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Abstract

Learning effective writing skills is a priority in secondary education due to its crucial role in academic
success and lifelong development. This study evaluated the effectiveness of Reading and Writing in Pairs;
a peer tutoring programme aimed at improving writing skills. Using a quasi-experimental pretest-posttest
design, 90 secondary students were divided into an intervention group (45) and a comparison group (45).
Both groups completed pre-post writing assessments and the Self-Efficacy for Writing Scale, while the
intervention group also participated in a final learning perceptions survey. The intervention focused on
the narrative genre, with peer tutoring sessions over six weeks (15 hours), including explicit genre and
writing instruction. Results showed the intervention group outperformed the comparison group in writing
performance (.001 < p <.029; .05 < n?%, < .14), except for spelling (p = .875; n% = .00), with no significant
differences in writing self-efficacy (.137 < p < .324; .01 < n?, < .03). Students reported learning benefits,
regardless of their role as tutor or tutee, and faced minimal difficulties. These findings suggest that the
programme is effective for enhancing writing proficiency but may require more time to impact self-writing
beliefs. Future interventions should emphasise tutor training and ensure active participation in tutor-
tutee dynamics.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The development of effective writing skills during secondary education is crucial for
academic success and lifelong development (UNESCO, 2017). Writing enhances
students’ comprehension of subject matter and significantly influences their
academic grades, given the prevalent use of written assessments (Bangert-Drowns
et al., 2004; Graham, 2006). Moreover, proficiency in writing extends beyond
academic contexts, impacting an individual’s civic engagement and participation in
the broader community.

Despite the acknowledged importance of writing as a fundamental skill, global
concerns persist regarding students’ writing skills (De Abreu Malpique et al., 2023;
Graham & Perin, 2007; Graham et al., 2014; Graham et al., 2023). For instance,
recent basic skills tests in Catalonia revealed that 58.4 % of 14-15-year-old students
exhibit low or medium-low levels of writing proficiency (Consell Superior d’Avaluacié
del Sistema Educatiu, 2024). This alarming trend indicates that many students fail to
achieve adequate writing skills by the end of compulsory education.

From a sociocultural constructivist perspective (Bazerman, 2003; Vanderburg,
2006; Wigglesworth & Storch, 2012) and following the revised writer(s)-within-
community (WWC) model, writing is conceived as a multifaceted, socially situated,
and goal-oriented activity shaped by the communities in which writers participate.
This view highlights how writers mobilise cognitive resources—such as genre and
linguistic knowledge and planning or revision strategies—together with motivational
factors, including self-efficacy, goals, and writer identity, all embedded within
authentic social practices (Bazerman, 2003; Graham, 2018). Writing therefore entails
activating different forms of knowledge (e.g., subject matter, language code,
discursive genres, communicative situations) and deploying strategies to regulate
the process, such as recursive planning, textualisation, revision, and the
management of motivation and authorial voice (Castellé et al., 2011; Graham, 2018).
Within this process, writing self-efficacy—beliefs about one’s confidence in the
ability to write (Zimmerman & Bandura, 1994)—plays a key role (e.g., Klassen, 2002;
Pajares, 2003; Zumbrunn et al., 2020). However, regulating these cognitive and
emotional demands can overwhelm novice writers and impede their ability to
process information simultaneously (Cutler & Graham, 2008; De Smedt et al., 2016).

To address this challenge, social interaction—particularly peer learning—has
proven to be a powerful tool for supporting writing, especially for novice writers.
Meta-analyses have found that peer learning—where students work together to
plan, draft, edit, and/or revise their compositions, as well as engage in peer
tutoring—has a significant and positive impact on writing quality (Graham & Harris,
2018; Graham et al., 2023; Graham & Perin, 2007). This consistent finding across
multiple studies underscores the value of interventions that incorporate peer-
assisted learning.

Various practices can include peer learning in writing. In many interventions, such
as peer review, peer learning occurs only during the revision of the individual text
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(e.g., Boscolo & Ascorti, 2004; Corcelles-Seuba et al., 2017; Topping et al., 2012). In
contrast, some interventions incorporate collaboration throughout the writing
process. In collaborative writing, two or more students must cooperate to achieve
the shared goal of producing a joint text. They need to discuss and agree on the
content and form of the text and share decisions and responsibilities in the processes
of planning, textualisation, and revision (Allen et al., 1987; Corcelles-Seuba &
Castellé, 2015; Lowry et al., 2004; Saunders, 1989). Unlike individual writing,
collaborative writing allows writers to externalise and discuss their ideas, requiring
the co-construction of knowledge to jointly reformulate them. Therefore,
collaborative writing becomes a valuable opportunity for peer learning. Peer
discussions can encourage critical thinking and reflection about writing, providing
support and immediate feedback to enhance writing (Corcelles-Seuba & Castelld,
2015). Furthermore, peers can serve as an authentic audience, increasing students’
motivation to write (De Smedt et al., 2018; Hyland, 2015; Yarrow & Topping, 2001).
Nonetheless, collaborative writing is also one of the most challenging activities
because it demands a high level of commitment, conflict resolution to integrate
diverse perspectives, coordination and teamwork abilities, collective decision-
making, and effective communication from all co-authors (Allen et al., 1987;
Corcelles-Seuba & Castelld, 2015; Lowry et al., 2004; Saunders, 1989).

The majority of collaborative writing interventions typically entail symmetrical
interactions among participants, where individuals collaborate on writing tasks (e.g.,
Corcelles-Seuba & Castelld, 2015; Ferguson-Patrick, 2007; Stevens, 2003; Stevens &
Slavin, 1995; Storch, 2005). However, a less common approach involves peer
tutoring in collaborative writing, characterised by a highly structured asymmetrical
interaction between students to scaffold the process of collaborative writing (Duran,
2010; Nixon & Topping, 2001; Sutherland & Topping, 1995; Topping et al., 2000;
Yarrow & Topping, 2001). The intervention described in this study adopts the latter
approach—peer tutoring for writing.

1.1 Peer tutoring in collaborative writing

Peer tutoring is a peer learning method wherein pairs of students with a shared goal
engage in structured asymmetrical interaction—where one acts as the tutor and the
other acts as the tutee—to enhance learning (Thurston et al., 2021; Topping et al.,
2016). Previous research has demonstrated benefits for tutors and tutees (Cohen et
al., 1982; Flores & Duran, 2013; 2016; Leung, 2015; Thurston et al., 2021; Topping,
2005). Peer tutoring may promote active learning and students’ motivation to deeply
engage with the material and take responsibility for their role. Tutees benefit from
the personal scaffolding provided by their tutors within the zone of proximal
development (Vygotsky, 1978), while tutors enhance their understanding by
teaching their tutees, creating instructional materials, explaining concepts, and
addressing questions raised (Duran, 2016, 2017; Ribosa & Duran, 2022). Peer
tutoring requires communication and teamwork skills and can boost students’
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confidence in their abilities. It also provides valuable social and emotional support
by fostering positive student relationships. Tutors serve as mentors and role models,
offering encouragement and guidance to their peers, and tutees benefit from a
supportive learning environment where they feel comfortable asking questions and
seeking help (Topping, 2005). Tutoring interactions can occur between students of
the same or different ages, and the roles can be fixed or reciprocal (Thurston et al.,
2021; Topping et al., 2016).

In the case of writing, the Paired Writing method (Topping et al., 2000; Yarrow &
Topping, 2001) is a peer tutoring proposal that has been considerably investigated.
It incorporates metacognitive prompting and scaffolding for the interactive process
of collaborative writing. Based on a diagram, the tutor-tutee interaction is structured
in the six phases of the writing process to learn cognitive and metacognitive
strategies related to writing, such as generating ideas, drafting, reading, editing,
producing an improved version, and evaluating. In each stage of the process, there
is a clear division of tasks for each role to modulate information processing, promote
peer scaffolding and motivation to write, and reduce writing anxiety (Nixon &
Topping, 2001; Sutherland & Topping, 1999; Topping, 1995; Topping et al., 2000;
Yarrow & Topping, 2001). Grounded in Paired Writing, the programme Llegim i
Escrivim en Parella (in English, Reading and Writing in Pairs) emerged, which is the
focus of the present study.

1.2 Explicit writing instruction

Research recommends combining collaborative writing practices with explicit
instruction in genre-specific knowledge and writing strategies to enhance their
effectiveness (De Smedt et al., 2020; De Smedt & Van Keer, 2014, 2018, 2019;
Graham, 2020; Graham et al., 2023; Graham & Perin, 2007). Explicit writing
instruction refers to a structured and systematic approach that guides students
through the writing process (breaking it down in steps) and the development of
genre-specific knowledge (through modelling and analysing examples). This process-
oriented method fosters metacognitive reflection, reduces cognitive load, and
accelerates learning by providing clear declarative and procedural knowledge
alongside guided practice, ultimately empowering students to become independent
writers (Graham & Perin, 2007; Hughes et al. 2017; Rosenshine, 2009).

1.3 Aims of the study

Peer tutoring effectiveness has been widely demonstrated (e.g., Bowman-Perrott et
al.,, 2013; Cohen et al., 1982; Leung, 2015). Specifically, research provides robust
evidence that peer tutoring is effective in improving reading comprehension. For
instance, this is shown in the study by Flores et al. (2024), which analysed 8,128
students (aged 6-12) from 58 schools that participated in the programme between
2012 and 2022. Similarly, the studies by Flores and Duran (2013, 2016) offer evidence
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of improvements in reading comprehension and self-concept across different roles
and formats—reciprocal and fixed roles, as well as same-age and cross-age pairings.

Despite the effectiveness of peer tutoring in reading comprehension, few
interventions have used peer tutoring combined with explicit writing instruction to
improve writing skills. Research on Paired Writing shows evidence of its
effectiveness with positive effects on the quality of writing and attitudes towards
writing in both formats—fixed and reciprocal—compared to control groups that
wrote the text individually (Nixon & Topping, 2001; Sutherland & Topping, 1999;
Yarrow & Topping, 2001). However, those interventions have primarily focused on
primary education settings rather than secondary students and did not incorporate
reading into the process. Duran and Monereo (2008) used peer tutoring for reading
comprehension and writing in secondary education, but no comparison group was
included. In addition to improvements in writing expression, the results revealed an
increase in students’ self-concept as writers when they had the opportunity to act as
tutors. Nonetheless, up to date, no research was found on peer tutoring in writing
has collected students’ perceptions about their roles and evaluated, using a
comparison group, the effectiveness of combining reading and writing in pairs with
explicit writing instruction to enhance writing performance and self-efficacy in
secondary students. Therefore, the overarching aim of this study is to evaluate the
effectiveness of the Reading and Writing in Pairs peer tutoring programme in
secondary education within the framework of the writer(s)-within-community
(WWC) model. The research questions are the following:

1) To what extent does the programme improve students’ writing
performance and writing self-efficacy compared to a comparison group
following traditional instruction?

2) How do students perceive their learning when participating in the
programme, both in the role of tutor and in the role of tutee?

In this study, the WWC model informs both the design and the rationale of the
Reading and Writing in Pairs programme: (a) by emphasising writing as a
collaborative and socially situated activity supported by peer interaction, and (b) by
integrating explicit instruction in genre and writing strategies with authentic
communicative purposes (e.g., preparing texts for a real audience). Through this
alignment, peer tutoring becomes a mechanism through which students participate
in a writing community, take on meaningful roles, and develop the cognitive and
motivational resources described in the WWC framework.

2. METHOD

2.1 Reading and writing in pairs: A peer tutoring programme

Reading and Writing in Pairs proposes a structured guide with a sequence of tasks
for the tutor and tutee to facilitate the processes of reading comprehension and
writing (Corcelles-Seuba et al., 2023; Duran et al., 2018b) (see Table 1). The
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programme includes a brief text to read, before each writing task, of the same genre
to enhance both processes (see Appendix A as an example of reading and writing
activity). Research shows that reading and writing are closely connected and
reciprocally supportive, as both rely on shared cognitive and linguistic skills to create
meaning. Reading introduces ideas and genre features that support writing, while
writing about what is read deepens understanding and engagement with the text
(Philippakos & Graham, 2023; Philippakos et al., 2023; Shanahan, 2019; Graham et
al., 2018; Graham, 2020). In the programme, the reading provides the context and
objective for writing, while also offering a model to analyse genre characteristics to
support writing. The reading process is organised into three stages based on the
structured interaction between the tutor and the tutee (Table 1). Firstly, the tutor
asks questions before reading to activate the tutee’s prior knowledge and formulate
hypotheses. Secondly, the reading-aloud activities take place: tutor’s modelled
reading, joint reading, and tutee’s reading monitored by the tutor using the pause-
prompt-praise technique (Wheldall & Colmar, 1990; Duran et al., 2018b). Thirdly,
after reading, the tutor asks literal, inferential, and evaluative questions to improve
reading and genre comprehension. Finally, with a deep understanding of the text,
expressive reading by the tutee takes place. After the reading task, the writing
process begins and is organised into three stages. First, the tutor guides the tutee in
planning and drafting the text. Second, text revision takes place. Unlike the
previously described Paired Writing method (Nixon & Topping, 2001; Sutherland &
Topping, 1999; Topping, 1995; Topping et al., 2000; Yarrow & Topping, 2001), the
programme Reading and Writing in Pairs extends the revision stage by requiring
tutors to individually revise their joint draft, using a previously negotiated checklist
for writing assessment quality, named the Writing Assessment Checklist (WAC)
(Appendix B). The checklist allows tutors to identify text limitations and to prepare
two activities for their tutees to improve the text (Corcelles-Seuba et al., 2023).
Three possible activities are suggested: thinking about different alternatives to a
specific word or sentence, using the pause-prompt-praise technique to correct
mistakes (Wheldall & Colmar, 1990), and using writing resources (e.g., a thesaurus).
Thirdly, the tutor teaches these activities to their tutee. The programme aims to
enhance tutors’ learning and motivation by revising the text and acting as a real
teacher who proposes teaching activities to their tutee.

The overall structured process for each reading and writing activity involves two
sessions (1 hour each) of tutor-tutee interaction and one intermediate session (30
minutes) for text revision by the tutor (see Table 1).
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Table 1. Programme structure

1st session: Tutor-tutee interaction to write a draft (1h)

Tutor Role

Tutee Role

READING PROCESS

Ask prior knowledge questions
Read aloud as a model

Joint reading

Pause-prompt-praise

Ask comprehension questions
Listen to tutee’s expressive reading

Answer prior knowledge questions
Listen to the tutor reading aloud
Joint reading

Read aloud

Answer comprehension questions
Expressive reading

WRITING PROCESS

Tutor Role

Tutee Role

1.  PLANNING

Ask questions about the title, introduction,
conflict and conclusion of the story

Write ideas following the genre structure
Praise

Propose ideas

2. DRAFTING

Detect errors and scaffold genre, coherence,
cohesion, vocabulary, grammar and spelling
using the WAC

Praise

Write the first draft of the story

3. EXPRESSIVE READING

Listen Read aloud
Read aloud Listen

4. REVISING
Ask questions using WAC Answer
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Intermediate session: Tutor draft revision (30 min)

Tutor Role Tutee Role

Individually assess the draft with WAC Work on a different task assigned by the teacher
Propose two activities for improvement based
on specific limitations of the text

2nd session: Tutor-tutee interaction for revision (1 h)

Tutor Role Tutee Role

5. EXPRESSIVE READING

Listen Read aloud

6. REVISING: Activities to improve the text

Explain the limitations of the text through Do activities to improve the text
WAC and teach Activity 1 and 2 to improve
the text

7. EXPRESSIVE READING

Read Listen and revise using WAC
Listen and revise using WAC Read

The Reading and Writing in Pairs programme integrates both collaborative writing
and explicit instruction in genre and writing strategies from the outset and
throughout its implementation, as are explored in detail in the following sections.
This combination aims to strengthen writers’ skills, promote their autonomy, and
facilitate the creation of meaningful connections between reading and writing, while
fostering peer learning.

2.1.1 Specific-genre instruction: Narrative genre

Genres are forms of language use that are socially recognised by a community and
relatively stable, each with a communicative purpose, structure and specific
linguistic characteristics (Bazerman, 2003; Chapman, 1999; Hyland, 2015). According
to the WWC model (Graham, 2018), explicit genre instruction is a key component,
providing students with an awareness of the text’s purpose, content, and structure
(Graham & Perin, 2007). In the present study, we selected the narrative genre.
Students were asked to write a short story of 70 to 120 words that comprises three
main elements: introduction, conflict, and resolution (Nelles, 2012). Short stories are
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an outstanding narrative genre for teaching writing since their short nature allows
the quality of the writing to be elaborated and reviewed in a few sessions.

The genre-based approach to writing instruction in the Programme was based on
model instruction (Abbuhl, 2011; Camps & Fontich, 2021; Macbeth, 2010). At the
beginning of the programme, genre characteristics and examples of short stories
were presented and analysed together with the teacher and students concerning
their genre structure and rhetorical features, coherence, cohesion, vocabulary,
grammar, and spelling. This analysis serves to negotiate and agree on the checklist
to assess future students’ writing quality (see Appendix A). This approach is useful
for reducing anxiety linked to writing a new genre (e.g., Macbeth, 2010; Abbuhl,
2011), sharing writing expectations, and enhancing students’ awareness of rhetorical
conventions and overall writing quality. Throughout the programme, participants
were instructed in genre by engaging with short stories as prewriting reading
material and analysing their features to foster a connection between reading and
writing tasks (Graham, 2020; Philippakos & Graham, 2023; Philippakos et al., 2023;
Shanahan, 2019).

2.1.2 Writing strategies instruction: Tutor and tutee roles

Explicitly teaching writing strategies is one of the most effective approaches for
reducing cognitive load and achieving better writing outcomes (Graham, 2018;
Graham & Perin, 2007). Students need to learn how, when, and why to plan, write,
and revise in order to develop effective writing skills (Flower & Hayes, 1981; Graham,
2018). Throughout the programme, students apply and internalise writing strategies
by performing the roles of tutor and tutee in each reading and writing task (Appendix
A). A key emphasis of the programme is on iteratively revising the text using the
negotiated Writing Assessment Checklist (WAC) (Appendix B), as this is recognised
as a crucial aspect of proficient writing (Graham & Harris, 2018).

2.2 Participants and design

A quasi-experimental pretest-posttest comparison group design was used. One
school with three Catalan language teachers and their students participated in the
study. Each teacher taught two classes (i.e., two groups) of second-grade compulsory
secondary education students (aged 13-14). The educational system in Spain is
organised in Early Childhood Education (0-6 years), Primary Education (6—12 years),
Compulsory Secondary Education (12-16 years), Baccalaureate or Vocational
Training (16—18 years), and Higher Education. In Catalonia, the educational system
follows this model but includes particularities derived from its competencies in
education and the use of Catalan as the main vehicular language, while ensuring the
learning of Spanish and a foreign language (usually English).

The two classes of each teacher were randomly assigned to the intervention
group (i.e., performing the Reading and Writing in Pairs programme in the Catalan
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language class) or the comparison group (i.e., performing the ordinary classes of
Catalan language following textbook activities that involve individual writing). Thus,
each teacher taught one class belonging to the intervention group and one class
belonging to the comparison group. A total of 113 students participated, but
complete pretest-posttest data were collected from 90 students: 45 from the
intervention group (24 girls and 21 boys) and 45 from the comparison group (22 girls
and 23 boys).

The school was part of the Network of Schools within the Reading and Writing in
Pairs Programme. Teachers participated in a training course provided by the
Research Group on Peer Learning (GRAI, by its acronym in Catalan). The training
consisted of three in-person sessions of three-hour (one per trimester), focusing on
1) programme planning, 2) supervision during its implementation, and 3) evaluation
and sharing of experiences with other teachers involved in the programme.
Additionally, the training included virtual follow-up and both independent and
supervised activities, with the implementation of the programme as the main focus.

At the participating school, the first author and a research assistant maintained
weekly contact with the three teachers to guide the programme’s implementation,
address questions, and ensure adherence to the intervention protocol (i.e.,
treatment fidelity). Researchers observed classes and collected qualitative data. In
the weekly meetings, researchers and teachers also tracked the comparison group—
which was following the textbook activities and the individual writing tasks—by
discussing their progress regarding the planned writing sessions.

2.3 Intervention and materials

The intervention was carried out for 6 weeks (15 hours) in the second term of the
academic year (Table 2). Before starting the programme, teachers participated in a
6-hour training course to learn how to implement the Reading and Writing in Pairs
programme.

Seven activity sheets (ASs) were used as the material to structure pair interaction
during reading and genre comprehension (AS1 to AS4) and for the whole task of
Reading and Writing in Pairs (AS5 to AS7). The programme focused on the narrative
genre (short stories ranging from 70 to 120 words). The topics of the stories were
open-ended, but students were required to fulfil the writing aim outlined in the
activity sheet (see Appendix A). This genre is commonly included in the secondary
education curriculum in Catalonia and Spain, and many high schools regularly
incorporate it into their language classes.

Students used computers to write their stories, and they were allowed to use
online spelling checkers only during the intervention (not on the pretest-posttest).
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Table 2. Intervention structure

Week Materials

Pretest (writing performance and self-efficacy for writing)

wi Activity sheet 1: Training students in peer tutoring roles and genre characteristics (1 h)
Activity sheet 2: Training students in genre-based knowledge: Analysis of 3 examples of
short stories (0.5 h)
Negotiation WAC: Analysis of good and bad stories (1 h)

w2 Activity Sheet 3: Reading comprehension and genre analysis (1 h)
Training tutors in preparing activities for the tutee (0.5 h)
Activity Sheet 4: Reading comprehension and genre analysis (1 h)

w3 Activity Sheet 5: Reading and writing the first story (2.5 h)

w4 Activity Sheet 6: Reading and writing the second story (2.5 h)

w5 Activity Sheet 7: Reading and writing the third story (2.5 h)

we Selection and improvement of one of the three stories to be read aloud on the local radio
(3h)

Reading the selected stories aloud on the local radio.

Posttest (writing performance and self-efficacy for writing) + students’ perception of
learning survey

2.3.1 Writing test

As a pretest and posttest, students were asked to write a short story of 70-120 words
before and after the intervention. They were provided with the following definition:
“In a short story a narrative is told with the essential elements. Like a tale, it must
have an introduction, a conflict, and a resolution. An appealing title should be
provided”.

2.3.2  Writing assessment checklist (WAC)

An assessment checklist for the narrative genre was developed by adapting the
instrument originally proposed by Calaforra-Faubel (2018). The newly developed
instrument comprises six dimensions, with 20 binary items: narrative genre (7 items),
coherence (3 items), cohesion (3 items), vocabulary (2 items), grammar (3 items),
and spelling (2 items) (Appendix B). Initially, the checklist was validated through
expert consensus involving three teachers and two writing researchers.
Subsequently, interrater agreement was assessed by two independent
researchers who coded a sample of 30 pretest-posttest texts, constituting 30% of the
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total sample. The agreement between the raters reached 86%, with a Cohen’s kappa
coefficient of 0.85, indicating substantial agreement. Disagreements were resolved
through discussion until a consensus was reached. The checklist was then utilised to
evaluate all pretest-posttest texts. Each item could be scored as 0 or 1, resulting in a
total maximum score of 20 points (see Appendix B). Student tutors also used WAC
to revise their short stories throughout the intervention. Considering the items with
negative scores, they were instructed to select two aspects for improvement
following the order of the dimensions in WAC (i.e., genre, coherence, cohesion,
vocabulary, grammar and spelling) and plan two activities for their tutee.

2.3.3  Writing self-efficacy

The Self-Efficacy for Writing Scale (SEWS; Bruning et al., 2013) was used as a pretest-
posttest. It consists of 16 items grouped into three dimensions: ideation (5 items;
e.g., ‘I can think of many ideas for my writing’), conventions (5 items; e.g., ‘l can spell
my words correctly’), and self-regulation (6 items; e.g., ‘l can avoid distractions while
| write’). Students were asked to rate each item from 1 to 5 on a Likert scale based
on their degree of agreement with the statement. Overall, a minimum of 16 points
and a maximum of 80 points could be obtained. In this study, reliability of the
subscales based on the pretest data was acceptable or good: alpha was 0.858 for
ideation, 0.732 for conventions, and 0.817 for self-regulation. In Bruning et al.
(2013), alpha values were 0.903, 0.847, and 0.884, respectively.

2.3.4  Students’ perceptions of learning survey

At the end of the programme, students from the intervention group were asked to
rate several items from 1 to 5 on a Likert scale based on their degree of agreement
with the statements. One item referred to their overall enjoyment of the
programme: “I liked reading and writing with my partner”. Two items referred to
their learning perceptions as tutors and tutees, respectively: “I have learned when
carrying out the role of tutor/tutee”. Two items referred to the difficulties as tutors
and tutees, respectively: “I had difficulties carrying out the role of tutor/tutee”. After
these items, two open questions (i.e., one per role) were included for students to
justify their answers, which were later coded in terms of learning facilitators and
barriers for each role. In the case of the open questions, thematic analysis was
carried out (Terry et al., 2017). The three researchers jointly defined the emerging
categories. Then, two researchers independently coded all the answers. Interrater
agreement was calculated. The following degrees of agreement were reached: for
learning facilitators, 85.71% for tutors (Cohen’s kappa = 0.82) and 93.33% for tutees
(Cohen’s kappa = 0.90); for learning barriers, 88.46% for tutors (Cohen’s kappa =
0.86) and 91.30% for tutees (Cohen’s kappa = 0.87). Disagreements were discussed
upon reaching a consensus.
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2.4 Procedure

First, students from the intervention and comparison groups completed the pretest
(i.e., writing test and Self-Efficacy for Writing Scale). During the following 6 weeks,
students from the intervention group took part in the programme within the Catalan
language subject, while students in the comparison group took part in the usual
lessons within the Catalan subject (i.e., following the textbook and writing
individually). Second, in the intervention group, teachers decided to implement the
programme using a reciprocal peer tutoring format (i.e., exchanging the roles of
tutor and tutee within the pair from one activity sheet to another). Pretest scores
were used to create pairs by joining students with similar competency levels so that
both students could carry out both roles successfully. Third, after creating the pairs,
the students received initial training to define the roles of tutor and tutee and
familiarise them with the materials of the programme (see Table 4). Fourth,
throughout the 6 weeks, the students in the intervention group completed 8 activity
sheets of the programme (see Table 4), and each pair produced three stories (70—
120 words). In the comparison group, students engaged in textbook activities which
involved individually writing three stories (70-120 words) in the classroom. Fifth, at
week 6 of the programme, students from the intervention group selected and
revised one of these short stories to be read on the local radio. Staff from the local
radio trained students to read aloud their texts and record the stories for a special
programme on Saint George’s Day (April 23), a national celebration in Catalonia with
people exchanging books and roses to celebrate literature and love. Finally, after the
intervention, students from the intervention and comparison groups completed the
posttest (i.e., writing test and Self-Efficacy for Writing Scale) and students from the
intervention group were asked to complete the learning perceptions survey. Data
analysis was carried out with Jamovi 2.3.21.

3. RESULTS

3.1 Effectiveness of the peer tutoring programme

An overview of descriptive statistics is provided in Table 3.
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Table 3. Overview of descriptive statistics of pretest and posttest data

Pretest Posttest
Maximum M SD M SD
score
Writing performance
Overall
Comparison group 20 11.09 3.02 11.31 3.16
Intervention group 20 9.98 4.10 13.36 3.54
Genre
Comparison group 7 2.36 1.11 2.47 1.18
Intervention group 7 2.40 1.74 3.38 1.61
Coherence
Comparison group 3 2.11 0.83 2.24 0.77
Intervention group 3 1.98 0.75 2.58 0.72
Cohesion
Comparison group 3 1.64 1.11 1.56 1.20
Intervention group 3 1.22 1.02 1.96 1.04
Vocabulary
Comparison group 2 1.13 0.76 1.24 0.74
Intervention group 2 1.02 0.66 1.49 0.63
Grammar
Comparison group 3 231 0.82 2.42 1.01
Intervention group 3 2.04 1.19 2.62 0.61
Spelling
Comparison group 2 1.53 0.69 1.38 0.68
Intervention group 2 1.31 0.82 1.33 0.71
Writing Self-Efficacy
Overall
Comparison group 80 51.80 10.51 54.29 11.12
Intervention group 80 53.60 10.68 52.13 12.55
Ideation
Comparison group 25 16.53 441 17.64 4.11
Intervention group 25 17.56 4.38 16.58 5.19
Conventions
Comparison group 25 16.64 3.13 17.62 3.88
Intervention group 25 17.00 3.49 17.07 4.20
Self-requlation
Comparison group 30 18.62 5.24 19.02 4.75
Intervention group 30 19.04 4.93 18.49 4.97

The correlation between the two target variables (i.e., writing performance and
writing self-efficacy) is not significant in the pretest (Pearson’s r = .18; p =.086) and
significant but weak in the posttest (Pearson’s r =.25; p =.016).

3.1.1 Writing performance

To check for the impact of the intervention when compared to the comparison
group, an ANCOVA was carried out with the writing performance posttest score as
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the dependent variable, the intervention/comparison group as an independent
variable, and the writing performance pretest score as a covariate (Table 4).

Table 4. ANVOCASs for writing performance

Sum of df Mean F p n?
squares Square

Overall
Pretest 154.00 1 154.00 15.99 <.001 .16
Group 132.14 1 132.14 13.72 <.001 .14
Residuals 837.96 87 9.63

Genre
Pretest 1.88 1 1.88 0.94 .335 .01
Group 18.49 1 18.49 9.25 .003 .10
Residuals 173.90 87 2.00

Coherence
Pretest 0.98 1 0.98 1.76 .188 .02
Group 2.75 1 2.75 4.96 .029 .05
Residuals 48.31 87 0.56

Cohesion
Pretest 20.45 1 20.45 21.04 <.001 .20
Group 12.08 1 12.08 12.43 <.001 13
Pretest*Group 5.05 1 5.05 5.20 .025 .06
Residuals 83.58 86 0.97

Vocabulary
Pretest 3.95 1 3.95 10.23 .002 A1
Group 5.04 1 5.04 13.06 <.001 13
Pretest*Group 3.27 1 3.27 8.49 .005 .09
Residuals 33.16 86 0.39

Grammar
Pretest 10.33 1 10.33 17.61 <.001 17
Group 5.29 1 5.29 9.02 .004 .10
Pretest*Group 3.79 1 3.79 6.47 .013 .07
Residuals 50.47 86 0.59

Spelling
Pretest 4.584 1 4.58 10.50 .002 A1
Group 0.011 1 0.01 0.03 .875 .00
Residuals 37.994 87 0.44

The interaction between the pretest and the group was not significant (F=0.96; p =
.329), and it was thus not included. After controlling for pretest scores, the results
showed that in the posttest, students from the intervention group (MM = 13.56; SE
= 0.47) scored significantly higher than those from the comparison group (MM =
11.11; SE = 0.47). Marginal means for each dimension are reported in Table 5.
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Table 5. Marginal means of the posttest after ANCOVAs

Intervention group Comparison group
Maximum score MM SE MM SE
Overall 20 13.56 0.47 11.11 0.47
Genre 7 3.38 0.21 2.47 0.21
Coherence 3 2.59 0.11 2.24 0.11
Cohesion 3 2.00 0.15 1.41 0.15
Vocabulary 2 1.49 0.09 1.21 0.09
Grammar 3 2.64 0.12 2.35 0.12

A separate ANCOVA for each writing performance dimension (Table 1) showed
significant differences between the intervention and comparison groups in all
dimensions, except for spelling. In the case of cohesion, vocabulary and grammar,
the interaction between pretest and group was significant. Subgroup analyses
showed that in those dimensions, the difference between the intervention group
and comparison group was significant for those students who had a 0-score in the
pretest (9.72 < F £ 15.47; p £ .017), but not for those who had higher initial scores
(0.08 < F<1.70;.206 < p <.786).

3.1.2  Writing self-efficacy

To assess the impact of the intervention, an ANCOVA was carried out with the writing
self-efficacy posttest score as the dependent variable, the intervention/comparison
group as the independent variable, and the writing self-efficacy pretest score as the
covariate (Table 6). The interaction between pretest and group was not significant
(F=0.25; p=.621), and it was thus not included. After controlling for pretest scores,
the results showed no significant differences between the intervention group (MM
=51.61; SE = 1.52) and the comparison group (MM = 54.82; SE = 1.52).
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Table 6. ANCOVASs for writing self-efficacy

Sum of df Mean F p n?
squares Square
Overall
Pretest 3404.86 1 3404.86 33.02 <.001 .28
Group 230.47 1 230.47 2.24 .139 .03
Residuals 8971.59 87 103.12
Ideation
Pretest 200.88 1 200.88 10.12 .002 .10
Group 44.64 1 44.64 2.25 137 .03
Residuals 1726.41 87 19.84
Conventions
Pretest 382.50 1 382.50 31.55 <.001 .27
Group 13.62 1 13.62 1.12 292 .01
Residuals 1054.88 87 12.13
Self-requlation
Pretest 838.25 1 838.25 58.91 <.001 .40
Group 14.00 1 14.00 0.98 324 .01
Residuals 1237.97 87 14.23

A separate ANCOVA for each writing self-efficacy dimension (Table 6) also showed
no significant differences in terms of ideation (p =.137), conventions (p =.292), and
self-regulation (p = .324). Interactions between pretest and group were not
significant (0.08 < F < 1.16; .285 < p <£.779) and they were thus not included.

3.2 Students’ learning perceptions

The students mostly reported that they liked reading and writing with their partner
(Mdn =5; IQR = 1). The learning perception was rather high for both roles (Mdn:utor
= 4; IQRtutor = 2; Mdntutee = 4; IQRwtee = 3). The Wilcoxon signed-rank test showed no
significant differences between roles in terms of student learning perceptions (W =
166.50; p = .639). Thematic analysis was conducted on the open-ended questions
about the learning facilitators (Table 7).
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Table 7. Learning facilitators per role reported by the students

Category Definition Examples f %
Tutor (32 students who answered the question, 35 utterances coded)
Teaching Learning by teaching,  Because when | explained things that 13 37.14
that is, by explaining he didn’t understand to the tutee, |
and interacting with learned.
the tutee. Because when | helped her, | also

learned things.
I've learned because | could learn
from my mentor’s mistakes.

Preparing to Learning by Because of having to prepare the 12 34.29
teach preparing to teach, texts and look for improvement
when preparing the activities.
activity sheet, Because you help your partner and
revising the first you learn it first so you can teach it
draft, or preparing well.
the activities. Because | learned to prepare the text
and pay more attention to the
revision.
Responsibility Learning to be more Because | wasn’t very responsible 8 22.86
responsible, given before, and being a tutor has helped
the role of the tutor me to improve.
in the task. Because I've learned to be more
organised.

Because you are responsible for doing
the activity sheets.

Patience Learning to be more I've learned to be patient. 2 5.71
patient in the
interaction with the
tutee.

Total tutor 35 100
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Category Definition Examples f %
Tutee (28 students who answered the question, 28 utterances coded)
Tutor’s help Learning thanks to Because my partner helped me and it 15 53.57
the personalised help  became easier.
provided by the Because my tutor has helped me pay
tutor. more attention when | read and write.
Because she corrected mistakes that |
made a lot and I didn’t know they
were wrong.
Improvement in Specific reading and I've learned how to structure a short 9 32.14
reading and writing aspects that story.
writing skills students perceive Because | have improved my reading
they have improved and I have also [learned to] organise
in. my ideas well when writing.
Because now | don’t repeat the words
so much.
Active listening Learning thanks to Because I've learned how to workasa 4 14.29
and participation  their own team and to listen to things to
involvement in the improve.
activity as a tutee. Because I've given ideas and helped in
the work.
Yes, because I've paid more attention.
Total tutee 28 100

The perceived difficulties when carrying out the two roles were very low for both
roles (Mdnwtor = 1; IQRtutor = 1; Mdntutee = 1; IQRwutee = 1). A Wilcoxon signed-rank test
showed no significant differences between roles regarding perceived difficulties (W
=110.00; p = .099). Thematic analysis was carried out on the open-ended questions

about learning barriers (Table 8).
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Table 8. Learning barriers per role reported by the students

Category Definition Examples f %
Tutor (23 students who answered the question, 25 utterances coded)
Limited Difficulties in terms Answering the reading 8 32.00
knowledge for of reading and comprehension questions.
teaching writing skills as a Sometimes, | had a hard time
tutor. correcting her spelling mistakes.
1 didn’t know how it [the text] could
be improved.
Not learning General statements Just because. 7 28.00
that state not Because | already knew.
learning. Because it was a little hard to learn.
Tutee not Lack of involvement Because my partner was doing 4 16.00
responding by the tutee. nothing, she was daydreaming all
day.
[It was difficult] that my partner
focused.
The partner does nothing.
Teaching, not The belief that the Because | have learned more as a 3 12.00
learning tutor teaches rather tutee, because they correct the
than learning, and mistakes | make.
the tutee is the one | think the tutee has learned more,
who learns the most.  since he is given help (a tutor).
1 didn’t learn anything, | was just
correcting.
Demotivation Lack of motivation or  It’s boring. 2 8.00
enjoyment. I don’t like it.
Preparation Lack of preparation That | didn’t remember to prepare the 1 4.00
homework of the activity sheet text.
before class.
Total tutor 25 100
Category Definition Examples f %
Tutee (20 students who answered the question, 20 utterances coded)
Demotivation Lack of motivation or I have been a tutee all my life. 8 40.00
enjoyment. Because that’s what | do every day in
class.
I didn’t like it.
Tutor not Tutor’s lack of ability My tutor was not good enough, butit 8 40.00
responding to carry out the role was ok.
and respond to the Because there were things | knew and
tutee’s needs. the tutor didn’t, so | didn’t learn many
new things.
Because my tutor did not help me at
all.
Reading and Difficulties in terms Looking for ideas to make the story. 4 20.00
writing of reading and Sometimes, it was hard for me to
difficulties writing skills. come up with ideas to write and | got
stuck reading.
Thinking about the ideas first and
putting them well in the text.
Total tutee 20 100
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4. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

This study aimed to evaluate the effectiveness of the Reading and Writing in Pairs
programme within WWC framework, addressing two research questions concerning
(a) its impact on students’ writing performance and writing self-efficacy, and (b)
students’ perceptions of learning in the roles of tutor and tutee.

The findings confirm the programme’s effectiveness in improving writing
performance. Significant improvements were observed within the intervention
group, as well as significant differences when compared to the comparison group in
all dimensions (i.e., genre, cohesion, coherence, vocabulary, grammar) except for
spelling.

The lack of changes in spelling could be attributed to at least three factors. First,
as for the measurement instrument, having to assess spelling through binary items
required setting a threshold, which prevents the measurement of nuanced
improvements beyond it. As for the intervention, two explanations may lie behind:
a) the tutors were instructed to revise the draft and plan the activities following the
order of the WAC dimensions (Appendix A), where spelling was the last dimension,
and b) they were allowed to use spelling checkers throughout the intervention but
were not trained to do so with metalinguistic reflection, which may have led to a
shallow use of the tool.

Focusing on the other dimensions, in genre and coherence, the differences
between the intervention and comparison groups were not dependent on the
pretest scores, meaning that the intervention was equally beneficial for students
with different levels of writing competency. In contrast, for cohesion, vocabulary,
and grammar, the interaction between pretest scores and group was significant,
indicating that the intervention was particularly beneficial for students with the
lowest initial scores. This finding indicates that the structured scaffolding provided
through peer tutoring and explicit instruction may be especially effective in
addressing the learning needs of at-risk students—a trend consistent with prior
research demonstrating the potential of peer tutoring to foster inclusion (e.g.,
Topping et al., 2016; Toulia et al., 2023). In contrast, students with higher initial
scores did not show significant improvements in these dimensions, a result that may
reflect limitations of the measuring instrument—including a ceiling effect—or the
possibility that the intervention did not provide sufficient challenge for more
advanced students, suggesting that future iterations of the programme should
incorporate more complex tasks for higher-achieving writers.

Regarding students’ learning perceptions, those in the intervention group
reported positive learning experiences in both tutor and tutee roles, with no
significant differences between roles.

Several key aspects of the intervention may help explain students’ positive
learning experience and improvements in writing performance. Consistent with prior
research, the combination of explicit writing instruction (De Smedt et al., 2020; De
Smedt & Van Keer, 2014, 2018, 2019; Graham & Perin, 2007), the use of reading to
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support writing (Philippakos & Graham, 2023; Shanahan, 2019), and collaborative
writing structured through peer tutoring within a WWC framework, played a crucial
role.

Firstly, the intervention incorporated explicit genre instruction both at the
outset, through model instruction (Abbuhl, 2011; Camps & Fontich, 2021; Macbeth,
2010), and throughout the programme, by the reading of short stories as prewriting
activities (Graham, 2023; Philippakos & Graham, 2023; Shanahan, 2019). Reading
before writing not only provided context for setting writing goals but also offered
models for analysing and applying genre characteristics in students’ own writing. This
aligns with prior evidence of the supportive relationship between reading and
writing (Graham et al., 2018; Graham, 2020; Philippakos & Graham, 2023;
Philippakos et al., 2023; Shanahan, 2019).

Secondly, collaborative writing was structured through peer tutoring
interactions. The tutor and tutee roles facilitated explicit writing instruction with a
clear division of tasks, which helped reduce cognitive load and break down the
complex writing process into manageable steps. This approach enabled peer
scaffolding and supported students in acquiring both cognitive and metacognitive
writing strategies for planning, drafting, and revising, ultimately improving their
writing quality and helping them become independent writers (Graham & Perin,
2007; Hughes et al. 2017; Nixon & Topping, 2001; Rosenshine, 2009; Yarrow &
Topping, 2001). Furthermore, the reciprocal nature of the peer tutoring allowed
students to engage in both tutor and tutee roles, thereby expanding their learning
opportunities. Tutors reported learning gains through the process of preparation
(i.e., preparing the activity sheet, revising initial drafts, and preparing the activities
for their tutee) and during teaching (i.e., explaining and interacting with their tutee),
underscoring the transformative power of assuming a teaching role, which
encompasses greater responsibility and the opportunity to learn by teaching (Duran,
2016, 2017; Ribosa & Duran, 2022). Tutees reported learning from the personalised
support provided by their tutors (Vygotsky, 1978), which helped them improve
various aspects of reading and writing while increasing their engagement with the
task.

Finally, the WWC programme’s writing approach, which views writing as a social
and situated activity within a community, integrates authentic writing tasks (e.g.,
engaging local radio as a real audience) and combines them with peer tutoring
interactions. This approach helped students attribute meaning to writing by framing
it as a functional activity with a clear sense of audience (Hyland, 2015) and
contributed to their motivation for writing (Graham, 2018). Because this audience
condition was not present in the comparison group, the observed improvements
should be interpreted as reflecting the combined influence of peer tutoring, explicit
instruction, and the motivational affordances associated with writing for a real
audience.

Despite students’ improvements in writing, their perceptions of writing self-
efficacy did not change, and no significant differences were found between the
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intervention and comparison groups. The short duration of the programme, which
took place for only 6 weeks, may explain the lack of changes in self-efficacy. Duran
and Monereo (2008) found an increase in self-concept as a writer for tutors, but their
intervention was longer (35 h) and self-concept has proven to differ from self-
efficacy (Marsch et al., 2019). More time might be needed to impact self-writing
beliefs (Bulut, 2017; Zumbrunn et al., 2020).

Concerning the practical implications of the study, students in both tutoring roles
generally reported low levels of difficulty throughout the programme, highlighting
the importance of sharing the teaching activity with students to facilitate learning
(Duran, 2016, 2017; Ribosa & Duran, 2022). However, the study identified certain
learning barriers associated with reciprocal peer tutoring that should be considered
in future interventions. Notably, in the role of tutor, some students identified
difficulties in performing their role due to their limited knowledge. This may be
attributed to the similarity in competency levels between tutors and tutees in
reciprocal peer tutoring contexts. In reciprocal tutoring, where both students in a
pair have a similar level of competence, it is vital for the tutor to prepare the material
in advance to create the asymmetry needed to be able to teach the partner (Duran,
2016). Consequently, teachers need to focus on meticulous preparation by tutors
before teaching sessions. For example, online resources can be offered to analyse
the dimensions of the revision guidelines and/or guides for using artificial
intelligence with the aim of revising the text and helping the tutor to plan
improvement activities for the tutee. Furthermore, comprehensive training on the
tutor role could equip tutors with the necessary skills and confidence to execute their
teaching responsibilities more proficiently (De Backer et al., 2015; Duran, 2016,
2017; Topping, 2005). Such training should address and rectify any misconceptions
held by tutors, particularly those regarding the distribution of learning between
tutors and tutees, as our study revealed instances where students incorrectly
believed that tutees were the primary beneficiaries of the tutoring process. Active
participation by both tutors and tutees is crucial for the success of the programme.
When either party fails to fully engage in their role, students may experience
demotivation and a sense of ineffectiveness in their learning endeavours. Therefore,
teachers should emphasise and facilitate students’ active involvement in fulfilling
their respective roles within the tutoring framework.

While the study yielded promising results, limitations need to be considered.
Firstly, the intervention targeted two groups of secondary students, potentially
limiting the generalisability of findings to a broader population. Secondly, as the
study focused on writing improvements, the impact of the intervention on reading
was not assessed. Future research should explore the reciprocal connections
between reading and writing to provide a more comprehensive understanding of
their interrelationship. Thirdly, the reciprocal nature of the intervention and the
absence of an analysis of tutor-tutee interactions limited our ability to distinguish
the specific contributions and outcomes of each role. Future studies employing fixed
roles and examining interaction dynamics (e.g., Duran & Monereo, 2005) could
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provide deeper insights into the benefits associated with each role. In addition, more
nuanced measures for spelling—such as the spelling mistakes index by Fontich
(2024)—can provide a more accurate assessment of spelling dimension.
Furthermore, the assessment instrument used to evaluate cohesion, vocabulary, and
grammar may have lacked the sensitivity needed to detect more subtle
improvements among higher-achieving students; future research should therefore
employ more precise and fine-grained measures to capture progress across the full
range of writing proficiency.

Despite the limitations of the study, this research offers valuable insights into
the effectiveness of the Reading and Writing in Pairs programme for enhancing
writing skills and provides practical guidance for teachers to implement it in their
educational settings.
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APPENDIX A — ACTIVITY SHEET 6
Before reading...

Have you ever received an anonymous gift, without knowing who gave it to you?
If you had received one, would you try to guess who gave it to you?

Judici precipitat

Una vegada vaig rebre una flor roja, i no sabia si era una amenaca o el
testimoni delicat d’una admiradora. Posats a triar, vaig quedar-me amb aixo
darrer (perque vaig més curt d’enamorades que d’enemics) i ja em feia tot de
calculs felicos a base d’entrevistes deliqliescents, quan va trucar a la porta i
aparegué un missatger d’aquests que van amb moto. El cor em va bategar de
pressa. Pero no: el noi em va dir que s’havia equivocat de pis i em va demanar que
li tornés la flor.

PERE CALDERS

Transalation to English:

Hasty judgment

One time | received a red flower, and I didn’t know whether it was a threat or
a delicate token from an admirer. Given the choice, | decided to go with the latter
(since I have fewer lovers than enemies) and | started imagining all sorts of happy
scenarios based on deliquescent interviews, when there was a knock at the door
and a messenger appeared, one of those who ride motorcycles. My heart raced.
But no: the guy told me he had the wrong apartment and asked me to return the
flower.

Extracted from: https://rodamots.cat/escreix/pere-calders-44-contes-molt-breus/

Reading comprehension
1) How does the protagonist feel upon receiving the red flower?
2) How does the protagonist feel when the messenger arrives?
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3) Short stories often play with uncertainty, that is, with doubt. Please
comment on the following questions:
- At the beginning, what are the protagonist's two possible
explanations for the red flower they have received?
- What impact does it have on the reader that the ending is neither
of the two initial explanations the protagonist considers?
4) Do you think the text meets the following characteristics of a short story?

SHORT STORY Yes No

It is a short story, allowing for quick reading.

It only explains what is essential.

There are few characters.

It makes the reader think.

It captures the reader's attention.

It uses the element of surprise.

It suggests rather than explains.

It achieves an impactful ending

5) Why do you think the author titled the story "Hasty Judgment"? Think of
other titles that would also work well.

6) The protagonist says that he is "shorter of lovers than of enemies". What
does it mean to 'fall short of something'?

Writing Activity

7) Write a short story of 70-120 words with a surprising or unexpected ending
as in the text we have read.

When writing, remember to follow the guide for tutor and tutee roles.
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APPENDIX B — WRITING ASSESSMENT CHECKLIST (WAC)

Author/s: Title: Date:

DIMENSIONS AND INDICATORS REACHED COMMENTS

1.  NARRATIVE GENRE: SHORT STORY

1.1 Is the content of the story original and impactful to the reader? Yes No
1.2 Does it contain the three parts: introduction, conflict and resolution? Yes No
1.3 Does it have elements of surprise, fiction, or humor? Yes No
1.4 Is the ending unexpected or suggestive (inviting the reader to think about it)? Yes No
1.5 If necessary, are exclamation and/or question marks used in the text? Yes No
1.6 Is the title original? Yes No
1.7 Is it a brief text? Does the text contain between 70 and 120 words? Yes No How many?
2. COHERENCE
2.1 Is the narrative understandable? Yes No
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2.2 Are the ideas well organised? Yes No

2.3 Does the title relate to what the narrative explains? Yes No
3. COHESION

3.1 Are punctuation marks in the appropriate places? (More than 3 errors score 0) Yes No

3.2 Are repetitions of words that already appear in previous sentences avoided? Yes No

3.3 Are connectors used correctly? (time, place, cause, consequence, opposition) Yes No
4. VOCABULARY

4.1 Is there precise vocabulary with varied words? (not always the same) Yes No

4.2 Is the use of words or expressions from other languages avoided? (More than 1 interference scores 0) Yes No
5. GRAMMAR

5.1 Do the sentences in the text contain all the elements to make sense? (More than 1 error scores 0) Yes No

5.2 Is there agreement between the elements? (subject and verb; noun and complements) (More than 1 Yes No

error scores 0)

5.3 Are verb tenses used correctly? (e.g., past, present, future, conditional) (More than 1 error scores 0) Yes No
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6.  SPELLING
6.1 Are there fewer than five spelling mistakes? (excluding accents) Yes No How many?
6.2 Are there fewer than five errors in accent marks? (when missing or not properly placed) Yes No How many?

Once the indicators have been evaluated, review in order those that have been marked as not achieved. Before meeting with your partner, prepare two improvement
activities for the first two indicators on the list that are marked as not achieved.

IMPROVEMENT ACTIVITY (1). IMPROVEMENT ACTIVITY (2).
What needs improvement? Indicator __.__ What needs improvement? Indicator __.__




