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Introduction

Improving narrative paragraph writing remains a challenging task for learners of the
English language, including facing grammatical issues, such as finite verbs and agreement or
concord. Self-revision and peer-revision, which are also called self-corrﬁion/feedback and
peer correction/feedback, play a significant role in bettering a narration. McGroarty and Zhu
(1997, p. 2) conclude that “Peer revision, in which students work in pairs or small groups to
provide feedback on one another’s writing, has become a widely used teaching method in first
(L1), second (L2), and foreign language writing instruction”. This study aims to discover
whether or not students improve their narrative or story-telling paragraph writing after going

through self-revision and peer revision, particularly in terms of language accuracy.

Previous studies

Various studies focusing on revision in writing have been conducted. In their research,
Villamil and De Guerrero (1998, p. 491) say “The benefits of using peer feedback as an aid to
revision in writing in first (LI) and second (L2) language classrooms have been amply
discussed in the literature”. Nevertheless, researchers continue looking for answers because
“there are still questions about the learners' capacity to help each other in solving linguistic
problems...” Regarding students’ capabilities in giving corrections, Chandrasegaran (1986)
conducted “an exploratory study of the revision and self correction capabilities of a group of
university students for whom English is a second langauge (sic).” In Yang’s (2010) study,
which took place from 15 September 2008 till 9 January 2009, there were 95 undergraduate
students who “were encouraged to construct and reconstruct their texts, which were revised by
themselves and peers in and after class”. Based on their research, Kaufman and Schunn (2011,
p. 388) state that “Much research has demonstrated the positive benefits of peer assessment for
both the assessor and student who is receiving the assessment”.

Further, Diab’s (2010) study results showed that the students who went through “peer-
editing reduced their rule-based language errors in revised drafts more than those who self-
edited their essays”. Villamil and De Guerrero (1998) examined “the impact of peer revision
on writers' final drafts in two rhetorical modes, narration and persuasion, among 14 Spanish
speaking ESL collﬁe students™. In their study, Villamil and De Guerrero (1998) posed two
questions, namely how revisions made in peer sessions were “incorporated by writers in their
final versions” and how ftrouble sources were revised based on “different language aspects

(content, organization, vocabulary, grammar, and mechanics)”. In conclusion, “These revisions
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suggest a pattern of behavior conducive to self-regulation among writers” (Villamil & De

Guerrero, 1998; cf Liu, 2013, p. 51).

Data

Data, consisting of 23 narrative paragraphs written by 23 students, were collected from
the Paragraph Writinhcourse. The course, which is a compulsory subject consisting of two
credits, was designed to give students opportunities to practise their writing skills to produce a
good paragraph. During the course, students will be introduced to the concept of a good
paragraph which covers the topic sentence, supporting sentences, and concluding sentence. The
course focuses on descriptive, narrative and argumentative paragraphs (but for the current
study, the writer covers narrative paragraphs only, considering that the main concern is to
encourage students to tell or narrate St(]l'ifain grammatically and semantically correct English.
This course is offered to semester two students of the English Language Education Study
Programme of Sanata Dharma University. The grading policy is as follows: three assignments
or tasks (20%), attendance and participéion (10%), two progress tests (40%) and the final exam
(30%). The distribution of the grades is as follows: A (80-100), B (70-79), C (60-69), D (50-
59) and E (0-49). The course Paragraph Writing, consisting of a total of 16 meetings, started
on 11 February 2016 and ended on 27 May 2016.
Minimum requirements

“When you write (and speak) English, you must check to make sure that you do not
make any of the grammar mistakes listed. Freedom from these mistakes is the lowest possible
standard which will be accepted” (By courtesy of the English Language Education Study
Programme of Sanata Dharma University. These MR's are (re)adapted from a handout entitled
An English Language Course for First Year Sméms of English at the IKIP by RL Fountain
(nd).). There are seven points listed in the Minimum Requirements, namely 1.
concord/agreement, 2. finite verbs, 3. tenses, 4. verb groups, 5. articles/determiners, 6.
punctuation and 7. spelling. How important is grammar learning-teaching in the context of
writing in English? Suthiwartnarueput and Wasanasomsithi (2012, p. 196) state that “the
teaching of grammatical features like tenses and linguistic elements, including capitalization,

commas and other punctuation” can assist learners to write better.

234




Results

Based on the analysis of the 23 narrative paragraphs, the current researcher discovered
that as a whole the narrations read better and contained fewer grammatical mistakes after the
students did self-revision and peer revision, with the scores ranging from 71 up to 88 (three B's
and 20 A’s). The distribution is as follows: 71 (1 studea), 72 (1), 77 (1), 80 (5), 81 (2), 82 (5),
83 (4), 86 (2) and 88 (2), and the range of the grades is as follows: A (80-100), B (70-79), C
(60-69), D (50-59) and E (0-49). Below are an example of a draft and of a finalized narrative

paragraph (after self and peer revisions).

l-nmucﬂln;n; Wriie a camera-ready, publishable na-r’raﬂon {anl_p%rrati\re par(gfaph] based on one of the 20 topics
listed on the reverse page. Circle your topic number. Give an interesting title. Be sure to edit your draft by yourself
and by a classmate {as a peer reviewer) before submitting it. Be meticulous.

y Happiest Day’ in 'Mﬂ 'L"rer (drafy)
The mes beautiful thingk in the werld 4hat ever bappened to me @{he syeprices that
T gt 0 the dog ) furned 8. M dhat wroment, T qu four bisbday- delightiul birthday surprirer.
The st tve War when 1 opered my e on WLMM%, W found g o was alealy
fewed with baloons and my bed wag full of prevents fom my ramily They abo brought me
1 wke 3nd @y me happy binhday. What a gloriour Moming 40 be alive | Next, the second urpree
wei der the Cosrlter . My fuends shucked me “wib—e-sudden by Sa me a bohday song.
and 63V o cupraker - Aper tht, they ko showered me with g, flour  and  Veqgie juive with- wh
1 Wt so much. b was a diy and smelly beshday bombshell, but it wa fun Jhough- The third
sh- uOFCqBiahle momens wai Whes 1 my chsimates, nd my Junio(ates were feving & Garden barveque
Pey o my oo houe , e suddenly walked tards Me with o blackforen ke in by bads.
M A bine, there wer around Sixey prople Who fang we happy bithdiy and table Speechiers o feag
The tast but the wost shocki surprise war of e womemt 1 came home o0 dhe next day . 1 opene .:i
wy foom and wer very checked becuwe there were my dagmides agan , W two oher ik day taker. %)
Theg weré_dto decorated My oom with eeveal glagr, belhons  nd wishes Jhey™d stodk on my wal. — ¢
Checked by (full name}:ﬁ%ﬂ..‘é..ua!ﬂm, ,Ptas«!.f’!!, ;Wd s(signature]: %’*

Figure 1. Drafting, self-revision and peer revision
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“The Happiesg Moment in My 'Liie (revised, finalized writing work)

The mop beawsgd) Mhing in the world thad over happened 1o me war the curprie Anat
1 gt on the day 1 wned 19 M G toment, T oM fr deligateul bisthday Surprises The first one
wes when 1 vpened my Byer on my bitthday, and found my reom wag aleady beauripully decorated
with ballooos and my bed war full o presonts From my Family. They abo brought e 3 cake and sang me
fwppy birhday- What & glorisur moming dv be alive! Nuxt, the socond curprire beppened aper clag was
tver - Dy friends focked me by singing me 8 biahdoy sony and qiing me tupaker - Aser that
they also Showered mu with eggs, flour, and Veggie jutce which ) hwte 5o mudh. W wag a diny and
Shinky bicthday bombshell, bus W war Fun, though - The thisd urforgerible momem was when ¥,
my chimates , and Wy jeniors  werp bawving 8 garden barbeque pacty in my couin’s howse. He
wwddenly walked towards e wich & black et cake in hit Werdr- M thed bime, theve were acound
£0 pesple who 7ang wie Snother binhdag song and MRde me Speechlers Wikh dean of Joy flowing wt
o ™y vyer. The la bui the most shocking curprive A1 & +he moment T came heme on he newt day
1 opened My toom and was very shuked bocaure dhew Were my casmader, Bqam, with 4wo more
kb day cakes. They abo decorated g mom with {uhvel flagt, balloons, and wihes cads. oy,

fay hends were sheking and 1 Vad dnotber fess Wioment - 1 was o hapey . Qbsequemly, -
1 wadp a woh and blew Ahe condlec. 1 gek ltky 4o have people like dhem who love me o muth.
Emg wened My (Bth binhddy wio 4he mon beaoiful dhing o this werld dhat

Th Ceess
1 @il never forg

Figure 2. Finalized version
In the instruction, the students were asked to write a camera-ready narrative paragraph
based on one of the 20 topics given. Each student should ensure to do self-revision and peer

revision. It was an open book/resource test. Time allotment was maximum 75 minutes.

Conclusions
Paragraph Writing students who did self-revision and peer revision wrote better

narrative paragraphs by eliminating or reducing mistakes listebin Minimum Requirements,
such as finite verbs and determiners. The results showed that there exists “a positive
relationship between grammar and writing” (Jones, Myhill & Bailey, 2013, p. 1258; cf Duc,
2016, p. 16). Students with few grammatical/linguistic mistakes can improve their narrative

paragraphs and deserve better scores.
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