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ABSTRACT

The researrel wime fo investipate g signifteans difference hetween the mean scores of e weiting penformmce
of thigt sfederats workiboe S B clomaimans-comimmid iy (00 arra Mrose waorta i the olesiiimii-prossive poies
(DER JI prvestigater e effecivenss of pair Ei: to reveal or wind pore the atsdenic ave o belter-writing
performance. e experimesial dvsion wsfag prefed-poanes) design woas ueed @ s sl The writing
perferaance of e studenis workiveg in i Bomiran-chamivrat poirs (DU amd drose werking i the cowirami-
postive pairs (PP wan compared. The sulgecrs of the stuch were the sisdlers of the English Depertmens of
grdvele Dliiveraily d Moo, Bt o, Dedlonesio wha e 80 here fometh seoveater. The corrssn! shisly
emplmved e simndnrdized proficiency 1|'.r|:.I|’nHEsr wirich wax adopled from e TOEPL-Tesl fheeoripiive
starisnies and oyferennal statisics were offfen 1o answer the research jguestion fndependent ties By g
SPEE IR0 wos eorploved fo see wietber there was o sigmificea) differemes dn the meenr scores botweer tie
studenis vorking @ e aewiammtdeament pars OO mad those waedmg ar e donfnmiparsive pares
(DR The resnly sttt e sty wiloe wonk b sibe dhaniiai-aooniiamt pais (DEP) perfari belier ar
wrliag performrance o the stadents wiv work or the dennmand-parsive pairs (DPP) Farthenwore, poer work
proviaies M shndsnls Wil o AP T e Wil aope amailier e share Sdead in wiiiEg T 1T
Sewcher sfeondd arvenge e best group of clesifoaion o the beginming of waking o peie work befors to
stuikears are asbed e ave o discussiar [m wriing.
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INTRODUCTION

There are a number of studies on pair work which have been carmed oul in the area of English
as a second and forcign language. Baleghizadeh (2009, 2010a, 20100) has conducted a fow
studies on pair work, The studies are about the conversational cloze task in EFL classes, waord
building task, and focus on the form of pair work in an EFL communicative classroom. The
regults show that pair work improves and promodes the students” overall performance on
diffcrent grammatical features such as the use of the adjective, forms accurate words on
writing, and shows an important role in giving instruction. Other studies have been conducred
by Dobac (2012}, Pag (2011}, Zabihi and Rerazndeh (2013% which have focused on
companng the students” writing in pair work, group work, and individual writif The resulis
show that wrting in pair work is better than writing individually. Furthermore, pair work has
a positive effect on overall grammatical accuracy (Storch, 1999}, cstablishes a nature of
interacticn with ther peer (Storch 2002, Tan et al 20000, helps the siudents o work
eficctively (Zohairy @143, helps stodenis to improve betier performance on gssay writing
(Pae 2011y and has sipnificant effect on students L2 wroting on content, orpantsation and
vocabulary (Shehadeh 2001).

In the Indomesian conlest. the study of pair work on writing 15 stll lmited., Widodo
{2013} has focused on the collaborative writing process in EFL classes. The result shows that
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colloborative writing helps the EFL students to write casily throagh the writing process from
pre-writing o post=writing. Another study has been conducted by Ghufron and Hawa (2013)
which studicd the effect of colloborative writing technique in icaching argumentative cssay
writing, The resull shows that collaborative writing is effective in reinforcing more valuable
essmy writing. Wati et al, (2012) hos studicd the §fkctivencss of collaborative wniting in
teaching writing, The resull shows that the usage of collaborative writing brings a significam
effect on the students' essoy writing. [t s effective to be used in teaching writing.

Unfortunately, the teaching of writing in the Indonesian context still has many
weaknesses. Many of the teachers oaly give the lopee and ask the students o wrile, The
igachers focus an the final product of students” writing. This meansf: eachers do nol guide
the stedents in composing writing. In fact the students’ writing in the aspect of content,
organization, vocabulary, grammar, and mechanics is nod acceptable. The smdents feel the
wriling process is diffcull. Anvant (20063 has found in her stwdy that most Indodesian
students find difficulty n wrnting becanse of the complex grammatical stroctures in English.
Then. the students also often Tace difficalties in expressing their ideas info their essay which
is caused by the different cultural backgrounds between the students” mother tongue and
English. Moreover, the students find difficulty in developing the ideas as they might be
lacking in their background knowledge related to the topic assipned. For example, the
sludents do not kave encouragement o state their opimion aboul the current issee, 50, when
the teachers ask the students to wrile an argumentative essay. it becomes difficolt for them o
write, The smdenis feel difMicalty starting becauze they have 1o work individually withow
having o discussion with their Frend. In fact, having commumcation with their foends con
provide them the clance 10 share their kleas and obtain feedback abowt their writing, Thus,
pair work i writing needs 10 be investigated further.

An inv§ifization by Eftckharian and Taycbipopr (2005) ahout the four pair paticrms
{collaborative pairs. dominant-dominant pairfffdominant-passive pairs. and experl-novice
pairs) show that among the four pairs, the two pairs (dominani-dominant pairs and dominant-
passive pars) do nol bring significant improvement on the students” writing gquality. 1L has
been found that the significance value obtained was not significant. It arouses the challenging
topic where the deminant-dominant pairs and dominani-passive pairs are emploved in
evalustimg writmg performance.

Based on the present progress in the field especially in the Indonesian context and
unsofved problem i the previous research done by Eftiekharinn and Tavebipour (2005), 5
researcher is inferested in conducting a stady on pair work in order 1o determine which pair i3
effective n helpmg the studenis improve their writing performance. Thus, the research
question fommulated Tor this sdy is "o the sedents working in dominani-dominant pairs
(DDP) perform signilicantly better in wntng perfomance than those working i dominant-
passivefairs (DPPT

The present study aims to mvestigate the effect of dominBJi-dominant pairs (DD
and dominani-passive pairs (DPP) on writing performance with regard 10 content,
organization. vocabulary. prammar, and mechanics used o writing an essav. Having
empirical evidence on the effectivencss of pur work on writing performance will venfy
whether dominani=dominant pairs (DDF) and dominani-passive pairs {DPF) are effective in
cnhancing students’ wrting perfommance. Hopefully, the result of the present siudy can
provide more valuable information, particulasly in EFL writing.
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LITERATURE REVIEW
PAIR WORK

[n the context of second und foreign language wnting, pair work has also been mvestigated
by many researchers. Studies conducted by Storch (1999, 2005, 2007, 20011) have focused on
the effect of pur §rk on English as o second lmgunge leaming. Storch {19999 argues that
there is a positive cffect of pair work on overall grammatical accuracy among ESL learners,
Working n puirs gives more opportumiiies o commumecate n the targel language than m
teacher-fronted classrooms. Also, Storch (2005) finds that pair work scems to h@ the
students produce more accurate ext compared (o individual work, Ancther study by Storch
(2007) has infsugated the meris of pair work on a toxt editing task in ESL classes. The
resull shows that pair work provides learners with the opponunities to use the. second
languape for o range of functions, and m tom for leamimg. Furthermore, Storch (201 1) has
focused on the context, process. oulcome, and lwure directron of pair work writing, The
result shows that the uvse of parr work can be uselful m willfhg classtoom. [t provides the
apportunitics in discussion with the other peer to create good writing.

In the context of English az a foreign language, stodics have olso been conducted with
regard to pair works, Taviazanant and Suraratdecha (20063 have Tound that the stedenis hold
a more humamistic desire not only 1o understand and encourage bul also for a relaxing and
harmonions collaborative amosphere, Baleghizadeh (2005, 200 08, 200100) has condwcted the
studies 1o see the effect of parr work on conversational close sk en word building task, and
focus on form in English foreign langnage communicative classroom, Baleghizadeh (200%)
mentions thal pair work improves the students” overall performance with varving degrees of
cffectivencss on different grammarical features and that pair work may promode the accuracy
for certain grammatical iems. In other investigation, Baleghizadeh (201088 Nnds tha
working in pairs significantly improves the students” word-building ability. The students who
benefited from sharing ideas with a peer can attach more accurate prefixes and sulfixes 1o the
given root words. Meanwhile, another study, Eleghizadeh (2010b) focuses on form i EFL
communicative classroom. The form iz sGll working on  the assumplion (hat in
communicative language tcachimg, the lcamers should not be over corrected. Thus. they do
not need much corrective feedback

The study of par work on L2 writing tasks shows a significant effect on the stndents’
writing quality. Elola and Oskoz (2005) find the lcamers who work in [ lair can amange
pgood structure. order and crganization. The learners discuss extensively about the content,
structure, and organization of the essay, [t becomes an interactional arcna where learners help
each other to refllect on and engage with the L2 writing (ask. Dobao (2002 finds that working
in @ group ar pair work of wntng can improve the grammatical and lesacal sccuracy.
Through pair work activities the students can engage with one another in using the language
and be swccessfol o problem-solving in language-related proffims. 1t helps the student to
produce a mose linguistically accurate text, I also creates opportunities for leamers 1o
guestion their language use and provide both positive and negative feedback 10 cach other.

Forming the studebis into pairs ¢an be based on the gender, proficiency. types of
seaffolding or interaction, amd students’ preferences. It can also be classified based on
homogeneous Bhd heterogencous pair work, Mafloon and Ghafoori (2009} mention that
socie-cultural theory tends 1o focus on heleropencous pairs (expert-novice), in which the
Briners differ in their level of ability. Meanwhile, the homogencous pair work occurs
between learners who are [aicly EBhal in terms of their level of L2 knowledge. Fawzioh and
Laticf (2015) have conducied a study on the effect of working in heterogeneous and
homogensous pairs on the studenis™ writing skills and they ve lound that working in
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heterogencous pairs 18 more effective than working in homogenous pairs. According Lo
Mathew (1996), heterogeneons pair work can be successful when the students with high score
help the students who have low scores in writing, This principle illustrates the developmen
of the individual which is ted up 10 social interactions thal cannol be separated in social life
{(Vvgotsky 1978, Morcover, [[fle leamers in pair work first construct knowledge &= a joint
activity and then transforffl through the processes of approximation and intemalization. The
cognitive processes can be a source of sccond lanpguage leaming that s argued a5 co-
construction leamers (Swain, 2000, 206, 20000, Thus, forming pair work can be based on
the vanety of terms such as gender, proficiency . mteraction ond students™ preferences.

Based on the rescarches discussed here, it can be summed up that por work provides
the leamers with the opportunities o communicate m the target language a5 the sccond
language with the other fricnds, 1t leads the students o produce morne texl and, texts that are
alza hinguistically more accurate (Dobao 20021 1t improves the students” overall perdformance
on grammatical features and promodcs accuracy m owriting (Baleghizadeh 20060, It also
provides the students with the opportunity o give feedback to one ancther. so the students
can share the ideas and organize their writing as well as their sentence structure (Elolan &
Crskoe 2003)

METHODOLOGY
BESEARCEH DESIGH

The research aims W0 investgate the significant dilference between the mean scores ol the
writing performance of the swdens working in the dominant-dominant pairs (DDP) and
those working in the dominant-passive pairs (DPP), The students are cateporized into the
dominant-dominant pairs (DDP) and the dominant-passive pairs (DPP) based on sccial
imteraction, wamely muteality and equality. 11 mvestigates the efMectivencss of pair work 1o
see which painngs give better writing performances. Since parr work invelves two students
working together. it is assumed (hat the students share (e ideas and gel feedback from the
other, It1s a couse and cffect study. Thus, the experimental design s emploved.,

The pretest-posttest design with a nmr,:quh‘nh:m LToUp WwWas uscd m this siudy, The
subjects were given a pretest on the dependent (Y1) varble (ezsoy writing test) whale the
independent variables namely dominani-dominant pairs {X1) and the doffjant-passive pairs
(X2) were applied for the treatment. The general design of the study can be seen in the

fallowing Figure |-

FIAME 1. Research Dusign of the Study

Group 1 s the experimental groop and groap 2 15 the comparison growp. Group 1 15
wonsidered the dominanfBlominant pairs (DDP) and group 2 is considered as the dominant-
passive pairs {DPP). In this study. both of the groups were given the pretest. treatment. and
post-test. To identify the group of dominant-dominant pairs (DDFP) and dominanti-passive
pairs (DPP) the students were given some reatments o meel the crntena, Fiest. the students
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were given a ceriain topic of an argumentative cssay in pair work. Second, they were asked
10 discuss aboul the essay in pairs 10 see the effecis of the work pair in students’ wriling
performance. Third, the students’ discussion in pair work was recorded, transcribed, and
ataly zed. Dunng pair work, the students” discussion was also observed by using observation
checklist. The analvsis of students’ discussion was based on the time of the alk, suggestion,
amd mitigation o classify  the stedents inds dominant and  passive, Morcover, the
classificotion [ dominant and passive was also based on the mdicator of students’ mutualice
and equality, High mumality describes an interaction that is rich in reciprocal feedhack and
sharmg of dens whereas low mutuality means an interaction that 1= lacking of reciprocal
feedback and ideas sharing, Meanwhile, high equality refers o the equal distribution of turn
or equal contnbutions and the equal degree of controlling the directon of task whereas low
cquality refers o the uncqual distribotion of turn of the degree of controlling the direction of
tagk (Storch, 20025 Fourth, the stedents were given questionnaires, Thos, these ireatments
were used to deicrmane the dominant and passive students.

@
PARTICTPFAMTS OF THE STUDN

The participanis of the studv were students of the English Department of Llniversifas PORS
Madiun, East Java, Indonesia who were in their fourth semester. They were selected because
of severnl reasons. First, they have passed several writing courses namely senicnce building.,
paragraph writing, and cssay writing. Sccond, they have passed several grammar courscs
namely basic grammar, intermediate grammar, and sdvanced grammar. Thied, they have
learned about the types of genre in the previous writing courses. S0, il they have passed all
these English courses, il is assumed that they would perform mare valuable essay wriling, as
recuired in this study.

There were some mdicators o dentily whether the sludents belong 1o domimant or
passive which were based on mumality and equality as propesed by Storch (2002), Mut@lin
refers fo the level of engagement in which they both contribute o the pair work. High
mutuality describes an mieraction that 1s rch in reciprocal feedback and sharing of ideas
whereas low mutuality means an interactiof@hat is lacking in reciprocal feedback and ideas
sharing. Meanwhile. equality refers o the equal distnbution of tum o egual contnbulicns
and an equal degree of contral over the direction of a task. After fguring cut muteality and
equalhity, the poir work was formied. There were two groups consisting of 12 dominant-
dominant pairs (DDFP) and 12 dominani-passive pas { DPP),

There are some procedures to delermine whether which students were paired into
dominant or passive, First, the stndents were given the opportunity 1o have a discussion with
iheir peer, The studenis werg given the particular topiks of writing and were allowed 1o dizcuss
for about 10-15 minutes, Second, the siudents’ discussions were recorded, Third, the result
was transcribed. Fourth, the resull of the transceripdion was analy zed based on the indicators of
equalhty and mutuality from Storch (20023 It was vsed o determine the dominant and
passive studeniz. To strengthen the resulis of determining of the studenis, the researchers
gave the students questionnaires and an observation checkhst

RESEARCH INSTRUMENTS

The rescarch instruments wsed i his siudy was o standardized proficiency writing lesi and
the aspect of mea@¥ing it A stndardized proficiency writing test was adopied from the
TOEFL-Test (The Official Guide o the TOEFL Test Fourth Edition), The test was given o
the students for the pretest, duning the reatment, and the post-test. It was wsed for measuring
the quality of the students” writing performance. The writing test used in this rescarch was a
test on writing an argumentative essay. The writing test was nof validaied by the experts since
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it was a standardized test. 5o, the researcher emploved the writing test directly to the
students.

Writing rubrics were used to measure the students” writing. The aspect of the written
prodection was constructed by the researcher based on the needs of measuring the students”
writing performance. The indicators of the stdents” writing were measured based on the
azpect of the written production of content, organization, vocabulary, grammar, and
mechancs. The aspects of writing performance were validated by the experts in teaching and
assessing wniting, The experts were LT and VYV, the lecturers of the writing class who have
the sime educational background. LI has been leaching writing abowt [ifleen vears and V'V
has been teaching writing For aboul ten vears,

To develop the consisicncy of the students’ wrting performance. the researcher
emploved inter-rater reliakility. The use of inter-raters was 1o sec whether the resnlis of the
sludents” writing were homogenous from both of the raters and used 1w avoid absolute
judgments on the students’ wnting test, The inter-raters results could be wsed to measure the
consislency of the students' writing test. I was gained through the result of the correlation by
using PPMC {Pearson Product Moment Comrelation), The raters of the currents siudy were the
lecturers of the English Depantment whe have had the experience in ieaching and assessing
writing, Prior 10 the scormg, a tramming on the raters was camried ool which invelved the
explanation on how (o score (e writing essavs based on the scoring rubric. The ralers were
given an explanation to have a discussion first before they scored the essay writing, [1 wias o
avoid a significant difference in sconing

DATA COLLECTION

The data collection was obdained from the standardized test (TOEFL-Like test) of the pre-iest
and post-test, Before the treatment. the group of dominant-dominant pairs (DD and the
group of dominant-passive pairs (DPP) were given the wnning 1est as the pre-test, The pre-
test was used 10 see thad both of the groups were homogengous,

The students were given the argumentative essay wnting topic {TOEFL-Like test) i
ihe post-test phase, I was 10 measure the students” writing performance ob an argumentative
essay. The students” papers were coped and given to the rmers. The rescarcher was not
involved in scoring the students” writing to avoid any personal bias, The raters measured the
sludents writing based on the sconng rubnc namely content, orgamizstion. vocabuolary,
gramimar, and mechanic. The ranges of the score were 1, 2, 3, and 4 with difforent weights for
cach componenl. The weight of the content was 7 while the weight of the orpanization,
vocabulary, grammar, and mechanic was 6, 5, 4, and 3 consecutively. The maximum score of
the students” writing score was [0 and the minomum of il was 25

The dota of the study was the scores on the students” argumentative cssay writing. I
was collected before and aller teatment. The students” arpumentative essay wriling which
was collected before treatmeont was scored and amalyzed in term of cosrelabon (Pearsom
Product Moment Correlation) by using a statistical computer of 5P5S 1 7.0 version,

The data aflter the trestment (post<est) was the students' scorcs on argumentative
egemy writing, The students” writing was camed oul for the dominani-dominant pairs (DD
and the dominant-passive poirs (DPPL The students’ essavs were scored by the raters by
muliplving the score and the weight. Moreover, it was summed up (o obtain the lotal score
each of the students’ essav wnting. The researcher summed up the score from the wo raders
and then each smdent’s score was divided by 2 1o get the final score of the siudent s essay
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DATA ANALYSIS

Descriptive statistics and inferential statistics were chosen fo mnswer the rescarch question.
The descriptive statistics showed the maximum score, minimum scare, mean, median, range
and standard deviation. Then. the inferential stnisties was used o caleulate the probability of
an ¢vent and then it was compared to the sample mean of population. [t was emploved to
answer the research guestion: whether o not there was sigrificant difference in the mean
scores between dominant-dominant pairs (DDF) and dominant-possive pairs (DFF) The
descripive statistics and inferential statistics were carmed out by nsimg SPSS 170 version.
Homogencity and normality were included in the statistical assumption, Homogencity testing
wiag ulilived 1o know whether dominant-dominant pairs (DD and dominant-passive pair
(DPP} were cqual m terms of their writing perfonfince. The Lavenc's test by using SPSS
F70 version wilEkhosen 1o west the homogeneity with the alpha value 03 as the level of
significance. A normality test 15 emploved o0 examine whether the students’ writing scores
are nocmally distnibuted. The normality in this study was caried oul by wsing Shapiro-Wilk
test. It is the most powerful normality test for the small sample size. Furthermore, when all of
hese asswmptions were fulfilled, a pavametric statistical analysis was chosen (o test the
hvpothesis. |t was carmed out by usmg SPSS 17,0 version,

RESULTS

2]

This scction gives the description of the resulis of the study. The groups of the studv arc
deminant-dominant pairs (DDP) and dominani-passive pairs (BPPF). There are four tables in
the followmng which can provide the resulis’ deseription, Table | provides descriptive
statistics of the post test scores of the dominant-dominant pairs (DDP) and deminant-passive
pairs (DPP). Table 2 provides the results of homogencity testing, It has shown the
homopdERity of ihe groups of deminani-dominani pairs (DDP) and dominani-passive pairs
{DPP). Table 3 provides the resulis of the normaolity testing. The two groups of dominant-
dominani pairs (DDP) and dominant-passive pairs (DPP) have shown thelormal data, Table
4 provides the results of hyvpothesis testing which descnbe the difference on the mean scores
of the siudents working in the dominant-dominant pairs (DOP) and in the dominant-passive
pairs (DFF).

DESCRIFTIVE STATISTICS OF THE POST TEST SCORE OF DDP AND DPP
Table 1| presents the descriptive data of the post iest scores which indicates the siudenis’
writing performance of the two Eroups

TaBLE |, Descripbve Stadistics of the Post Tesl Seore of QDP md OFF

Gramp N Bange  Miwmom  Mwomim. Mo Sid Dyvuation
nnp 24 15 (K] 75102 apan raz 443
BIFP 24 L] GUALEH L] T2z 4 84

The table shows that e minimum score of dominant-dominant pairs (DOP) iz 7500
and the range iz 1600 with the standard devigtion 4.43. Then, the maximum score of
domivant=dominant pairs (DT iz 2LOG. Meanwhile, the minimum score of dominant-
passive pairs (DPF) 1= 70000 and the range 15 18040 with the standord deviation 4,84, The
maximum seore of dominant-passive pairs (DDP) is BE00. The difference of the mean of the
DOFP and BFP is 300, From the resull. it can be seen that the group of domimani-dominan
pairs (D) gain higher mean scores than dominani-passive pairs (DFF)

[4%




P The Southeast Axen Jororad of Eoglist Loagaege Stacles - Pl 280030 142 154
Ly 80 TTETES <240 1

3]
THE RESULTS £ HOMOGEMEITY TESTING

The test of homogeneily s cormied oul o nvestigate whether the data 15 homogeneous for the
two groups: dominant-dofflinant pairs (DDP) and dominant-passive pairs (DPP). To see the
homogeneity of the data, Levene's lest for equality of variof§es of the Satistical Package for
Social Sciences (SPSS) 17.0 version is used. Tt is emploved with the alpha value of 05 as the
level of sigmificance. The result of homopeneity testing s described in table 2.

TARLEZ Homggengity Tesng

Himpgeneiry Teinng Levenc’s st siniisbes Hay Eniepretalics

[ & DFP 167 G35 Homagmaeous

The result of homogeneity testing shows 683, It is higher than the level of
significance @ value (05, This means that both of the data from the dominani-dominant peirs
(DDF) and dominant-passive pairs (DPF) are homogeneous.

THE RESULTS OF NORMALITY TESTING

A normality test 15 emploved to examine whether the studenis” writing scores are normalky
distributed. The normality of the data i his study is carried out by using Shapiro-Wilk es
a5 has been stated earlier. The resull of nermality testing 15 described in Table 3.

ranep s The pesighl o pormahiv teshing

Teesta al Mommality

Ciosgei Ealmogem-Smimues* Shapens-Wilk
Smisic Df Sk Smusic  Dr Sig
Wnting Soomy [RIEL 162 T | [} e i 253
P XK 24 ik A 4 ary

& Ldllietor Signibeance Coneetion

2]

Based on the fable, it can be seen (hat the data s nemmally distniboted, The resolt of
the data from dominant-dominant pairs (DDP} 15 253, 1t 15 higher than the fevel of
significance p vielwe 05 This means that the data of dommant-domimant pairs (DDP) s
nogmally distributed. The result of data from dominant-passive pairs (DPF) i 077 which is
alzo higher than the level of significance p value 035, This indicates that the data of dominant-
passive pairs (DPP) are nommally distributed.

HYPOTHESIS TESTING

The results of homogeneity and nommality are fulfilled. This means that the two growps arc
the sanfability and the data is normally distributed. Then, parametric statistical analysis is
chosen ta test the hypothesis. The mdependent i-tcsi 15 used o sce the difference on the mean
scores of the writing performance of the students working in the dominami-dominant pairs
(D) and those who work an the dominant-passive panrs (DPPY I s carned out by using
SPS5 17 0 version. A more detailed explanation is deseribed in the following cxplanation.

THE THFFERERCE O THE MEAMS OF STUDENTSE WORKING IN THE DOMINAMNT-DOMINANT
PAIRS (DD AND IN THE DOMIMANT-PASSIVE PAIRS (DPF)

Thiz section provides the result based on the question which mentions whether there is
significant difference on the mean scores of the writing performance of the students working
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in the dominani-dominant pairs (DDP) and those working m the dominani-passive pairs
({DPP). The parameiric lest on independent t-lest is used o see the diflferent of the mean
scores of the groups of the dominani-dommant pairs (DDP) and those working in the
dominant-pazsive pairs (DPPY. 10 is wsed because the data of the two groups is homogeneous
=0 it ulfills the statistical assumption. The result of the analysis i3 presented in Table 4.

TARLE & The mslt ol tho mnabysisz

[yfiroun Statistics & Test far Equlity of Means

[P ] Wean Sil. Drevistion Bid. Error Mems Sig 2 ailed )
] a 2 1 >
TP LIk 24 E2O167 443226 ST i
2. 1Mk 24 mainy 4 K137 L s

a

The iable shows that there 158 a sigmificantly difference m studenls”  writing
performance between the dominant-dominant pairs (DDP) and dominani-passive pairs (DPP).
[t showes that the samples are 24 students (M=24) [or cach of the two groups. The means of
the two groups are significantly different. The mean score of the dominant-dominant pairs
(DDF) is 52 92 and the mean score of the dd@inant-passive pairs (DPP) is 7992 The mean
score of the dominant-dominant pairs (D) is higher than the mean score of the dominant-
passive pairs (DPP). MBreover, the resull of sig is 030 which is less than the level of
significance p value 005 This means that there is a significant difference in the mean scores of
the writing performance of the students working in the domiant-dominamt pairs (DDP) and
those working in the dominant-passive pairs (DPP).

DISCLISEION

The resuliz show that the students who waork in the dominant-dominant pairs (DOP) are maore
effective in writing performances than the stadenis who work in the dominant=passive pairs
{DFP), This means classifving the stedents hased on the social intcraction (dominant and
passive) affects how the students produce betler wriling perfomances. The domimant-
dominant pairs (DDP) represent good imicraction since the stuwdenis who work with one
another can share the ideas in wrting performance. Through the interaction between the pair,
they produce more valuable writing as well, The studenis also enc e cach other and this
helps 1o create more opportunities 10 produce prominent writing the other hand, the
students i the dominant-passive pairs (DPPL i shows that the dommant students help the
passive students but the dominanl students do nof get feedback in sharing the ideas and
producing writing performance. It shows incguality wntersction between the less capable
student {passive) in the group and increasing the psychological burden For the most capable
student {dominant)y (Chao, 20151 Furthermore, pair work provides the stodents with the
opportElitics to engage one another 1o share the ideas in writing,

Based on the resulis presented in the previous section. the two groups show the
diffgrent mean scores on the writing performance. The students in the dominant-dominang
pairs { DDP sain the highest score. They have preferable interaction wath their peer. It means
that both of the studenis have high mutuality in discussing the writing topic in pair work,
There are many reasons and implications that dominant-dominant pars (DDP} are more
effective than dominant-passive pairs (DPPF) The dominglit students can work with one
another, they can alse pool and exchange their knowledge related o the topic assigned. amd
the siwdenis have opportunitics to share the ideas for meanmgful and  purposciul
communication. Furthermose, the following is the detailed reason and implication of the
dominanl-dominant pairs {XDP} which is effective on the students’ writing performance.
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The dominant-dominant pairs (DDF) represent the students who wil with one
another to share the ideas to produce their writing. This resull is alzo relevant w the linding of
o study by Storch (2002) which revealed that the students in dominant-dominang pairs (DDF)
achieve language choices well by negotiating with one ancther. It was Tound teat the studemnts
can scaffold one another in writing performance by working in 2 pair. Another result from
Elorch {2007) haz mentioned that pair work gives the studenis™ opportunitics 1o explore the
linguistic resowrces and co-construct knowledee about language. Morcover, Fung (2010} has
mentioned that the success of dominani-dominant pairs (DD is considerad as the students
m that group have higher and more prominent mutuel interactions. It can be seen from their
discussion of the dominant siudeniz who cfffrol more over in their interaction with their
fricnd during a discussion. The students can emphasize the imp§ERnce of mumwal interaction
and take complementary roles as the students' plan. genernie the ideas, provide the altcmative
ideas as well as respond (o other dominant students. The students of doeminant-dominant pair
lcarn to listen 1o the other to broaden their perspective in writing

The students in the dominant-dominant pairs (DDP) can work with one another o
pool the ideas in wriing performance, The students have encourngement and  the
opportunities 1o help each other in producing better wriling performance. They work with one
another to share the ideas based on their expertence. By knowing their frends’ experience,
ey are helped to get the ideas in writing, They are active i telling their expericnce based on
the wnting topic. Wigglesworth and Storch (2009 have mentioned that pair work enables the
pair e generate the ideas about the content of their essav, 1 also provides the studenis with
the opportunily to share deas and pool together the knowledee more penerally on different
azpects of writing, The siudenis can pocl tlogether the use of grammar vl sentence
structure, word choice, and spelling. I indicates that pair work provides stwdents the
opportunity to interact by discussing the different aspects of writing. It encourages the
sludents o work logether in generaling the wdeas of the content of the ¢=@8] In shorl it
provides the students with the opportunitics o share and to poll the students” knowledge. On
the other hand, the students in the dommant-passive pairs (DPP) show that the dominam
students help the passive students but the dominant students do not gen fecdback from their
pair and this affect the writing performance, The dominant swdenis ¢xent control over the
passive students. In other words, the passive studenis only rely on the dominent students.

The students in the dominani-dominant pairs (DDPy have many opporiunitics 1o
cxchange the wdeas on the components of wrtmz. They also discuss well based on the writing
topic. They can improve their knowledge and exchange information (Pae 200 1), They also
build social constrectivism by working together, They discuss the word chotce to create pood
content for the writing such as the evidence 1o support their argument in their argumentative
essiay. They locus on the language used in argumentative essav. Moreover. Baleghizadeh
{20101 has mentioned that collaborative writing activity improves stdents” kifffiledge by
exchangimg mlformation. They hove opportunities to question ther lmauege wse and provide
both positive and negative feedback to each other. 1t 15 also relevant (o a smdy by Dobao
{2012) which has found that working m a4 group or pair work of woling can improve
erammatical and lexical accoracy . [t supporis the use of pair work and collaborative writing
fasks in the L2 classroom,

The use of pair work i dominant-dominant pairs {DDF) provides the students with
(e oppartunities (o discuss aboul the differemt aspecis of arpumentative essay wriling, They
disouss the organizotion of argumentative cssay writing. They also discuss the use of
vocabulary (o make good sentences of argumentative essav, Il is impenant to develop L2
learners” writing skills by discussing the aspects of essay wnting i peer actvities (Storch
2001), It can increase student participation EBcilitate discussion, and improve document
gquahty (Hernander et al. 20000, Il provides them with more opporlunities (o generate and
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share ideas about the conient of their essavs during collaboration.  This 15 also scen in this
study where Storch (2002) has found that the dominant swudeniz both in the dominant-
dominant pair and the dominant-passive pair have the greatest number of instances m shanng
the ideas. It alzo provides aclivities (0 interact with a fresh envirenmenl and an interactive
atmosphere (Shehadeh 2001, Storch 2005, Wigglesworth & Storch 2000), Moreover, it shows
ihat the stedents have the same characicristics in keeping the opporiunitics in working
discussion in a pair. Thus, the students keep the siudents' way of achieving the targe
language, [ 25

The effect of por work provides the domimant students with the opporiumbes for
meaningful and purpeseful communication (o achiese the targel language, The resuli show
that the students in dominani-deminant pairs (DDP) perform sigmificanty better in writing
performanee than the stadents in dominant-passive pairs (). Dobao (2012) has mentioned
that the students help one another (o produce accurate L. I can be seen from table 4 that the
mean of the dominant-dominant pairs {DDP) is #2.92 and the mean of dominant-passive pairs
(DPPy iz 7992, The mean of DDP iz higher than the mean of DPP. Moreover. the resuli of
the sig 15 030 which is less than the level of significance p-value 05, Within the EFL context,
the argel of inffkmenting pair work in writing classrooms is 1o develop betler wriling skill,
[t provides the students with the opportumties Tor meaninglol and purpeseful communication
i achicve their target languall (Baleghizadeh 2010). Shehadeh (2011} Fmnds that it can
[Evide the leamers with the opportunitics for meaningful and purposeful communication
that might be a source of L2 leaming. So, this siudy, thercfore, s in agreement with other
studies thit sugpest pair work as an effective strategy in wriling performance.

In conclusion, this study shows the significant resuliz; pair work affecis how the
students produce a betler wnting performance. The students in the dominani-deminant pairs
(DDF) produce hetter wnting performance than the stodents in the dominant-passive pairs
(DPP). The students have the opporiunitflio engage with one another to work weether, they
can pool and cxchange their knowledge related to the topic assigned, and the students also
have the chance Lo share the adeas for meanmgful and purposelul communication.

CONCLUSION

The result mplics that the use of pair work can affect the students’ wnting performance
opimally. It can encourage them o write actively. The study shows that students who are
treatedfy using pair work have better writing performance particolarly in argumentative
essay, Thore 5 a significant difference between the mean scores of the writing performance
of the students working in the dominant-dominant pairs (DDPY and those working in the
dominant-passive pairs (DPP), The studenis who work in dominant-dominant pairs (DDE)
pedomm sigmificontly betler i writing performance compared Lo the students who work in
dominant passive pairs (DFF), The dominant-dominant pairs (DDP) can depict the students
who engage with one another 1o share the wdeas in writing.

The students have encowrmgement and the opporiumitics o help cach other
produecing Elter argumemative essay writing. They can also pool and exchange itheir
knowledge related to the topic assigned, and the students have opporiunitics to share the ideas
for meaninglful and purposeful communication. They also build social constructivism by
working topether. The siudenis in the dominant-passive pairs (DFF) scem to help the passie
students bul the dominant students de mot get feedback in shanng the ideas and producing
writing perfommance.

The futere researchers are also suggesied (o apply another experimental rescarch
desipn such as a true expenment by comparing all dominant students in the dominand-
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dominant pairs {DOF) with the dominant students in the dominant-passive pairs (DPF), It @5
algo recommended to investigate further the group of dominant paszive pairs (DPP)Y 1o have
prominent cssay writing since EEthis study thewr result docs not show that they perform
sipnificantly beter in writing. It would be also insightful 1o replicate this siudy with a
different method of classifying the students.,
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