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The theoretical framework of this current study is based on Vygotsky’s theory of learning. With
regard to the collaborative role between the teacher, students and their peers, Vygotsky (1978)
perceived that with guidance from adult or more capable peers, a child would be able to function
beyond his or her current developmental level. After he or she has internalized the necessary skills
in writing through collaborative effort and guidance, he or she would be able to perform at a higher
level on his or her own.

Objectives

This research investigates how teacher-student and student-student interactions during peer
response sessions assist the group members in revising the first drafts of their compositions. It also
is aimed at identifying the types of scaffolds provided by the class teacher and peers during the
teacher-student and student-student interaction sessions. Additionally, this research examines how
students revise the first drafts of their compositions based on the verbal and written comments of
the class teacher and peers.

Research Questions

The study is aimed at answering the following research questions:

1% How do the teacher-student and student-student interactions during the peer
response sessions help the group members to revise the first drafts of their
compositions?

2: What are the types of scaffolds provided by the class teacher and peers during the

teacher-student and student-student interaction sessions?
3 How do students revise the first drafts of their compositions based on the class
teacher and peer feedback?

Methodology

This case study involves one ESL teacher and a group of six Form Four students, comprising three
high-proficiency level (HP) students and three intermediate-proficiency level (IP) students. In
accordance with the qualitative research methodology, data were collected through observations,
interviews and documentary records. On the whole, eight group writing sessions (four pre-writing
and four pegr response sessions) were observed over a period of five months. The group writing
sessions were carried out to discuss four writing topics in a naturalistic secondary school
classroom setting. The data collected were analyzed and triangulated to answer the three research
questions.

Findings and Discussion

The outcomes of the research showed that multiple patterns of interaction emerged as the students
were engaged in lengthy and meaningful discussion to generate ideas during the pre-writing
sessions and to provide useful feedback during the peer response sessions. The students
(especially, the HP students) performed more roles as compared to the class teacher during the
peer interaction sessions. The findings indicated that with the guidance from their more competent
peers and the class teacher, the less capable students could perform at a higher level as they could




apply the knowledge learnt from the more capable ones to help their peers and also themselves to
rectify problem areas. The findings also showed that the HP students also learnt from the class
teacher and peer feedback.

Besides, the HP students were found to provide more scaffolds as compared to the IP
students and the class teacher to assist the group members to generate ideas during the pre-writing
sessions and to assist the group members in their revisions. Moreover, the findings revealed that
the students utilized more of the peer feedback as compared to the class teacher feedback and the
self-correction of errors to assist them in their revisions. Both the HP and IP students emphasized
the revision of surface level errors at the sentence level rather than errors at the text-base level.

The findings in this research are significant as the peer scaffolds and class teacher
scaffolds provided during the teacher-student and student-student interactions as well as through
written form helped to bridge the students’ current developmental progress to a higher cognitive
level of thinking which enhances their writing skills. The implication of this research is that the
class teacher and peer scaffolds provided during the interactive learning sessions served as the key
to enhance teaching and learning effectiveness, especially in the area of writing.
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