboration scale.

Following the completion of the Exit Exam, theatiaent instructors asked the
participants to respond to three specific debrgefinestions related to the three research

guestions. The responses were given anonymously.
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Data Sources
This research made primary use of classroom essatfsdiagnostic and final,
that were timed writings on specific personal eigrere topics. The essays were
supplemented by student response and whole-classwations during revision activities

over the course of the term.

Data Analysis

To address the research question of whether aienwion activities influenced
exit exam scores, data was analyzed using Anabysiariance, specifically
(MANOVA), with statistical significance set p& 0.05. Multivariate analysis of
variance (MANOVA) is an ANOVA with more than onepndent variable. Therefore,
MANOVA allows for the testing of hypotheses relatedmprovements in student
achievement, specifically the improvement in oMasaiting scores and the improvement
in elaboration scores. In this study, improvemeamtsverall writing scores and
elaboration scores were the two dependent varightesthe hypothesis is that both are
affected by the different revision scripting meteodnstead of a univariatevalue, a
multivariateF value (Pillai) based on a comparison of the eresrance/covariance
matrix and the effect variance/covariance matris witained. The "covariance" was
included because the two measures are probablglatad and this correlation must be
addressed when performing the significance tesstiiig the multiple dependent

variables was accomplished by creating new depén@eiables that maximize group
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differences. These artificial dependent variahleslinear combinations of the measured
dependent variables.

The study was designed to examine the differenetgden groups with two total
independent variables (one independent variablér@aiment group) and one dependent
variable; therefore, MANOVA was appropriate as shaistical procedure and as a
control for Type | errors. MANOVA is useful in eepmental situations where at least
some of the independent variables are manipula&daa the case with this design. It has
several advantages over ANOVA. First, by measusengeral dependent variables in a
single experiment, there is a better chance obgtng which factor is truly important.
Second, it can protect against Type | errors thghtroccur if multiple ANOVAs were
conducted independently. It can also reveal diffees not discovered by ANOVA tests.

In this design, the participants took a pre-testgdostic essay) and a posttest
(Exit Exam), and there were five total groups. Tigependent variables were the types
of peer response activity performed after theahdrafts were completed in the
experimental groups. The dependent variables thereeported scores on the exit exam
and on the criterion of elaboration. SPSS wagl#ta analysis software used. By using
MANOVA and other statistical procedures includedha SPSS software (e.g. Ordinary
Least Squares regression analysis), planned cosoparcould have been performed and
post hoc interpretations completed as necessagdress any unexpected findings.
Based on the findings, however, no additional camspas were necessary.

In addition to the quantitative data gathered tglosicores, observational data,

gained from the “Target Student Group Observationh was analyzed to indicate the
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frequency with which students talk about specifipexts of writing by calculating a
percent for each observed pair or group. The “Wli@hss Observation” form was also
used as a measure for rigor of implementationHerstudy by categorizing the types of
activities in pairs and groups in the treatmentisas, and debriefing questions were
used to identify student attitudes toward collaboraand scripted talk. The following
figure (Figure 3) illustrates the research design.

Figure 3: Gains in Achievement with Access to Thigpes of Scripted Activities on

Elaboration in a Freshman Composition Class
Design Schematic

Control Group

(access to high- Control
quality script) Group
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q Y P Extended measure SPR
one peer resourcg) time implementation. Group
Results
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CHAPTER IV
DISCUSSION
Overview
The results of the study indicated that while tregit groups increased their
mean holistic writing scores and their mean elaiamecriterion scores from the
diagnostic essay to the exit essay, the increadasotl meet statistical significance set at
p <.05. The comparison group saw a decrease mitsoinean holistic scores and the

elaboration criterion scores, yet the decreasenatjdinot meet statistical significance.

Statistical Tables and Interpretations

The results from quantitative statistical analyesed accompanying qualitiative
analyses are reported through tables and expansiagsdion throughout this chapter.
Initial tables and discussion report reliability foterrater agreement on the essay scores
that were the outcome measures for this study.s&utent discussion focuses on the

Rigor of Implementation of the two treatments.

Reliability Statistics

The following tables report interrater agreemasadgregated for each of the
treatment groups and the comparison group. Tvesgacored each essay, and their

scores were compared for indications of reliab#igyeement. The statistical interrater

99



agreement data indicate that the raters were \esg @n their scores averaging .932
across the two treatment and one comparison gr@sssys.

Table 5: Reliability Coefficients Interrater Agreent

Variables a Number of Items
Single Peer Review 97 2
Group Peer Review .85 2
Comparison Group .96 2

Note. o = Cronbach’s alpha

Rigor of Implementation

To validate that the designated forms of revisiotivédies for each treatment pair
and group section were occurring, two scheduleitsyiwith 10 minutes for each
observed pair or group, by one observer and | wexée to each treatment section over
the course of the term. Reliability between ratess over 80% agreement on the five
categories.

The “Whole Class Observation” form allowed me teulment that the research
was being conducting according to the design amdmdirm that classroom management
was not an area that could impede the study. Hewyévese data can be identified as
only a weak control for rigor of implementationthgs measure was used just twice in
each treatment class: not a large enough sampl®wide a stable estimate of the
percent of students engaged in talk and work tagetbmpared to off-task, passively on-
task, or working alone. Also, this data must berapgphed cautiously as interrater
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agreement was not established prior to the obsensat All eight visits and the
accompanying documentation indicated that theuosirs were conducting their
treatment classes in concert with the researclydesid that there were no major areas
of concern with classroom management. In fachsectreatments, 59% of the time,
students were “talking about their writing or talgiand manipulating” their drafts. Of
the other categories, 18% of the time students Wergsive on task,” 24% of the time
they were “manipulating materials,” and 25% of tinee they were “reading or writing.”
Observers noted that on occasion students seentetdome disengaged, and so
approximately 8% of observed student behaviors weded in this category. The
majority of activities occurring within the pairadgroups were identified as on-task
activities. Observers focused on the same two paigsoups for 10 minute intervals and
marked the number of times in the 10 minutes tlegdthe pairs or groups engaging in
each identified activity. The following tables prde the aggregated data for the
observers’ visits. Therefore, each row represedtsihiutes of observation time per
observer or 40 minutes total observation time. &waxth zeros indicated the absence of

a pair or group to observe.
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Table 6: Aggregated Observation Data for Rigomaplementation Treatment A (SPR)

Talk or Talk/ Manipulation Read/ Passive Dis-

Treatment A Manipulation Materials Write OnTask engaged N

1 5 7 6 1 1 20
2 2 4 5 3 3 17
3 2 4 4 3 0 13
4 0 0 6 4 0 10
5 5 0 5 3 3 16
6 2 2 3 1 0 10
7 0 0 0 0 0 0

8 4 3 4 0 2 14

Table 7: Aggregated Observation Data for Rigomgblementation Treatment B (GPR)

Talk or Talk/ Manipulation Read/ Passive Dis-
Treatment B Manipulation Materials Write OnTask engaged N
1 3 5 4 2 3 18
2 3 2 4 1 1 11
3 0 0 0 0 0 0
4 4 5 3 3 1 16
5 4 5 0 0 0 11
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Table 8: Aggregated Observation Data for Rigomgblementation Treatment C (SPR)

Talk or Talk/ Manipulation Read/ Passive Dis-
Treatment C Manipulation Materials Write OnTask engaged N
1 5 4 2 3 1 11
2 2 5 1 1 3 12
3 8 2 1 1 1 13
4 3 4 2 2 0 11
5 0 0 0 0 0 0
6 6 3 0 0 0 9
7 4 2 2 2 0 10

Table 9: Aggregated Observation Data for Rigomgblementation Treatment D (GPR)

Talkor Talklé  Manipulation Read/ Passive Dis-
Treatment D Manipulation Materials Write OnTask engaged N
1 4 2 4 2 1 13
2 4 4 2 2 2 14
3 3 1 5 3 1 13
4 1 1 4 4 0 10
5 0 0 0 0 0 0

Fidelity in Implementation

| designed the “Fidelity in Implementation” instnent to document that

instructors were conducting the study, from begigrio ending, as | designed it. During

training sessions for the instructors, the paréitipg treatment instructors agreed to keep
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the features of instruction between their two tresait classes consistent. The same

classrooms and instructional materials were usetiiles were consistent, assignments

were identical, availability and use of technolaggs the same, and instructional time

was even for both the pair treatment and the gtmagiment. No participating instructor

in the two treatment groups was ever observed tiagdrom the training she had

received in SPR and GPR or from consistent featfresstruction between the

instructor's SPR and GPR classes. Using the “Fydiel Implementation” instrument, |

validated that all aspects of the design were coteduappropriately.

Table 10: Fidelity in Implementation

Activity

Evidence of Implementation

Diagnostic essay administration All diagnostic essay procedures were followed.

procedures followed

Diagnostic essay collection
procedures followed

Random assignment of
pairs/groups

Pairs/groups peer response
occurring for each essay
following the diagnostic essay

Appropriate script used during
peer response sessions

Instructors, raters, and observers followed designe
collection procedures.

Groups and pairs were randomly assigned in each
treatment pair and group. (Coin toss)

Pairs and groups participated in SPR/GPR activities
for each essay following the diagnostic essay.

Pairs and groups participated in SPR/GPR activities
using the appropriate script methods for each essay

Script used consistently during allThe appropriate script was used for each treatment

peer response sessions

pair or group and was used in the comparison group.

Exit Exam essay administration All Exit Exam essay procedures were followed.

procedures followed

Exit Exam collection procedures Instructors and raters followed designed collection

followed

procedures.
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Using the participant data, the following specdigestions were addressed.

Research Question 1: Access to Peers and Writilgefement

What are the gains in achievement in writing inahgdon the criterion of
elaboration of freshman college students with act@snultiple peer opinions as
measured by scores on pretest/posttest writingassnt? As demonstrated in the
following chart, the mean scores of the groups €tban improvement from pretest to
posttest in all treatment groups, but not in th@garison group. Also, to determine if a
larger N could have reached statistical signifieatie data from all treatment groups

were aggregated, but statistical significance s not reached.

Table 11: Descriptive Statistics for Pretest/Pasttariables

Pretest Pretest Pretest Post-test Post-test Post-test

Variable M D N M D N
Holistic
pair 78.43 9.35 30 82.68 7.65 30
group 74.45 11.15 35 78.37 10.68 35
Comparison  78.12 8.97 20 77.15 6.15 20
Total 76.72 10.12 85 79.40 8.99 85
Elaboration
pair 3.81 .81 30 4.21 .78 30
group 3.72 .76 35 3.97 .67 35
Comparison  3.65 .82 20 3.53 .76 20
Total 3.74 .78 85 3.94 .76 85

* Holistic scale 0-100, Elaboration scale 1-5
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SPR Treatments A and C pretest means were 78.43.(8)and 3.81 (SD .81)
and posttest means were 82.68 (SD 7.65) and 4R227@. GPR Treatments B and D
pretest means 74.45 (SD 11.15) and 3.72 (SD ."@)pasttest means 78.37 (SD 10.68)
and 3.97 (SD .67). Treatments A and B were tabglthe same instructor (X).
Treatments C and D were taught by the same instr(i¢). Instructor Z's comparison
group pretest mean was 78.12 (SD 8.97) and 3.65&3and posttest was 77.15 (SD
6.15) and 3.54 (SD .76). All treatment groups wewelved in a form of scripted peer
revision, either single peer or groups during tb&damic semester and on the Exit Exam.
The comparison group used a script without acaepsér resources throughout the
semester and on the Exit Exam. The opportunitpéor or group social exchange was a
difference between the comparison group, whichritadccess to peer resources, and the
two treatment groups. In this context, the faat,tthough not statistically significant, all
treatment group means improved while the comparggonp mean decreased is of
interest.  The following charts illustrate théMOVA results of the groups. The
charts do not include post hocs. Since no sigamite was reported, there was no need to

run post hoc analysis.
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Table 12: Multivariate and Univariate Analyses @rMnce for Achievement

Multivariate Univariate
Variable df Fa Achievemenf  Elaboratior?
Time 2 3.78* 6.93* 5.21*
Group 4 2.23 2.09 1.88
Time X Group 4 76 1.07 1.10

Note. MultivariateF ratios were generated from Pillai’s statistic
AMultivariatedf = 4, 164" Univariatedf = 1, 82.
*p<.05.
The MANOVA results indicate that no significant ieases in either achievement
scores or elaboration scores were reported ameangrtups. Multivariate F ratio

reported 3.78 with univariate analyses reporte® 6r®achievement scores and 5.21 on

elaboration scores. All were higher than the .88essary for statistical significance.

Discussion of Results

Based on the results of this pretest/posttesgdesiconcluded that in the SPR
and GPR treatment groups, student achievementlbd&tanot improve at a level that
achieved statistical significance from pre to pesitt Achievement on the criterion of
signs of elaboration also did not improve from far@osttest at a level that achieved
statistical significance. Therefore, the null hiypesis that there is no difference in the

gains in overall writing achievement or on theemiiin of elaboration of the three groups
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taking the exam Comparison Group (no peer accésyg)le Peer Review (SPR), and
Group Peer Review (GPR) is accepted. The altematypotheses, (1) that students in
Single Peer Review (SPR) with a script to fostentjproblem-solving will show greater
gains in writing achievement and elaboration thendomparison group and (2) students
in Group Peer Review (GPR) with a script to fogb@nt problem-solving will show
greater gains in writing achievement and elabonatan the single peer response group
(SPR), are rejected.

As previously mentioned, mean scores moved upwatlde two treatment groups
but downward in the comparison group, which expeeel standardized instruction with
Nno access to peers’ opinions, indicates that haek theen the resources to implement
SPR and GPR for a more extended time and with langebers of participating
students, students experiencing these treatmenthave had significantly higher
achievement and elaboration scores than studertewterienced standardized

instruction with no access to peers’ ideas.

Research Question 2: Scripted Talk with Peers antndy Achievement

Does scripted talk with two or more peer responslpnbduce greater
achievement than students who work alone? As dstraiad by the statistical analysis
in this study, scripted talk with two or more pedogs not produce greater achievement

on Exit Exam scores in relation to students whokvwadone.

108



Table 13: Multivariate and Univariate Analyses @frMnce for Scripted Talk on
Achievement

Multivariate Univariate
Variable df F2 AchievementF 2
Time 2 3.78* 6.93*
Group 4 2.23 2.09
Time X Group 4 76 1.07

Note. MultivariateF ratios were generated from Pillai’s statistic
AMultivariatedf = 4, 164° Univariatedf = 1, 82.
* p<.05.

Research Question 3: Amount of Access to ResotiocScripted Talk with Peers and

Elaboration Achievement

Does scripted talk with one or more peer resporsderttduce greater gains in
elaboration than students who work with only amper? As demonstrated by the
statistical analysis in this study, scripted talkhviwo or more peers did not produce
greater elaboration scores in relation to studehis work alone. The following
MANOVA table reports elaboration score results asreaching statistical significance

with the 5.21 reported result.
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Table: 14 Univariate Analyses of Variance for S@tpTalk on Elaboration

Univariate
Variable Elaboration
Time 5.21*
Group 1.88
Time X Group 1.10

Note: Univariatedf = 1, 82.
*p<.05.

Talk as Related to Writing and Elaboration Achieesin

An additional aspect of the revision activities vaéiserved. Five times during the
semester, two randomly selected groups from betitrirent sections were observed
during revision activities and their rates of sfiedalk recorded using the “Target
Student Observation” Form attached as AppendixX e form indicated exhaustive and
mutually exclusive categories of target studer gl identifying five specific types of
talk. Since elaboration was the criterion of ia&rfor this question, | analyzed the types
of talk for their rate of overall talk about wrigrand then for their talk specifically
relating to elaboration. Based on initial resulidecided to explore the data as validation
of the “robust” findings in the literature on classm work arrangements for ill-
structured problem-solving (Cohen, 1991, p. 9),thedvided structures for ill-structured
problem-solving and reciprocal interdependencepegsent, there is an association
between high-quality talk and achievement. Thegaf all the categories of talk about

writing and Exit Exam scores were used in regresprocedures to determine if the
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amount and type of specific talk might be a predicf achievement. | selected
regression since | was trying to determine thetisrahip between two

variables, type of specific talk and achievemestimtion. Regression did not indicate
that the types of talk categories were signifidanfpredicting achievement or elaboration
on post scores. This was expected with such a saraple and multiple predictor
variables. However, when rates of “ElaborationcpeTalk” were coded and used as
the variable with the pre scores for elaboratiopragict post scores, the slope coefficient
for the talk variable is significant. When pre gpare held constant, post scores
increased by about .75 points when “ElaborationrcBigelalk” was used. N = 24. Table
15 demonstrates the results, and Figure 4 illiestréte interaction plots.

Table 15: Effects of Specific Talk about Elaboratfor Signs of Elaboration in Writing

Model B SEB Probability Value

Constant 2.522 .604 .000

Pre-test score

Elaboration .293 .149 .061
Talk about
Elaboration 747 254 .008**

a. Predictors: (Constant), Talk about elaboratfgrage elaboration pre-test score b.
Dependent Variable: Average Exit Exam Elaboratioar8, p<.05, **p<.01
Figure 4: Interaction Plot for Talk about WritingdaExit Exam Achievement
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Figure 4: Interaction Plot for Talk about WritingchAchievement
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Similarly, when rates of “talk about writing” weoeded and used as a predictor with pre
scores for holistic quality of writing, the talk @t writing predicts posttest scores on the
holistic quality of the writing. When pre scoree &eld constant, post scores increased
by about 7.80 points on a 0-100 point scale in@asion with “talk about writing.” N =

24. Table 16 demonstrates the results, and Figuhestrates the interaction plots.
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Table 16: Effects of Specific Talk on Exit Exam 8xx with Control for Pre-test Score

Model B SEB Probability Value
Constant 38.252 9.477 .001

Average

Writing Score  .503 123 .000**

Talk about

Writing 7.795 2.941 .015*

a. Predictors: (Constant), Talk about writing, Aage holistic writing score b. Dependent
Variable: Average Exit Exam Score, *p<.05, **p<.01

Figure 5: Interaction Plot for Talk about WritingdaElaboration Achievement
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Raw rates were also used to calculate rates ofsithn a two to five-member
peer review pair or group. Talk was identified'laigh,” “moderate,” or “low” based on
the total number of marks made for each membead @air or group by each rater over
the course of six consecutive 30 second intenadh #ime this category of data on talk
within the peer review groups was collected. Higles were given for any incidence
over 66 incidences per three minutes, moderats vatee those ranging from 34-65
incidences per three minutes, and low was anygdtaiow 34 incidences per three
minutes. For example, one group had a total ahdfks in the talk categories during
one observation. Nine of those marks were idedtiéis relating to elaboration, 5 were
identified as specific talk about writing other mhabout elaboration, 2 were identified as
talk about writing correctness, and 2 were idesdifas non-task related talk. Therefore,
15 out of the 18 marks or 83 percent identifiedensgrecific to talk about writing in some
form and 69 percent of the talk was specific tdetation yielding high ratings for talk
about writing and for elaboration. While no statel significance was recorded among
groups, the rate of specific student talk obsemdtese randomly selected pairs and
groups yielded some noteworthy results.

Information from each randomly selected group esented in the following

tables. Each table shows the pre and posttestssaackthe rates of talk.
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Table 17: Random Group Means for Diagnostic and Exam by Rate of Talk about
Writing and Rate of Elaboration Specific Talk

Group Numbers M D M D Rate of Rate of
Diagnostic Exit Talk about Elaboration
Exam Writing Specific Talk
B8/B9/B14/B20 71.12 9.89 83.5M.53 High High
B2/B13/B17/B19 67.75 14.72 75.5A2.55 Moderate Moderate
D4/D5/D8/D17 79.00 10.93 78.6212.53 Moderate  Moderate
D6/D9/D12/D13/D20 81.80 9.529 86.9010.94 High High

The randomly selected groups with a “High” rateabk about writing and
specific talk about elaboration demonstrated meamsgn achievement on both mean
scores for overall writing achievement and for elation. Groups with a “Moderate”
rate of talk about writing and specific talk abeldaboration did not demonstrate mean
score gains in both dependent variables.

Table 18: Random Group Means for Elaboration Mearé&Diagnostic and Exit Exam
by Rate of Talk about Writing and Rate of ElabamatSpecific Talk

Group Numbers M D M D Rate of Rate of
Diagnostic Exit Talk about Elaboration
Exam Writing Specific Talk
B8/B9/B14/B20 3.37 915 4.375 .816  High High
B2/B13/B17/B19 4.12 876 3.875 .997 Moderate  Motdera
D4/D5/D8/D17 3.50 902 3.75 .837 Moderate  Moderate
D6/D9/D12/D13/D20 3.60 1.08 430 .894 High High
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Information from each randomly selected pair igespnted in the following
tables. Each table shows the pre and posttestssaackthe rates of talk.

Table 19: Random Pair Means for Diagnostic and Exédm Scoreby Rate of Talk
about Writing and Rate of Elaboration Specific Talk

Pair M D M D Rate of Talk Rate of
Numbers Diagnostic Exit about Elaboration
Exam Writing Specific Talk
AG/AT 61.00 6.36 69.75 11.08 High High
A2/A9 82.00 433 71.75 13.10 Moderate Moderate
C9/C22 86.75 6.65 90.75 10.93 Moderate Moderate
C4/C17 83.25 10.21 91.00 10.76 High High

Table: 20 Random Pair Means for Elaboration Mearé&Dbiagnostic and Exit Exam by
Rate of Talk about Writing and Rate of Elaborat®pecific Talk

Pair M D M D Rate of Talk Rate of
Numbers Exit about Writing Elaboration
Exam Specific Talk
AG/A7 250 .997 3.25 .823 High High
A2/A9 3.00 .0 3.0 .668 Moderate Moderate
Cc9/C22 425 816 4.75 .816 Moderate Moderate
C4/C17 450 .876 5.0 .894 High High
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The randomly selected pairs with a “High” rate aktabout writing and specific
talk about elaboration demonstrated mean gainshie@aement on both mean scores for
overall writing achievement and for elaborationto@s with “Moderate” and “Low”
rates of talk about writing and specific talk abelaboration did not demonstrate mean

score gains in either dependent variable.

Participant Debriefing

On the day the Exit Exams were returned to thdesits in the treatment sections,
the participating instructors requested that thdests answer questions about the study.
The students were given 3 questions, asked to mesgoonymously, and then to submit
their responses. The questions were as follows:

1. Do you think that your writing benefited from yogpatir/group collaboration
during this term? Please be specific in your anssdpo why or why not and
identify if you were part of a pair or group.

2. Do you think that your writing benefited from usiagcript during the revision
activities? Please be specific in your answepastty or why not.

3. Do you think that your Exit Exam score was impagieditively or negatively
because of the included revision activity? Pldasepecific in your answer as to
why or why not.

Fifty-three out of the 87 participants (approxinhal percent) responded to the

guestions. After reading through the debriefingpogses several times, | classified

comments into distinct categories per questiondasethe written responses from each
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participant in both pair and group treatments.d&termine the response rate for each
comment, | analyzed each response and matchethitiva appropriate category using
the content analysis method described by Whitn89g2

Discussions of category characteristics are inaudehe sections which address
each question.

Debriefing Question :1Do you think that your writing benefited from ygpair/group

collaboration during this term? Please be sperifywour answer as to why or why not

and identify if you were part of a pair or group.

Table 21: Benefits of Pair or Group

Treatment Type Positive response to Negative responseTotal Response

collaboration to collaboration  to collaboration
Pair 21 3 24
Group 24 5 29
Total 45 8 53

Eighty-five percent of the students who experiericedtments rated the
opportunity to participate in collaboration as &ifige experience with comments such
as “Having the chance to work on my papers withpagner gave me the chance to hear
what someone else thought before | had to tum’it iAnother student said, “Working in
my group helped me so much. I’'m not a good wrded they kept on encouraging me

all during the class. They also told me things there really helpful like how to add
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more details to my paragraphs and what paragrapghsotl prove what | wanted them
to.” Still another student wrote, “I have neverriwed with anybody during the process
of writing a paper. My partner and | really todistseriously, and | learned that people
shouldn’t write papers without getting opinionsnr@ther people. Having another
person’s opinion can really make the differenchaw your paper sounds.”

Using the aforementioned responses and the rengaiesponses from each

participant debriefing, | identified 6 specific egbries for the benefits of collaboration.

The category identified aeneral discussion about writing encompasses comments

about the writing process or the recursive natfinerading such as the following:

1. “When my partner talked about the way she wroteepafrom start to finish, it
helped me to understand that | cannot write a dguagwer in 30 minutes.”

2. “My group members were constantly reminding me thiatvould spend more
time generating ideas for my paper | wouldn’t besting out when | drew a
blank at the middle of my paper.”

3. “My partner helped me to understand that writingsiot have to be just an
assignment to do. | learned that writing can bel@ase.”

4. *“If it had not been for my group and the fact tttaty helped me to believe |
could write a paper | would have dropped this ctass

The second identified category focused on comnretased to peers providing

specific examples/details to use in the papers with responses typical of the following:

1. “There was one paper that | was stuck on big ti@ae of the members in my

group gave me an idea of how | could prove my tgpiatence better. I'd still be

119



stuck in that paragraph if she hadn’t told me te thst story.”

2. “My peer partner told me to put in a really scamtistic to grab the instructor’s
attention when she read the introduction.”

The third identified category arose from commaeauisiting out unnecessary

information represented by the following:

1. “The best advice | got from my group was that somes | got to the point and
wore it out. They kept telling me that | was saythe same thing ten different
ways and not giving ten different reasons to sujppgrpoint.”

2. "My partner told me to ‘cut the fluff and keep grthe ‘stuff.” | will always
remember that.”

3. “If you've got to make it up—don’t use it!”

The fourth category was identified eganizational information with the following

types of comments creating the category:

1. “Add transition sentences. | heard that a lot.”

2. “Make the conclusion longer.”

3. “l was always asked where my thesis was.”

The fifth category focused only on comments thalraslsed pairs/groum®inting out

strong areas of paragraph through the following:

1. “Your thesis was great. The first time | hearditha made my day.”

2. "My group always liked my body paragraphs. Theigshat | could sell ice to an
Eskimo.”

3. “Strong support here.”
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4. "My revision group made me feel confident when tkediked about how good my
introductions were.”
The sixth category was identified by commeuasiting out grammar, mechanics,
and usage through the following examples:
1. “It really helped to have someone look at my pdpdore | turned it in. | am
not too good in grammar and | needed that extra.’hel
2. “Thanks for the chance to let other people proafnegy work. | couldn’t
catch my mistakes after | had read the paper arkdrtines.”
Tables 22 and 23 report the response frequenadigmiis and groups who
participated in collaboration and who reported liigh&om this participation.

Table 22: Response Rate for Collaboration Bengfiiairs

Treatment Type Benefited from Collaboration Comment Categories pRase

Pair N 21 Frequency out
students of 21

Benefit from general discussion about writing 2

Benefit from the providing of specific 2

examples/details to use in paper

Benefit from the pointing out of unnecessary
information 5

Benefit from organizational information 3
Benefit from point out strong areas in paragraphs8

Benefit from pointing out grammar/mechanics 1
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Table 23: Response Rate for Collaboration BengfiGroups

Treatment Type Benefited from Collaboration Comment Categories pRase
Group N 24 Frequency out

students of 24

Benefit from general discussion about writing 5

Benefit from the providing of specific 6
examples/details to use in paper

Benefit from the pointing out of unnecessary
information 3

Benefit from organizational information 2
Benefit from point out strong areas in paragraphst

Benefit from pointing out grammar/mechanics 6

Most respondents’ comments addressed only one &mdact, only two respondents
addressed more than one area of the benefits labooation. In those two cases, the
responses were placed in each appropriate category.

Fifteen percent of those same students (i.e.rt&jp@ants among 53— 24 pair and 29
group respondents—who experienced SPR or GPR dffexgative comments in regard
to collaboration. The two reasons for the negataponses in pairs included, “My
partner and | did not want to talk about writing/le mainly talked about stuff going on
around us and not our papers.” The other reassrsimalar. “It was hard for our group
to focus on the papers. There was too much elsdkt@bout and the papers just didn’t

make the cut.” Based on those 2 comments andrthkaisfollowing comments, all 8
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responses could be placed in a single categorytiedgroup/pair did not function well:”

1. “My partner and | didn’'t gel. She’s nice. I'm notVe don’t have anything in

common, so that made it tough.”

2. “Our group liked to talk about stuff other than tivrg.”

Table 24: Response Rate for Collaboration Negativ€roups and Pairs

Treatment Type Negatives from Scripted Talk Comment Categories pBese

Pair/Group N 11

Frequency out
students

of 11

Group/pair did not function well

Debriefing Question 2: Do you think that your waiiibenefited from using a script

during the revision activities? Please be speifipour answer as to why or why not

Table 25: Benefits of Script

Treatment Type Positive response toNegative response to Total Response to

script

script script
Pair 22 2 24
Group 20 9 29
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Seventy-nine percent of students rated the usesoffijgt as a positive experience.
One of the participants wrote, “The script helpedeep our group working on revising
the papers. | found that when | didn't really havgthing else to say about the paper,
the script gave me an idea of where to go nexinbther stated that using the script
“helped to keep our focus on the papers. There wares when we wanted to talk about
something not related to the papers, but the skajped to keep us on track.” Still
another said that “the script reminded me whateldeel to do to make my paper better
and to make the other papers in my group better.”

Using the aforementioned responses and the remgaiesponses from each
participant debriefing, | identified 4 specific egbries for the benefits of scripted talk
with 2 repeated from Debriefing Question 1.

The category identified aaying on task encompasses comments about the writing
process or the recursive nature of writing sucthadollowing:
1. “Without the script to guide my partner and me weuld have been talking
about The Sopranos.”
2. “We ended up with a shy girl in our group. Havihg script gave her a reason
to work with us.”
The second identified category focused on comnretased to peers providing
specific examples/details to use in the paper with responses typical of the following:
1. “I really need help when | write because | can beagal all the time but trying to
give someone a specific reason for something id farme. The script helped

me with those specific things to use.”
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2. “The script was where | went when | needed to beimded of what specific
details could be.”
The third category focused on one comment thatesded pairs/grougminting out
strong areas of paragraphs through the following:
1. “I'liked it when people told me what was right.”
The fourth category focused on comments abwittng assistance:
1. “Having the script in revision time helped my gramake our papers better from
start to finish.”
2. “The script helped me to write better.”
Tables 31 and 32 report the response frequenadigmiis and groups who
participated in scripted revision activities (SPRE¥R) and who reported benefits from
this participation.

Table 26: Response Rate for Scripted Talk BengfiBzairs

Treatment Type Benefited from Scripted Talk Comment Categories pRase

Pair N 22 Frequency
students out of 22
Benefit from staying on task 12
Benefit from the providing of specific 7

examples/details to use in paper

Benefit from pointing out strong areas of the
paragraphs 1

Benefit from writing assistance 2
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Table 27: Response Rate for Scripted Talk BenefiGroups

Treatment Type Benefited from Scripted Talk Comment Categories pRase

Group N 24 Frequency
students out of 24
Benefit from staying on task 5
Benefit from the providing of specific 6

examples/details to use in paper

Benefit from pointing out strong areas of the
paragraphs 2

Benefit from writing assistance 11

Twenty-one percent of the participants (N= 11) catied that they had a negative
response to the script. One said, “I don't likengeold how to respond to other people.
| felt like the script wanted me to stick to a e@mtorder and use certain questions.”
Another said that the script “made my partner aedi@el like we were in junior high. It
made us think that the instructor didn’t trustasldo what we were supposed to do.” One
additional comment stated that “using the scrifitliiee my peer partner and | were
confined to a set of areas that we could covejusttfelt like we were supposed to
comment only on certain things.” Based on thoserents and the similar following
comments, 2 categories were created.

The category identified deo constraining encompasses the aforementioned

comments and the following:
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1. “I don't like going in a particular order when Idk at papers.”
2. “The script didn’t let me talk about what | wantedsay.”

The category identified a®t useful resulted from one comment:
1. “The script did not help me at all.”

Table 28: Response Rate for Scripted Talk Negativ€&roups and Pairs

Treatment Type Negatives from Scripted Talk Comment Categories pBese

Pair/Group N 11 Rate out of 11
Script was too constraining 10
Script was not useful 1

Debriefing Question 3: Do you think that your EExam score was impacted positively

or negatively because of the included revisionvigfi Please be specific in your answer

as to why or why not.

Table 29: Benefits on Exit Exam

Treatment Type Positive response toNegative response to Total Response to

Treatment Exit Treatment Exit Exam Exit Exam
Exam

Pair 23 1 24

Group 26 3 29
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Ninety-two percent of students (N= 49), the higlestentage of the three
answers, rated the opportunity to participate wnsien activities during the exam as a
positive experience. Comments included the follgwitf you have to take a pass/fail
writing test, this is how it should be done. Adhsester | had worked with my partner, so
| really relied on her opinion. To go through thest important paper of the semester
without her would have been hard.” One studentevtizat “having my group look over
my paper and give me advice and kudos made madésb nervous about the exam.”
Another said, “My partner made me feel confidenvimat | turned in, and it helped me
to help him. 1 wouldn’t have wanted to turn my pam without his okay.” One
commented the “test was not so nerve wracking dikoew my group would read my
paper before the real grader did. | felt like Wenanted each other to do a good job, so
we worked hard to make sure that each paper wgsaasas we could get it.”

Using the aforementioned responses and the rengaiesponses from each
participant debriefing, | identified specific cateps for the benefits of scripted talk with
1 category repeated from Debriefing Question 2.

The category identified aame teaching and testing methods encompasses comments

about the writing process or the recursive nat@inerading such as the following:

1. “We had our group’s help all semester. It woulgtdhbeen a shock to lose it at
the end.”
2. “My partner and | had a system all through the<laswould be really stressed

if I had to go through a pass/fail test without it.
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The category identified a®nfidence building was created from aforementioned
comments and comments such as these:

1. “lam not a good test taker. Having my partnelotitk over my final draft

made me feel better.”

2. “I might have tossed my lunch without my partner.”

The third category focused ewiting assistance:

1. “My partner reminded me that | needed a clear thési

2. "My group showed me several errors.”

3. “One person in my group gave me a good idea focamglusion.”
Tables 35 and 36 report the response frequenadigmis and groups who

participated in scripted revision activities (SPRGFPR) during the Exit Exam and who

reported benefits from this participation.

Table 30: Response Rate for Exit Exam BenefitsainsP

Treatment Type Benefits on Exit Exam Comment Categories

Response
Pair N 23 Frequency out
students of 23
Benefit from same teaching and testing methods 3
Benefit from confidence building 19
Benefit from writing assistance 1
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Table 31: Response Rate for Exit Exam Benefitsrou@s

Treatment Type Benefits on Exit Exam Comment Categories Response
Pair N 26 Frequency out
students of 26
Benefit from same teaching and testing methods 1
Benefit from confidence building 21
Benefit from writing assistance 4

Of the eight percent who said that the exam rewisictivities were a negative
experience, only one left a specific comment.ed#id as follows: “I guess that | am pretty
selfish when it comes to the time | have in an exlaah makes or breaks my grade in the

class. |didn’t want to help someone else getagpade when | just needed to worry

about my own grade.”

Instructor Debriefing

Following the conclusion of the study and the répg of the results to the
participating instructors, | asked the participgtireatment instructors to answer three
guestions similar to the ones the participatinglstitis were asked.

1. Do you think that your students’ writing benefitedm pair/group collaboration

during this term? Please be specific in your angsdo why or why not.
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2. Do you think that your students’ writing benefitiedm using a script during the
revision activities? Please be specific in yowsvegr as to why or why not.

3. Do you think that your students’ Exit Exam scoresavimpacted positively or
negatively because of the included revision agtviPlease be specific in your
answer as to why or why not.

Both participating instructors are advocates fdlabmration in their writing
classrooms, but both usually use groups ratherghas. They commented that during
the semester, they felt as though they would kahlito use more pair collaborations in
the future since there did not appear to be anradga to using groups versus pairs in
their classes and the pairs seemed to stay omi#ilsknore consistency. Both said that
they felt their students returned better draftkieing the peer revision activities and that
they felt the revision activities worked well. Thieoth noted that not all pairs and
groups stayed on task as much as they would hiee@ @in each activity, but overall they
felt that most students performed better afteratmtation than they would have alone.

Both patrticipating instructors felt as though Hoeipt was effective for their
classrooms. One wrote, “Our papers are ordereddourage a specific organization,
and it helps to have students pay attention to wghgoing on within that specific
structure. Encouraging attention to elaboratiovegae student papers that were more
interesting, more vivid, and more real. | will ciomite to use this script to encourage my
students to elaborate in their papers.”

The patrticipation in revision activities duringetixit Exam received mixed

reviews. One instructor did not advocate the dsepeer or group during the exam. She
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said, “At some point, we have to make the studezgponsible for their own learning.
They cannot always rely on peers to make their igagteonger.” The other instructor
gave the following comment: “The incorporation efep revision activities in the testing
situation adds validity to the test. By allowirtgdents to test the way they have been
taught, we give credence to the process methodvihaidvocate, and we encourage our

students to avoid writing in a vacuum.”
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CHAPTER V
CONCLUSIONS
Overview

Results from this study indicated that no statilycsignificant gains in
achievement occurred in writing including on thigezion of elaboration of freshman
college students with access to multiple peer opsi Although the null hypothesis
could not be rejected, the fact that the mean sdarall treatment groups increased while
the comparison group means decreased warrantefumtrestigation. In addition, data
are consistent with previous findings and intemiens that report high-quality talk as a
predictor of writing improvement.

It should be expected that students who complet#lege writing course should
demonstrate some degree of increases in writingesdoom pretest to posttest, though as
conventional wisdom dictates, real improvement iitimg usually needs more than an
academic semester to be realized (Applebee, 20lis increase in mean scores from
pretest to posttest was in fact the case in thidysivith the exception of the comparison
group. This fact is of much interest, and invaeslitional inquiry. What specifically
caused the decrease? All participants used the sauts, completed the same
assignments, were scored by the same raters, a@nachass to similar scripts during
revision activities. However, the comparison grtagked opportunities for interaction

with their peers. This variable seems to offefaugible explanation for the difference
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and thus these data provide some further validati@omposition research and theory
that characterize writing as an act that is proéthyisocial in nature (Sperling, 1996).

Although the null hypothesis could not be regelc based on the recorded
information relating to the rates of specific tyméstudent talk controlling for previous
achievement in writing, in community college clagsns where peer review is carried
out by students’ using scripts that (1) focus stisien ill-structured aspects of formulaic
writing in school genres and (2) establish reciptagterdependence within peer review
pairs or groups, an association between high cdtedk about writing and increased
achievement does exist. Similarly, moderate andréges of talk about writing seem to
correlate with no increase in achievement and @veome cases a decrease in
achievement.

Based on the increase in means data and the ¢amnsl®etween rate of talk
about writing and achievement, it could be posdide, with an increased amount of
time and under the same conditions, the null wbeldejected in a subsequent study.

Additionally, these results on rate of talk andiagement suggest, in contrast to
current findings (i.e., Whyte, in press) that stng peer response or peer review
groupwork need not be contrasted in oppositioretiprocally interdependent response
to writing nor as counter to students’ sense ofimgias an ill-structured problem.
Rather, the design of the scripts for this study @re association between talk and
achievement in these data indicate that a hybrigtseith both sequential and ill-
structured and reciprocal interdependence featuegssuffice for the talk in peer

response or peer review groups to relate to statachievement in writing.
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Implications for Collaboration in Composition Stadi

As previously stated, the mean score results tlosnstudy provide some support
for current assertions in the composition studtesdture that students who work with
peers to revise improve their skills more notablrt writers with less specific peer
feedback (e.g, Carifo, Jackson, & Dagostino, 20B&sults also support findings that
writers revising with peers exhibit significantligher mean scores on essays than writers
who worked alone (Minchew & McGrath, 2001). Rand@anget student observations in
both the pairs and groups indicate that studertts agportunities to engage in reciprocal
interdependence, who view the problem as ill-stmexdt, and who engage lingher rates
of specific talk about writing increase their meaores on both the holistic score and the
elaboration score while pairs and groups with nmoder ate rates of specific talk about
writing do not demonstrate mean score increasé®tnmeasures. Also, overwhelming
anecdotal evidence from the participating studeé@figpercent compared to 15 percent,
suggests that writers feel their writing is infleed positively by opportunities for
collaboration. Therefore, the inclusion of peefi@as and response activities within
college writing classrooms continues to be an gmmate instructional method.

The study does not suggest whether collaboratigrairs or groups is more
effective. All treatment pairs and groups increbeir means, but no statistical
significance differentiating the pairs from the gps could be noted. In addition, random
target student observations do not demonstrat@anizational method to be superior

to the other.
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Also, data gathered from the student debriefingsdus offer any anecdotal
evidence as to whether a pair or group is the bettganizational structure for a
composition classroom.

When focusing on the instructors’ and studentbr@ding comments, some of
their remarks seem to suggest that adequate tgamfiall students to establish
cooperative norms and adequate role developmehinattie pairs/groups may not have
occurred which could have resulted in some studerability to fully participate in their
pairs or groups because they still consideredrtbilctor as the central authority figure,
even in their groups or pairs. Since the scrigsdaot appear to be an inhibiting factor in
this study and since Wei Zhu (1995) found thateg®l students who participated in
unscripted peer response following training produagher quality writing than those
writers who worked from a low-quality sequence ehgric questions, instructors might
choose to use a high-quality script and invest nmgtuctional time preparing students
for peer review by focusing on the establishmerdaafperative norms and the
development of reciprocally interdependent roleggfoups and pairs. By instructors’
delegating more authority to groups and pairs, pegew, and thus achievement in

writing, may be increased.

Implications for Scripted Revision Activities in @mposition Studies

The study also does not offer results that achievatistical significance as to the
influence of a script on overall writing achieverhand on the specific criterion of signs
of elaboration in students’ writing, but it doed demonstrate significant negative

associations between scripts and achievement tmg/either. Further, based on the fact
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that all scripted treatment groups exhibited insesan their mean raw scores and on
results from analysis of the types of specific @aticurring within pairs and groups,
instructors may be able to use a script to ideratifg focus on individual areas of student
writing that are ill-structured problems, perhapthim largely routine writing tasks, and
that need improvement.

Additionally, findings from debriefing commentsriandomly selected pairs and
groups suggest that scripting activities can bé&gdesl so that students view writing as an
ill-structured problem. Students reported thatdbrpt “gave me an idea of where to go
next” and “reminded me what | need to do to makepayyer better.” These comments
also suggest that scripts can foster joint probdemming between pairs and among
groups. Students wrote that “having this scriptegher a reason to work with us,” and
that “the script helped my group make our papeebétom start to finish.”

Anecdotal evidence suggests that many studentgdi@@nt) and their instructors
responded positively to using a script during newvisactivities and felt that a script can
improve their scores on writing tasks and enhaheg writing experiences. This
evidence highlights the contrast between previowdrigs (e.g., Freedman, 1987) that
report the ineffectiveness of a sequenced scrigeasonstrating little additional oral or
written elaboration beyond the listed questions\aitd little joint problem-solving
observed. The treatment scripts employed in toidysindicated that scripts can
incorporate features that allow students to viesvtisk as ill-structured and that establish

reciprocally interdependent roles during scriptednreview.
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Implications for High-Stakes Collaboration Oppoitigs in Composition Studies

Again, the study does not offer results that aaiestatistical significance
regarding the influence of collaborative revisiativdties leading up to and during a
high-stakes exam. Yet the mean raw scores of alirdatment groups, which were
exposed to collaborative revision activities throogt the term and in the high-stakes
exam, increased from pretest to posttest whiletmeparison group, with no exposure to
collaboration, saw a decrease in mean raw scoepréviously stated, random target
student observations in both the pairs and groepsodstrated that students with
opportunities to engage in reciprocal interdependewho view the problem as ill-
structured, and who engage in higher rates of 8peaik about writing during SPR and
GPR increase their mean scores on both the hatistiee and the elaboration score while
pairs and groups with more moderate rates of gpdaik about writing do not
demonstrate mean score increases on both meagtinadly, 92 percent of students
reported positive opinions toward scripted collabon leading up to and during the Exit
Exam.

Therefore, while statistical data did not supparjaction of the null hypothesis,
sufficient evidence exists to encourage additiamgiiry into the effects of carefully
engineered scripted revision activities accompahiethorough preparation of students

for collaboration in the college composition classn.

Recommendations

This research explored the possible effects thasirg in pairs, groups, or alone

with a script designed to increase elaborationdradchievement in writing. Even
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though the study did not reveal a significant stetal difference among the three groups,
important issues related to effective compositimstruction became evident.

First, the study provides some support througlctreelation between the rate of
specific talk and scores on the Exit Exam postadtthrough participant feedback for
pursuing further research on scripted peer reviethe lower-division college
composition classroom. Further inquiry could, heareinquire into the relationship
between talk about writing in peer review pairs/andgroups and writing achievement
on high-stakes exams. This could be designedaged-methods case study to allow
in-depth analysis of the content as well rateslif &nd students’ subsequent written
texts.

Such in-depth inquiry could also lead to additioskaia on the presence and
content of joint problem-solving that occurs withine pairs or groups, which is a second
point of interest. Scripted interactions couldideed and then transcribed to determine
what types of interactions are represented duhegadlk, if the interactions exhibit the
characteristics of joint problem-solving, and ifevhthe scope conditions of ill-structured
problem-solving and reciprocal interdependenceegsent, the presence of joint
problem-solving persists, or even increases, ones.t

Third, since the mean scores of the treatment grovgveased, further study into
the amount of time it actually takes to yield stially significant gains in writing in
freshman composition classes is warranted. Avelip study that tracks a writing
cohort through freshman composition | and Il wopitdvide the additional time and
would keep the pairs and groups in-tact longers tinaking it possible to determine if

under the same research conditions the increasedrti conjunction to access to
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multiple peers’ ideas relates to achievement. Type of study would allow further
investigation of differences in pairs and groupewkhere is full delegation of authority
by the instructor via the establishment of coopeeatorms and establishment of
reciprocally interdependent roles within the paigmups. Such research could allow
script effectiveness to be tracked across diffetygyes of writing as Composition Il is
generally focused on writing that contrasts in seespect (e.g., in the community
college setting emphasizing about literature rathan personal experience) with
Composition 1.

Finally, this study took place within a communitllege setting with a somewhat
diverse student population. All groups exhibitedndgraphic characteristics of the
typical community college composition classroomwaduld be of interest to see this
study replicated in a university setting to inquire any differences between more

traditional college composition classes and comtyuwallege composition classes.

Conclusion
Outcomes of this study suggest that scripted maesion, whether organized in
pair or in groups, is an appropriate instructianakhod in college composition classes
because scripting can be engineered to foster pogkilem-solving. Relying on the
results specifically related to student opinionsaipted peer review, this outcome has
the potential to change learning in classroomsgtithimaintain current traditionalist
standardized practices for managing writing ingtainc  The instructional emphasis can

be shifted from product to process, and learningrenments conducive to the social and
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ill-structured nature of even formulaic writingsehool genres can be successfully

established within rigid high-stakes assessmeucttsires.
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English Composition | Revision Script

As you read through your draft, address the follmaguestions, and think about
possible ideas for helping your paper achieveatatpvhen/if it falls short in any of the
areas discussed below.

INTRODUCTION

1.

3.

Does the introduction draw you, as a reader, imoessay by grabbing your
attention with specific details that help you ursdend the main point of the
essay?

. Does the introduction present a way of lookinghatdubject that contains the

following elements: concrete examples, unique vaieal-world facts/issues,
well-developed facts, clear and relevant explanati®ruker, 2005)?

Do you present a thesis that is clearly stated pbet®s the introduction, and
prepares a reader for the body of the essay?

BODY PARAGRAPHS

1.

2.

3.

Do the topic sentences support the thesis andmgrasghole picture” of the
paragraph that follows (Druker, 2005)?

Do you, as a writer, draw from your prior knowledgeexplain, support, refute,
and/or cite information (Langer, 1987; ApplebeeB1;9Rosenblatt, 1978)?
Does the information “come alive” through creatalements such as voice,
narration, characterization, setting, artistic laage (Druker, 2005)?

Do you, as the writer, present details that hakpaaler to understand the main
points of the paragraphs?

Do you, as the writer, select, connect, and orgaiieas to support his/her main
ideas (Stein, 1989)7?

Do you, as the writer depending on the audiencelagour purpose,
incorporate specific examples and details fromqeakexperiences, memories,
observations, facts, statistics, reasoned argumiestemony from authorities,
and research (Wyrick, 1999)?

CONCLUSION

1.

Does the conclusion provide a sense of finalitthepaper for the reader
(Wyrick, 1999)?

. Does the conclusion leave you with any questiomsfems about the writer’'s

thesis?

GENERAL

1.

2.

Does the paper demonstrate the characteristicepepgrammar, mechanics,
and usage?

Does the paper adhere to the required essay form?
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Peer Response Revision Script

. Read through the entire draft of your peer’s essay.

. After you (reader) have completed reading the doaétlly respond to the following
qguestions. Allow the writer time to write down &irnotes and ask questions as you
move through each item.

. Does the introduction present a way of lookinghatgubject that contains the
following elements: concrete examples, unique vaieal-world facts/issues, well-
developed facts, clear and relevant explanations.

. Point out where topic sentences support the tleslpresent a “whole picture” of
the paragraph that follows.

. Where does the writer draw from his/her prior kneage to explain, support,

refute, and/or cite information.

. In what places does the information “come alive'btlgh creative elements such as
voice, narration, characterization, setting, adistnguage.

. Point out places that the writer, depending orhieispurpose, incorporate specific
examples and details from personal experiences,amesn observations, facts,

statistcs, reasoned arguments, testimony from authordies research.

. What questions do you have for me?
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Peer Response Revision Script (Groups)

9. Once you are in your group, each member will takgl@for each draft. The roles
are those of Summarizer, Questioner, and Generatug.roles should rotate with
each draft, and the writer will not have an assigrde for his/her draft. See
bottom of page for responsibilities of each radleyour group has 5 members,
assign the Generator role twice.

10.Read through the drafts of your peers’ essays esybnd to the draft with your
particular role in mind. (You should have a copyath person’s draft.)

11.After you have completed reading each draft, wdde/n brief notes and comments
on the draft as you move through each item beld& nginutes)

12.Does the introduction present a way of lookinghatsubject that contains the
following elements: concrete examples, unique vaieal-world facts/issues, well-
developed facts, clear and relevant explanations.

13.Where does the writer draw from his/her prior kneage to explain, support,
refute, and/or cite information.

14.In what places does the information “come alivedtigh creative elements such as
voice, narration, characterization, setting, adistnguage.

15.Point out places that the writer, depending orhleispurpose, incorporate specific
examples and details from personal experiences,amesn observations, facts,
statistics, reasoned arguments, testimony fromoaititts, and research.

At the end of the initial reading/responding tiraddress each draft orally as a group

providing your responses according to your roldlov the writer of each draft to ask
guestions and receive additional comments andtasses from the group. (30 minutes)

Summarizer-Summarizes the content of the paper pertainirigespecific script
guestions

QuestionerPoses questions based on the specific scriptiquest

Generator-Generates new ideas to share with the group baséte specific script
guestions

Writer -Asks clarifying questions of other group memberd for additional
suggestions/opinions
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English 101 Pre-test/Diagnostic Essay

Directions: Choose ONE of the following topics angvrite a five-paragraph essay
(introduction, three body paragraphs, and a conclu®n) using the principles of
developing, revising, and polishing learned in thiglass. Use life as you have lived
and observed it for convincing support of your thess. Remember to follow
instructor directions regarding revision and use ofthe revision script. Submit all
materials at the end of the exam.

Essay Topics

Definition: Write an essay which defines one of the followiegrts or concepts.
* The “Generation X”
* A Western movie
A Gamer
» California girl
* The perfect mother or father
Example: Write an essay using well-developed examples twudsone of the following:
* Christmas with the family can be difficult.
» Friends can be hard to understand.
| learned the hard way every time.
* Appearances can be deceiving.
* Some people care too much about what others tHithem.
Compare/Contrast: Write an essay comparing and/or contrasting orteeofollowing:
» Life before kids and life after kids
* Two types of boyfriends/girlfriends
* Two approaches to teaching
* Two similar theme parks
* Two family roles you have played
Division/Classification: Write an essay which divides or classifies ontheffollowing:
* Rap music
* Elementary teachers you had
* Reality shows
* Theft
* Friends
Cause/Effect: Write an essay which uses one of the followingittser cause or effect:
* Driving too fast
» Overeating
* Watching TV
* Playing video games
* Drinking too much
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English 101 Exit Exam

Social Security Number
Telephone Number

Directions: Choose ONE of the following topics angvrite a five-paragraph essay
(introduction, three body paragraphs, and a conclu®n) using the principles of
developing, revising, and polishing learned in thiglass. Use life as you have lived
and observed it for convincing support of your thess. Remember to follow
instructor directions regarding revision and use ofthe revision script. Submit all
materials at the end of the exam.

Essay Topics
Definition: Write an essay which defines one of the followiegrs or concepts.

* The “American way of life”
* A chick flick
* A control freak
* Southern hospitality
» The perfect girlfriend or boyfriend
Example: Write an essay using well-developed examples tudsone of the following:
* Doing good deeds can backfire.
*  Women/men can be hard to understand.
* Embarrassing experiences
* What you see is what you get.
* Some people move to the beat of a different drummer
Compare/Contrast: Write an essay comparing and/or contrasting orteeofollowing:
» Life before 9/11 and life after 9/11
* Two types of students
» Two approaches to coaching
* Two similar restaurants
* Two jobs you have had
Division/Classification: Write an essay which divides or classifies ontheffollowing:
* Blue jeans
* Professors, bosses, or coaches you have known
* American Idol contestants
* Lies
* Abuse
Cause/Effect:Write an essay which uses one of the followingittser cause or effect:
* Dropping out of school
* Overspending
e Stress
*  Weight
* Reckless behavior
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Collection Procedures
Exit Exam

Overview

During the testing phase, all groups will be givdentical Exit Exams. The exams will
consist of five possible essay types with five tsdor each type of writing will be
offered. Types of essays may include example, tiefim) description, narration,
classification, division, cause/effect, and comgamicontrast. The students will select
only one topic for the exam. Scores on the exarhbgibased on a 100 point scale. Any
exam receiving below a 60 score fails the test.

Procedures

The Exit Exams will all be administered at the samme in similar computer lab
locations. All groups will have three hours to cdete the identical exams. At the
beginning of the testing period, the control greul be given the exam and the
instructions specific to the exam will be givenr Egample, the instructors will remind
them to identify themselves only by student numteremember the time requirements,
and to print two copies of their exams (one foritigructor for class grading purposes
and one for the researcher). They will write osgag and will be given the revision
script to use if they desire. For the control grogvision is optional. The experimental
groups will be given the same exam and will recéineesame overall instructions. The
experimental groups will then be instructed todwlltwo distinct revision activities
before they submit their final drafts. These mittue semester-long type of classroom
instruction. The Single-Peer Review (SPR) treatnmesituctions will be to revise their

drafts using the script with a peer responderhag have over the course of the semester,
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before they submit their final drafts. The peereerers will be participants who are pre-
assigned with their partners and will be in the ed&nglish 101 section. Multiple-Peer
Review (GPR) treatment instructions will be to svtheir drafts using the script with a
peer review group, as they have over the courtlieecdemester, before they submit their
final drafts. The groups will be pre-assigned avimusly discussed. All materials will

be stapled to the final draft of the exam. Theipigants will be identified by their
numbers only. The English Composition | sectiortringors from the College, trained by
researcher, will administer and monitor the exafmg. anomalies will be noted during
the testing period. Once the instructors submietteams to the researcher, all exams will
be coded by the researcher. All exams used fopuihgoses of the proposed research
will be graded by the trained readers using thkegelspecified holistic grading rubric
and the elaboration criteria. Once the exams haee graded, they will be returned to

the researcher for analysis.
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Target Student Group/Pair Observation Instrument

Student ID#: Instructor 1D#: TreattP (circle): Pair or Group
Date:
Coding Category Minute #1 Minute #2 Minute #3 Total
1-30 1-30 1-30 1-30 1-30 1-30
T.S. TALK
Al Talk about writing.
correctnestsp.,

punct., sent, str.,
word usage)

B1 Talk about writing.
specific and
actionabléspecific
info about the
writing but not
about correctness
or elaboration)

B2 Talk about writing.
specific and
actionabléspecific
info about the
writing regarding
elaboration but not
about correctness)

C1lT1alk about writing.
unfocused
(includes gen.,
global writing talk)

D1 Other task-related
talk(including
procedural talk)

E1 Non-task related
talk

T.S. BEHAVIOR
F1 works alone

G1 Works with others

H1 Behvs like Facil.

|1 Look/Listen

J1 Waits for instr.

K1 In transition

L1 Other Ac. Work

M1 Disengaged

*Use hash marks.
172



Appendix H

Collection Procedures for Target Student Group/Baservation Instrument

173



Collection Procedures

Target Student Group/Pair Observation Instrument
During the course of the semester, pairs and gratilpbe randomly selected to record
types of student talk during peer response aas/itht least two groups per treatment
(group) section and three pairs per treatment)(paution will be observed at least five
times over the semester. According the Cohen (188d)Whyte (in press), five
observations are sufficient to provide a stablerege of behaviors for analysis. Two
previously trained individuals, other than the ggpating instructors, will record
information regarding student talk during peer cese sessions. The observations will
be arranged by the researcher in cooperation Wélparticipating instructors. The
instructors will not record student data, and thdi/not have access to the forms. The
observers will be present within the classroomrdypgeer response sessions, monitor
student talk, and record the information on thegéaStudent Group/Pair Observation
form. The sessions will be observed in real time &ill not be video or audio recorded.

The forms will then be returned to the researcbenhalysis.
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Whole Class Observation Form

Teacher ID # Class ID# Date of Obs$eiva

Total # of students in classroom Time of o®n

15t or 2" observation
Observer ID#

Type of Activities in Small Groups

Small Talk or Manip Readii® Passive Disengaged
Groups Talk/Manip Materials On Task

N for
rows

1

Olo|N|ojOA~IWIN

[
o

=
=

=
N
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Collection Procedures
Whole Class Observation for Rigor of Implementation
The Whole Class Observation instrument is desigo@ssess the participating
instructors’ rigor of implementation in the foue&tment sections. The instrument,
adapted from Whyte (1999), records students agjlmrtask during pair or groupwork
and can indicate whether classroom managementgunstédre present and if these

problems preclude collaboration.

The instrument is designed to be completed witlkaruption to the class, without
disruption to the pairs or groups, and withoutwjision to the instructor. The observer
will complete the first section of the form to icdie information that will identify the

instructor, section, date, time, and whether ihesfirst or second observation.

The second section of the form identifies and r@sdine types of activities the pairs or
groups are engaged in. Pairs/groups are identinetthe vertical axis and the activities
are identified on the horizontal axis. Identifigctivities include the following: “Talk or
talk/manipulation of materials,” “manipulation ofaterials,” “reading/writing,” “passive

on task,” and “disengaged.” The columns are tdtaleder the N column.
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Waale Community College
Standards for Judging Freshman Composition

Writing instructors throughout the United States peescribed standards to determine grades
assigned to freshman composition essays. Essayvaluated as A, B, C, D, or F based on the
four factors generally termed Content, Organizati®tyle and Mechanics summarized below.
We begin with the C paper because C is the levadidered average. Instructors generally
expect to find average work and usually do. Sossays, however, demonstrate above-average
or below-average writing.

The C Essay
A C paper must be astecompetent in all four areas.

Content: A C paper is composed at the level ofgetence most often demonstrated by
freshmen. It treats a worthwhile topic and mayehasthing obviously wrong with it. However,
the supporting material for thesis and topic sezgemnmay be general and abstract rather than
specific and concrete. A C essay should show sosight; therefore, a perfunctory assemblage
of commonplace ideas et a C paper.

Organization: A C essay follows all instructiorigeg for the assignment, and its organization is
clear, logical, and coherent.

Style: Ideas in a C paper are expressed withtglaut perhaps not with grace. Sentence patterns
may be overly repetitive, and transition betweentesgces may be lacking. Language may be
overly casual or colloquial and may even includagl

Mechanics: A C paper demonstrates acceptableat@itpunctuation and the conventions of
ordinary printed English. It usually displays nafeghe following serious (“red flag”) errors:
comma splices, run-on sentences, subject-verb megrmeerrors, or sentence fragments. Spelling,
punctuation and grammar are generally correct.

The D Essay
A D paper is marginally below minimum &gk standards in ammye of the four areas.

Content: A paper may merit a D if it treats a topicompletely or perfunctorily or if it treats a
trivial subject. The D paper usually demonstrangsmal success in supplying supporting
details for the thesis and topic sentences.

Organization: The organization of a D paper mayhaologically worked out or may not adhere
to instructions given for that assignment. Thesg ime no clear organizational pattern at all; if
there is, the pattern may not be competently execut

Style: Ideas in a D paper are often expressedastaon lacking clarity and grace. The language
may be overly casual, colloquial, or grammaticallfpstandard. Sentence patterns may show
little variety.
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Mechanics: A D paper may not demonstrate acceptabitrol of punctuation and the
conventions of ordinary printed English. It magewisplay “red flag” errors.

The F Essay

An F paper is clearly well below minimum collegarsiards irat least one of the
four areas and is the proper grade for any papet ehreasonable competence.

Content: The F paper may consist of unsupportedrgdities and/or the repetition of
commonplace ideas. The F paper probably lackéatity and insight.

Organization: The F paper may not follow the instions given for the assignment. It may be
rambling, disorganized and incoherent.

Style: The F paper may consist almost entirelgimiple sentences. Sentence pattern variety as
well as transition between sentences and paragrapiive nonexistent.

Mechanics: An F paper probably has a greater degrerror than a D paper though not
necessarily. More than half a dozen errors oftgpg will almost certainly result in the grade F.
The B Essay
The B paper must attain a héylel of mastery in all four areas.
Content: A B paper is considerably above averageiorthwhile topic is appropriately handled;
there is a satisfactory depth of relevant inforomati Supporting details for thesis and topic
sentences are specific, concrete, and plentiful.
Organization: A B paper places proper weight angleasis on the various subdivisions of the
argument and does not contain material obvioustglated to the thesis or improperly placed.
The pattern of organization is clear, logical, avell executed.
Style: The writing in a B paper has fluency, dlgrand consistent force. Sentences have varied
structures; transitions are smooth and logicale l#ader senses the character of the writer as the
essay develops. A definite “writing voice” is esrd.
Mechanics: Considerable control of punctuation twedconventions of standard printed English
is demonstrated. No red flag errors appear inpagger though slight errors in punctuation and
spelling may occur.
The A Essay

The A paper must atiicellence in all four areas.

Content: The A essay displays an interesting ttactis handled with intelligence, originality,
and depth. A wealth of supporting material whiels been smoothly integrated into the text
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demonstrates the writer’s clear and compellingrégein the subject. A definite tone is
established and maintained throughout the paper.

Organization: A clear, logical, and purposefulangation of the entire essay is consistently
demonstrated throughout.

Style: The A paper has been thought through wigbnand vigilance. As a result it impresses
the reader as unusually clear and credible. Thaeresenses the character of the writer and
enjoys the “writing voice” evident in the essaythie essay has a persuasive purpose, the reader
appreciates the essay’s argument and finds it noimg. Richly varied sentence patterns support
the flow and development of ideas. Sentences i assay are fluid, polished, balanced,

graceful and energetic.

Mechanics: An A paper displays mastery of punauaand the conventions of standard printed
English. It has no comma splices, run-ons, agreeereors, or fragments. It should not display
misplaced or dangling modifiers, shifts in viewgoior other structural or grammatical problems.
Words are spelled correctixcept possibly in very unusual cases. Punctuation conforms to good

usageexcept possibly in a few minor or debatable instances. Usually an A paper is mechanically

perfect, or nearly so.

kkkkkkkkkkkkkk

Even though the grading criteria of content orgatidn, style and mechanics have been
separately discussed, this separation is a mdttmmeenience. In reality these elements are
inseparable. A paper faulty in mechanics and stydeorly organized, inaccurately phrased,
badly spelled — can seldom, if ever, have worthevbil even intelligible content. A paper that is
technically correct in matters of spelling, pun¢tor, and grammar but is full of trivial or
disjointed remarks is not only poor in content poibr in style.

If the content of the paper, considered separateilyprth a B, but errors in mechanics make it
worth no higher than an F, the paper receives aNd-matter how interesting the ideas are, or
how well organized, the unfavorable impression maue reader by carelessness in mechanics
makes it impossible for the paper to earn a pagpiade.

In addition, student work that does not follow thstructions for the assignment (even though
acceptable in other respects) merits the grade F.
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Elaboration Rubric

Rate each elaboration category 0 to 5 with O regprtasgy the no evidence of elaboration
and 5 representing very strong evidence of elalmorat

0- no evidence of elaboration

1- little evidence elaboration

2- some evidence of elaboration

3- sufficient evidence of elaboration
4- strong evidence of elaboration

5- very strong evidence of elaboration

Rate each of the following categories. Add the beras and divide by four to indicate
the score for elaboration.

evidence of concrete, specific examplesutfiraeal-world facts/issues, reasoned

arguments, statistics, testimony from authoritse®] outside research

prior knowledge to explain, support, refaieqd/or cite information

information “comes alive” through creativeraents such as voice, narration,

characterization, setting, artistic language

incorporation of specific details from perslogxperiences, memories, and

observations

Elaboration score (0 to 5 possible)
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Fidelity in Implementation

Three English instructors will be involved in thedy. All will be trained by the

researcher to ensure that grouping, revision dietsyiand testing methods are consistent.
Additionally, the instructors who teach the expemtal groups will be trained by the

researcher in each of the revision-specific acdigitThe researcher will train the

instructors with respect to the language defingionthe revision script, in random group

selection, and in conducting peer response sesshagraining will be required

regarding the administering of the Exit Exam aghadlinstructors will have given the
exam numerous times. The following table will lsedito document that instructors are

conducting the proposed study as designed by ssareher. The researcher will
observe each group to ensure that implementatidimecdctivities is occurring.

Activity

Evidence of Implementation

Diagnostic essay administration procedu
followed

res

Collection procedures followed

Random assignment of pairs/groups

Pairs/groups peer response occurring for
each essay following the diagnostic essay

Appropriate script used during peer
response sessions

Script used consistently during all peer
response sessions

Exit Exam essay administration procedures

followed

Collection procedures followed
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Wallace Community College
College Studies, Humanities, and Education Division
ENG 101, ENGLISH COMPOSITION |

Course ldentification

A.

C.

English 101 provides instruction and practice iitimg at least six extended
compositions and developing analytical and critieading skills and basic
reference and documentation skills in the compwsfirocess. It may include
instruction and practice in library use.

Pre-requisites: Successful completion of ENG 08&esof 42 or better on the
English section of the ASSET, score of 62 or bettethe COMPASS, or score of
20 or better on the ACT (or equivalent SAT score).

3 Credit hours

Division/Instructor Information

A.
B.

Instructor
Division Director

Curriculum Status Statement

A.

Wallace Community College awards associate in agsociate in science, and
associate in applied science degrees. The assatiatts (AA) and associate in
science (AS) degree programs are designed forrggig&anning to transfer to a
senior institution to pursue a course of studyiterll arts, the sciences, or a
specialized professional field. The associatepplied science (AAS) degree is
designed for students planning to seek employmastedon competencies and
skills attained through AAS degree programs ofysturt applicable courses may
or may not be transferable to senior institutiorGertificates are awarded for
programs below the degree level that are desigmestiddents who plan to seek
employment based on competencies and skills att#imeugh these programs of
study.

English 101 partially satisfies the Area | for th&sociate in Arts and the
Associate in Science Degrees, and the humanitteBramarts requirement for the
Associate in Applied Science Degree. This coursaisferable to other colleges
and universities and is required in many prograhssualy. It is the responsibility
of the student desiring transfer credit to chedk wieir transfer institution to
assure applicability of courses toward their plahegucation goals. Any student
planning to transfer to a Florida college or ursitgrshould check with the
instructor to ensure compliance with the GordoreRul

188



IV.  Course Objectives:

1. To develop and use strategies for writing formadlytical essays from
development of subject through revision of essay.

2. To write clearly and effectively, adhering to tleeneentions of standard English
in grammar, usage, and mechanics.

3. To implement the recursive process of creatingjngriand revising.
4. To write unified, coherent, and well-developed gesphs.

5. To restrict a topic, formulate a thesis, gather@iganize materials, and write a
coherent, unified expository essay of 400 to 70@i&i0

6. To develop precision and accuracy of word choice.

7. To perform critical analysis about your own glead your world through both
reading and writing.

V. Course ContentEnglish 101 is designed to develop students’ifaeilith the written
language. The course teaches students basic langkdig—to read critically, to
think logically, and to write clearly—that they Wwileed for their college courses and
for their business or professional careers. (Deson of units of study, major
sections/topics, chapter numbers in text, etc.)

VI.  Methods of Instruction
A. General statement--eg., Instruction may includeigaoot limited to, lecture,
discussion, computer-assisted instruction, uniresxg@op quizzes, and a
comprehensive final exam.

B. If any student is planning to attend a collegeraversity in Florida, he/she should
save all written work from the course. This wilka$in providing necessary
information for students transferring to Floridal@msure compliance with the
Gordon Rule.

VII. Course Requirements/ Grading Criteria
A. Standard institutional grading scale
90-100=A, 80-89=B, 70-79=C, 60-69=D, below 60=F

B. Course grades will be averaged as determined Wgltbeing:
1.Graded Theme 1 10%
Graded Theme 2 10%
Graded Theme 3 20%
Graded Theme 4 20%
Graded Theme 5 20%
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VIII.

2. The Exit Exam will be given on

Graded Theme 6 20%

The instructor reserves the right to alter the apov

Questions and/or concerns--Any student who hagstigu or concern about the
final course grade must consult with the facultyrber within the first twelve
calendar days of the following term.

. PAPERS ARE DUE AT THE BEGINNING OF CLASS ON THE

ASSIGNED DATE. ANY PAPER TURNED IN AFTER THE
INSTRUCTOR HAS TAKEN UP ESSAYS WILL BE CONSIDERED
LATE.

Textbooks, Supplies, Materials

A.

B.

Since the textbook is a major source of informateamples, and exercises, all
students are required to have the course textddekiext provides valuable
information on the writing process and writing &gees. Model essays are also
packaged with the text for benefit of the student.

Paper, pens, and a college dictionary

Course Policies

A.

Exam make-up policy- Papers are due on the dagnadst the beginning of
class. A penalty of 5 points per day will be dedddtom late papers. Late papers
will not be accepted after 2 weeks.

Cell phones and beepers should be on silent mode.

. Academic integrity statement (S€ellege Catal og/Sudent Handbook)

Attendance Policy

A.

College attendance policy

1. Students are expected to attend all classes fahvimgy are registered.
Students should recognize the academic respotisgiiherent in their
college career, especially those of timely arrigabnd attendance of all
classes. Any absences from scheduled classes]lesgaof the cause or
circumstance, reduce academic opportunities fdests. Class activities and
assignments missed during absences must be madalirpcted by faculty
members.

Class attendance policies are in effect from tise dlass meeting. Faculty
members will ensure that the applicable policyoistained in the course
syllabus provided to students. Students whosecuser absences exceed the
maximum number should be counseled concerningrdtmpility that they
will be able to meet course requirements.
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Individual faculty members will abide by the ovéedtendance policy and will
make decisions regarding excused absences. BExaofijgrcused absences
include serious illness, death in the student'saedhate family, military
obligations, or official College business. Studergiled to extended military
or court duty will be excused to the extent possitithout jeopardizing
successful attainment of course objectives.

The attendance policy applicable to a specificucibnal program may be
more restrictive than the College policy. Thede& s may be influenced by
requirements of external agencies that overseiewalarm those programs and
provide certification, licensure, or registry oppmities for students and
graduates.

Students with legitimate concerns may appeal tintess and attendance
actions of faculty members by following the proaedioutlined under the
Student Academic Grievance Policy in the curvigallace Community
College Catalog and Sudent Handbook.

2. Students who are unable to meet course requirermigat® excessive absences
are encouraged to withdraw. Withdrawal must béesttinitiated and requires
completion of a withdrawal form. Withdrawal formmay be obtained from the
Office of Student Affairs and/or other designatachtions at each instructional
site. A grade of "W" will be assigned for withdrdsvarior to the designated
date each term. No withdrawals will be alloweetttis date.

B. Discipline specific attendance policy
1. Students’ unexcused absences should not exceediraorvice the number of
weekly class meetings for the course. (Includecgsiapplicable to specific
course and/or discipline. Requirements of exteegllating agencies may be
addressed here)

Xl.  Safety/Health Information

A. Wallace Community College has a comprehensiveyspfah that covers many
possible emergency situations. If you are involvedr witness an accident on
campus, immediately contact a faculty member dr"@4 for the switchboard
operator. All students should become familiar vathergency exits as well as
emergency warning system messages, both of whiclpasted in all buildings.
Additional information is in th€ollege Catal og.

Xll.  ADA Compliance
Wallace Community College complies with the Amenavith Disabilities Act,
1990. Any student requiring reasonable accommmakatinder this Act should speak
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XIIl.

XIV.

XV.

with the instructor during the first week of classe

Additional College Policies

Students are expected to be knowledgeable of add lp policies covered by the
Code of Student Conduct found in the curk&allace Community College Catalog

and Sudent Handbook. These policies include, but are not limited tohdigesty,
destruction of property, possession of firearmesamption of alcoholic beverages or
controlled substances, obstruction or disruptiongifuction, and lewd, obscene,
licentious, or indecent conduct.

Additional Division/Discipline Information

English 101 students are required to pass theBxain to successfully complete the
course. However, a passing score on the Exit Exaes dot ensure a passing grade in
the course. Students must maintain a passing grddeir other coursework and pass
the Exit Exam to pass English 101. Students whaiaseiccessful on their first Exit
Exam may retake the exam if they have a “C” averatfee class.

The assignments in this class are subject to ett@ssessment.

Plagiarism is a serious moral, ethical, and legfehction. Plagiarism will be discussed
by the instructor during the first meetings of tdmeirse. You are also responsible for
understanding the information concerning plagiaiistine Sudent Handbook section

of theWCC Catalog.

Violation of the rules concerning plagiarism coutdsult in many serious
consequences, the least of which is a bad gradehandpportunity to correct the
error. Papers which appear to include use of umadedlged sources will not be
graded until cleared of the charges. Penaltiesresult in failure of the course, a
reprimand in the student’s permanent file, or esipalfrom the college.

Instructor's Personal Statement of Affirmation (with signature)
Instructors respect each student as an individiva welcome any student for

conferences and especially encourage studentsretiailang prior to mid-term to
make an appointment to discuss their status.
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