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ABSTRACT 

This study reports the results of research done in three ninth grade English classrooms 

during a four week unit on Romeo and Juliet. The research focuses on the independent variables 

of ability grouping and evaluation modality as they have been found to be crucial to improving 

comprehension in English classrooms. The three classrooms were randomly assigned either the 

control condition or one of two experimental conditions. Each classroom received instruction 

using the Reciprocal Teaching Strategy. All 56 students were identified as either high or low 

level learners based on his or her most recent standardized reading test scores. The control 

classroom‟s student participants were placed in reading groups with students of similar ability 

and were evaluated daily by the instructor. The participants in the two experimental cohorts were 

placed in reading groups with a variety of learner levels. Additionally, one experimental 

classroom employed peer evaluations. The study found that high level learners had significantly 

higher gains on the classroom objective test when receiving peer evaluations combined with 

mixed ability groupings. This was in comparison to low ability level students under the same 

treatment and high ability level students receiving teacher evaluations in mixed ability groups. 

The fact that high ability students in mixed ability groups did not perform well when given 

teacher evaluations seems to imply that peer evaluations are best suited for high level students in 

mixed ability cooperative groups. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Globalization is a multifaceted notion that affects a variety of issues within American 

society. In particular, in the educational world, the term “globalization” has created a movement 

to foster students in their development of global awareness. This impacts the teacher preparation 

that professionals must go through to become an educator, but more importantly, it changes what 

practicing teachers must do in terms of instruction. Globalization in schools means that students 

have access to a variety of communication tools within and outside of their school day which 

makes diversity an invisible inevitability (McCarthy, Rezai-Rashti, & Teasley, 2009). No longer 

can schools gauge their diversity on easily identifiable external factors such as race, ethnicity, 

and gender. Today‟s students are able to survey a variety of opinions outside of those accepted 

by the mainstream of their identified cultural group. Even more so, as students go through the 

process of identity development, globalization is impacting the cultural diversity within groups. 

In more concrete terms, globalization means shifting demographics. The United States 

has seen a dramatic increase in its Hispanic and Latino populations over the last four decades.  

From 1970 to 2010, the Hispanic population in the United States rose from 9.6 million to an 

estimated 47.8 million. Moreover, that number is projected to more than double in the next forty 

years to an estimated 102.6 million. In 2050, the Hispanic population is expected to account for 

over 25 percent of America‟s total population (US Census Bureau, 2010). Not only will groups 

become more diverse within their own cultural borders but the literal boundaries between 

cultural groups will become blurred by an influx in minority populations. What this means for 

educators is an increased responsibility to create environments that stimulate awareness of others 

rather than reproduce outmoded paradigms of race, class, gender, religion, etc.  
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National standards are taking their cues from these trends and, as such, include global 

awareness within what is often coined, “21st Century Skills” (Partnership for 21st Century 

Skills, 2004). The abilities stressed within this framework center around qualities that students 

can take into any industry, situation, or context. This is of the utmost importance when today‟s 

students are faced with the prospect of preparing for jobs that do not yet exist. For example, the 

National Governors Association (NGA), in partnership with the Council of Chief State School 

Officers (CCSSO), has developed a set of Common Core State Standards that were unveiled in 

the summer of 2010. Most states are expected to adopt the standards with heavy support coming 

from both economic and educational leaders (NGA & CCSSO, 2010). The standards cover 

literacy and numeracy in grades K-12 and seek to increase academic achievement through 

codified and rigorous expectations. Kansas has endorsed these standards and districts are seeking 

ways to integrate them into their existing pacing guide format. 

What is not currently understood is the impact national standards will have on the 

achievement of students at an individual level. Proponents of national standards claim that they 

will remove barriers to a rigorous curriculum by establishing clear guidelines for student skills 

and knowledge. However, others point to international examples of educational devolution, such 

as Finland‟s successful educational reforms, to criticize the national standards movement 

(Strauss, 2010). Additionally, the adoption of common core state standards will inevitably 

instigate the creation and cost of new standardized national assessments. Strauss emphasizes that 

“these standards - nor any other single effort- will be the silver bullet” (para. 25). Indeed, as 

globalization greets each new generation with unique and varied concerns, it is imperative that 

reformers look for individualized solutions for widespread problems in education. Transferable 
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skills such as communication and collaboration appear to give students the best chance of 

balancing the demands of a rapidly changing, globally focused workplace. 

While national standards are being adopted, states are looking for ways to simply keep 

their schools from closing. Often, it is the simple threat of funding cuts that keep states loyal to 

the heavily centralized national education plan. The benchmarks set forth in the No Child Left 

Behind (NCLB) reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) make 

schools responsible for meeting achievement targets on high stakes math and English exams. 

Whether realistic or not, schools are currently accountable for helping their students reach 100 

percent proficiency on math and English assessments by 2014 (ESEA, 2001). With budget cuts 

looming over each fiscal horizon, schools are becoming keenly aware that failing to meet targets 

of Annual Yearly Progress (AYP) could have dramatic impacts on their teachers and students. 

In 2010, the Kansas City School Board made the decision to close almost half of its 

schools in hopes of erasing massive budget shortfalls. This educational collapse left many local 

communities wondering where to send their students due to limited transportation. Saulny (2010) 

highlights that the tragedy of the situation is exacerbated by the fact that more could have been 

done earlier to minimize the impact of shifting demographics on school enrollment. As states and 

districts look to make their budgets leaner, educators are being forced to burden the same 

scrutiny from the state and national governments. Lack of funds may be a reason for closing a set 

of schools, but does not change the obligation on teachers to reach all students with an equivalent 

curriculum. 

In Kansas, Common Core Standards as well as 21st Century Skills are being advocated 

by the state government (Kansas Department of Education, 2008). This support is somewhat 

loose at the moment due to a heavy financial commitment to English and math tests that have 
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been designed to align with existing state standards. Despite this slightly schizophrenic approach 

to standards, Kansas is positioning itself to be on the cutting edge of education by adopting the 

common core standards. However, the financial difficulties that come along with that decision 

are unfortunately being ignored at the moment. There is no doubt that Kansas is moving in the 

right direction, but many should question the timing of this decision to move toward new core 

standards based on fiscal responsibility. An inability to address these real concerns could lead to 

the ineffective implementation of crucial Common Core State Standards. 

However, the real concern is how these national pressures will affect the logistics of the 

students‟ daily lives. In the classroom, students are more connected than ever. When students are 

not secretly messaging each other in class, they are posting messages on Facebook, Tweeting, 

and Skyping. This creates a community of learners where diversity is inevitable. Closed-

mindedness is quickly being outmoded by technologies that make connection across culture a 

constant. That can translate to open-minded learners, but it can also engender hostility in the 

classroom. If classrooms do not provide space for students to test their assumptions of others, 

they run the risk of embedding those assumptions as dangerous stereotypes. Cooperative 

classroom activities create opportunities for students to work with others in a controlled set of 

circumstances. This allows for self-discovery and identity development as well as practice in 

peer mediation.  

A critical question for educators to resolve is what kind of control should be exerted over 

the circumstances in which students interact cooperatively? Each educator uses a set of 

indicators to group students. They range from as informal as shirt color to as formal as academic 

ability. In particular, when grouping by ability, some feel that students perform better when 

grouped with those of similar academic level. However, others argue that establishing a variety 
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of learner levels in a group is the best formulation for student inquiry and learning. It is because 

collaborative work offers so many benefits to the 21st Century learner that educators must be 

overtly aware of group environmental factors that impact student learning. 

Schools are looking more than ever for strategies that will fulfill the needs of a 21st 

Century learner while engaging students in a standards-based curriculum. Collaborative work 

seems to fulfill the requirements of both 21st Century skill standards and core content 

expectations. While it is simple to group students without attention to group dynamics, it appears 

wiser to approach group work with more detail. A wide variety of research has been conducted 

in the area of grouping. A central question to address when looking at this evidence is what 

grouping schemata addresses the concerns of academics and expanded social interdependence 

within a collaborative student working environment? The following analysis of literature will 

focus on the different outcomes that have been observed between groups designed with learners 

of similar ability versus those with heterogeneity of ability. In addition, it will highlight some 

processes that have been accepted as effective for collaborative work. 
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CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

 There are a variety of ways to have students work together cooperatively. Many 

educators have based their reputations on designing effective collaborative work structures. The 

“structure” refers to the way that the groups are arranged and how they will operate 

cooperatively. In this research heterogeneous versus homogeneous structures will be analyzed 

generally. However, there are a variety of cooperative strategies available for teachers to choose 

from in their classrooms. This review of literature will define collaboration and cooperative 

learning strategies as they have been used for the last few decades. In addition, the majority of 

research in the field of cooperative learning has been effect-oriented. At this point in the history 

of cooperative learning research, it might be possible to focus on more process-oriented 

approaches. Overall, the purpose of the review is to decipher an effective structure for 

cooperative student learning in an urban secondary English classroom and the best process for 

social research in the field of cooperative learning.  

 

Collaboration and cooperative learning strategies   

 Collaboration as a concept draws up images of people working together toward the same 

goal. However, educators need concrete definitions of these concepts in order to translate them 

into workable student level models. Indeed, asking students at the secondary level to 

“collaborate” could generate a wide variety of results. Therefore, many teachers have taken on 

the task of codifying the term “collaboration” as it relates to student work (Nesbit & Rogers, 

1997). 
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Cooperative learning strategies have developed as a specific range of activities involving 

collaboration. Foundational research in the 1970‟s and 80‟s supported the idea that students 

involved in cooperative group activities reached more positive learner outcomes (Sharan, 1980; 

Slavin, 1980). In response to these positive results, researchers sought to define the specific 

group guidelines that lead to positive student outcomes. Johnson and Johnson (1984) developed a 

set of requirements for cooperative learning projects. These sub-scales (positive interdependence, 

face-to-face interaction, individual accountability, and interpersonal skills) outline the conditions 

under which students benefit from the collaboration of cooperative learning. As research evolved 

in the area of cooperative learning, studies revealed that student outcomes of cooperative 

learning activities are highly related to the way the groups function (Cheng, Lam, & Chan, 2008; 

Janssen, Kirschner, Erkens, Kirschner, & Paas, 2010; Johnson, Johnson, Stanne, & Garibaldi, 

1990). The sub-scale categories outlined by Johnson and Johnson (1984) accurately defined 

some general areas of interest within the cooperative learning movement. The power of this early 

work was to focus the research around the ways in which educators can develop cooperative 

learning strategies that are the most effective for students. Cooperative learning strategies for this 

reason are continually under research to provide a more definitive basis for their inclusion in 

school-wide reforms.  

While researchers scurry to distill the magic within cooperative learning, some teachers 

continue to question the effectiveness of cooperative learning in the classroom. For example, 

King and Behnke (2005) raise two important concerns: group grades and heterogeneous groups. 

First, if students are assigned group grades, the individual accountability previously referred to is 

lost, and with it the motivation for all group members to contribute. Another interesting result of 

a group grade might be the devaluing of low achievers within the group. Because the group 
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grade is dependent on the work, students may be excised from the collaborative effort due to a 

perception that the student‟s work will be sub-par. Second, although most cooperative strategies 

call for random or heterogeneous grouping, there might be hidden disadvantages with respect to 

minority students. Students that are purposely separated as the token minority within groups may 

feel ostracized from the process. With mounting support behind cooperative learning educators 

must be mindful of pitfalls but not be steered away by them. 

 

Reciprocal Teaching 

 Although there are a variety of cooperative learning strategies available to teachers, few 

have the substantial educational research behind them that Reciprocal Teaching (RT) does. 

Established by Palincsar and Brown (1983), RT supports student learning by providing 

scaffolding, guided practice, and group discussions around text types studied in the classroom. It 

has shown an ability to increase student achievement across a wide variety of contexts (Alfassi, 

1998; Hart & Speece, 1998; Lederer, 2000; Rosenshine & Meister, 1994; Spivey & Cuthbert, 

2006). Overall, RT has become one of the most recognized strategies for reading comprehension 

across the curriculum. 

 RT delineates between four independent but related cognitive processes that occur during 

the reading process:  

● Prediction: During the RT process one student is in charge of predictions. Periodically, at 

a point determined by the teacher or the student group, the predictor must ask the group 

members what their predictions are for the next section in the text. The predictor then 

synthesizes what he or she thinks is the best prediction. In this way, the students are all 
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actively participating, but the predictor must take a leadership role for selecting the final 

product. 

● Clarification: The clarifier is in charge of elucidating unclear or complex ideas. The 

students will each provide feedback on what they found difficult or unclear in the text. 

The clarifier is responsible for clarifying ideas that they understand and obtaining 

answers for the issues that remain unresolved. The clarifier might delegate members of 

the group to search the dictionary, encyclopedia, Google, or ask the teacher. The clarifier 

is not responsible for knowing all the answers, but they are in charge managing the 

clarification process. 

● Questioning: Critical readers question what they are reading. Therefore, in each group a 

student is in charge of questioning. The student group can create on the surface or under 

the surface questions. On the surface questions can be answered directly from the text. 

Under the surface questions involve subtext and require analysis and interpretation. This 

category emphasizes the process of actively questioning the text. It can be distinguished 

from the clarification category by virtue of necessity. Clarification is required to 

understand the text itself. During the questioning process the students should already be 

clear about what is occurring in the text. The questions should extend the students‟ 

thinking from what is immediate in the text through what is beyond the text in terms of 

themes, motifs, and symbols. 

● Summarization: Finally, the student group must be able to succinctly summarize what 

they have just read. The summarizer provides the group with the key points from the text. 

The group works to create a summary that accurately captures the critical elements of the 

text. The summarizer initiates and approves this product. 
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These four reader-oriented tasks are highlighted by the RT process. Students engaging in RT are 

asked to not only process the text through these filters but to collaboratively discuss the process. 

This emphasis on cognition is assumed to be the strength of the strategy and cause for its success 

(Slater & Horstman, 2002). The RT instructional strategy meets both the needs of an increasingly 

globalized world and the concerns of those focused on a standards-based education. It provides 

students the opportunity to practice key collaborative and social skills while meeting content 

benchmarks. 

 The most exciting part of the research seems to be the level of performance observed in 

remedial readers. Alfassi (1998) found a statistically significant increase in the reading scores of 

students receiving RT instruction in remedial reading classes compared with those receiving 

traditional skills based instruction. Additionally, Hart and Speece (1998) noticed that post-

secondary students at risk for failure saw similar improvements in comprehension scores. The 

results point to the fact that remedial readers, in particular, require specific instruction in 

cognitive processing of difficult texts. RT is not limited to the English classroom, though. Gains 

have been noticed in a variety of curricula concerning comprehension (Lederer, 2000; Spivey & 

Cuthbert, 2006; Van Garderen, 2004). High stakes math and science tests increasingly require 

students to unravel problems from complex paragraphs. Comprehension skills that are taught in 

English classes are requisite skills across the curriculum. Strategies that have import across a 

wide variety of curricular contexts will be preferred when schools look to reform their 

instructional strategies. 

 As stated previously, educators are currently accountable for closing the achievement gap 

on standardized tests. Therefore, strategies with a preponderance of evidence pointing toward 

increased reading test scores should be the most highly sought after. However, Hacker and 
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Tenent (2002) describe the situation as more nuanced than this. While some teachers will be 

attracted to RT because of its base in research, others will avoid the strategy because of its 

reliance on student lead discussions. This lack of teacher control is an all too common reason for 

teachers to avoid research based strategies. The unfortunate truth appears to be that the primary 

indicator of whether a teacher will use a strategy is not its failure or success in previous research 

but the teachers comfort level with the style of the strategy. 

 Additionally, even when educators decide to incorporate a research based strategy into 

their classrooms, the students are not guaranteed results. Indeed, in some classrooms the students 

have learned the techniques being taught but have not mastered the cognitive ability of applying 

the techniques under the appropriate circumstances (Marcell, DeCleene, & Juettner, 2010). It 

does little good for educators to produce experts in comprehension strategies. The resolution to 

this problem is a willingness to appropriately model the reading process to students and 

continuously monitor its use. The best results rarely occur when RT is undertaken in a large 

sweeping movement. Rather, RT has its best success when it is approached slowly and 

methodically (Rosenshine & Meister, 1994).  

 

Heterogeneous grouping 

Teachers rarely know the power they have to guide student interaction through the use of 

heterogeneous grouping. School-wide movements to un-track their classes along with inclusion 

programs in Special Education have ensured that classrooms are not populated by one level of 

learner. As the ability spectrum in classrooms becomes broader, the demand on teachers to 

differentiate their lessons increases. Cooperative learning strategies are an excellent way to 

achieve this goal (Drake & Mucci, 1993). However, this is not the case when students are 
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grouped in a way that undoes the work of inclusion programs. A variety of empirical research 

has been conducted to analyze the effect of heterogeneous grouping on student achievement. The 

results have been mixed in terms of their recommendations for each level of learner. Therefore, 

this section of the review will be separated based on the specific recommendations for each level 

of learner: low level, middle level, and high level. 

Most empirical studies agree that heterogeneous grouping benefits low level students 

(Corbett-Burris, Huebert, & Levin, 2006; Lejk, Wyvill, & Farrow, 1999; Saleh, Lazonder, & De 

Jong, 2005; Webb, Nemer, & Zuniga, 2002). The improved academic achievement of lower level 

learners in heterogeneous groups seems to be attributable to the peer tutoring that these students 

receive from their higher achieving group members. 

However, some research has shown adverse effects for middle level learners (Baer, 2003; 

Saleh, et al, 2005). While lower level learners benefit from their exposure to different learner 

abilities, middle level learners seem to do better when streamed into similar ability groups.  

Heterogeneous grouping‟s effect on high level learners has been the most mixed. While 

some studies show a benefit, others show a clear decrease in academic achievement (Baer, 2003; 

Lejk, et al, 1999; Webb, et al, 2002). The logic behind the grouping states that high achieving 

students will benefit from their opportunity to teach struggling students in the group (Corbett-

Burris, et al, 2006). However, more often the grouping tended to create divisions within the 

group which precluded this reciprocal exchange of knowledge (Webb, et al, 2002). Overall, the 

basic tenets of collaborative grouping trump the instinct to heterogeneously group students. 

When students engage in structured-processing, their academic results reflect this positive 

interaction (Cheng, et al, 2008). When differences in ability become a catalyst for a breakdown 

in group processing, the results bear out this faulty collaborative measure. 
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The effect of this research should be to prove to educators that there are benefits in 

heterogeneous grouping. However, the positive outcomes that come with it are not ensured 

simply by composing groups of various abilities. Students must also be taught how to collaborate 

and be given the tools to do so effectively. 

 

Peer evaluations 

What is evident from the research cited above is that group composition is not sufficient 

to create positive outcomes for all student ability levels. The recommendations of Johnson and 

Johnson (1984) hold true for all collaborative groups. In the examples cited above, group 

processing seemed to be negated by a lack of positive interdependence. To generate a productive 

climate for all learner levels in heterogeneous groups there must be mechanisms to imbue a sense 

of shared responsibility. 

Research in the area of peer evaluations has produced positive results for group 

processing. Social loafing, which can be loosely defined as the tendency of group members to do 

the least work possible and still achieve a satisfactory grade, has been noticed to drop as peer 

evaluations are introduced to group work environments (Aggarwal & O‟Brien, 2008). 

Additionally, peer evaluations should not be viewed as simply the narrow opinion of the student. 

Levine, Kelly, Karakoc, and Haidet (2007) have seen proof that peer evaluations can accurately 

predict academic achievement on standardized, knowledge-based assessments. However, it is 

important to place peer evaluations within the classroom. Dommeyer (2006) found that peer 

evaluations completed outside of the classroom were less supportive than those completed during 

the class period. While this places an additional burden on the constrained schedules of 

classroom teachers, the benefits of a supportive work environment are too precious to overlook. 
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As educators, industry leaders, and students struggle to meet the challenges of both 

standards-based reforms and 21st century skills requirements, it is critical for teachers to take 

stock of what tools they have at their disposal and which meet the specific needs of this current 

challenge. Cooperative learning strategies provide students with the unique opportunity to 

engage the content of a subject while practicing the social skills that can be transferred to any 

workplace or economy. The ability of these strategies to meet both broad and narrow concerns 

simultaneously should give the educational community hope that solutions to complex problems 

are presently being discussed. RT appears to be one of the most deeply research based strategies 

specifically designed for reading comprehension. A question still unresolved is what effect 

heterogeneous grouping and peer evaluations will have on the strategy in an urban high school 

setting? There will be three definitive questions that this research will be sufficient to support or 

deny: 

1. Does heterogeneous grouping increase academic achievement on classroom objective 

tests across learner levels or within a specific learner level when paired with Reciprocal 

Teaching? 

2. Do peer evaluations increase academic achievement on classroom objective tests 

across learner levels or within a specific learner level when paired with Reciprocal Teaching? 

3. Does the combination of peer evaluations and heterogeneous ability grouping within 

the context of Reciprocal Teaching produce the most effective results? 
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODS  

Rationale 

 The methodology for this research was based both on the type of research that was to be 

conducted (action research) and best practices from existing research surrounding the specific 

strategies being incorporated. The best possible scenarios for experimental research were not 

always achieved. Therefore, where the notion of “research” drove the methodology it will be 

noted. Equally, when necessity constrained the methods employed, it is noted, as well. In the 

following sections the participants, materials, and procedures are described. 

 

Participants 

 District and school demographics  

The research for this study was conducted within USD 259. The district serves the 

majority of students in the Wichita, Kansas area. USD 259 had a total enrollment of 49,779 

during the 2010-2011 school year (Kansas Department of Education, 2012). The gender 

representation is split approximately evenly with 51.04% male and 48.96% female. Seventy four 

percent of the students being served were defined as economically disadvantaged. The district is 

ethnically diverse with 36.87% identified as White, 29.59% Hispanic, 19% African American, 

and 14.55% Native American, Asian, mixed ethnicity, or other.  

 Wichita West High School had a total enrollment of 1185 during the 2010-2011 school 

year. The gender representation was only slightly skewed with 53% male and 47% female. 

Eighty-six percent of the students attending West High School qualified for free or reduced 
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lunch. The school is ethnically diverse with 43.21% identified as White, 28.02% Hispanic, 

16.29% African American, and 12.49% Native American, Asian, mixed ethnicity, or other. 

 

 Classroom demographics  

Three ninth grade English classes were involved in the research being conducted. 

 

  Classroom one.  Classroom one consisted of 12 males and 6 females. There were 

5 White students, 10 Hispanic students, 1 African American student, and 3 other.  

 

  Classroom two.  Classroom two consisted of 7 males and 14 females. There were 

14 White students, 5 Hispanic students, 1 African American student, and 1 other.  

 

  Classroom three. Classroom three consisted of 8 males and 13 females. There 

were 10 White students, 7 Hispanic students, 2 African American students, and 2 other.  

 

Materials 

 The materials that reflected the most pertinent information for this study were the pretest 

and posttest of objective classroom knowledge. While a variety of other qualitative measures 

took place during the course of the study, they will not be mentioned here in favor of more 

clarity for the issues at the foreground of this research. The necessity of qualitative research in 

the future will be mentioned in the discussion section of this document. 



17 

 

Data collection  

Since this study focused on quantitative aspects of student learning, the main indicator 

used was an objective classroom test. This measure most accurately perceived the extent to 

which grouping and evaluations impacted student achievement.  

 

  Pretest and posttest. The pretest and posttest for this study were identical in order 

to better quantify the increase in knowledge of the subject matter. The test covered all five acts 

of William Shakespeare‟s The Tragedy of Romeo and Juliet. All 50 questions were either 

multiple choice, true and false, or matching. The students answered using a Smart Response 

clicker, an electronic response tool. The first 20 questions were straightforward comprehension 

questions in multiple choice format. The next ten were true and false responses. Items thirty-one 

through forty-five asked the student to identify quotations from a list of five characters, and the 

last five questions required the students to match literary terms used in the text with definitions.  

 

Procedures 

The procedures for this study followed a quasi-experimental format. Three classrooms of 

students participated: a control and two treatment classrooms. Each treatment revolved around 

the central theme of the two dependent variables: grouping and evaluation. Each classroom was 

assigned a condition by drawing a number out of a hat. The three classes received the same 

instruction and instructional materials. The pacing of the lessons followed the same outline. Each 

class was given an identical quantitative objective pretest/posttest. All students worked in 

collaborative groups using the RT strategy. Each day consisted of an opening (with a review of 

material from the previous class and a refocusing lesson on the RT strategy and collaborative 
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rubric), work time (where students were asked to collaborate around the assigned reading), and a 

closing (where students reflected on their learning, wrote a journal response, and took a short 

quiz on the assigned reading). The pacing of the lessons resulted in a unit that terminated within 

a four week window of instruction (see Appendix A). 

 

Control class  

The control for this study consisted of one classroom. The classroom chosen for the 

control was randomly assigned by drawing a number from a hat. The structure for the control 

involved placing students into groups with others of similar ability based on standardized reading 

tests. The daily evaluation format followed a traditional teacher evaluation scheme. Students in 

the control were evaluated by the teacher but received their evaluations in the same form as the 

experimental classes; all classes were graded on a rubric based on components of collaboration 

set forth in research done by Johnson and Johnson (1984) (see Appendix B). 

 

Experimental classes  

The first experimental class followed the same procedures as the control with one 

important difference; the grouping format involved placing students with others of different 

ability levels based on standardized reading scores.   

The second experimental class received the same instruction and instructional materials 

as the control and first experimental class of students; however, both the ability grouping and the 

evaluation method were altered from the control class. At the conclusion of each session, all 

students filled out a rubric rating the other members of their team. At the beginning of the next 
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reading session, the students received their evaluations to determine what areas their peers 

viewed as strengths and weaknesses.  

 

Variables  

A variety of processes interacted simultaneously during this research study. The goal of 

the research was to prove that heterogeneous grouping and peer evaluations should be preferred 

over other methods in a certain level of learner. However, this study stipulated that RT is a well-

researched reading strategy that should be preferred for group processing. Therefore, in this 

study, the control variable of RT took on a key role in mediating the independent variables 

across treatment types. 

 

Independent variables  

The independent variables for this study were both ability grouping and evaluation 

source. The purpose for having three groups in this study was that it allowed the data to better 

reveal which variables worked best together: teacher/homogenous, teacher/mixed, or 

student/mixed. The only combination not examined by this study was student led evaluations 

with homogenous grouping. This limitation is discussed later but does not threaten the validity of 

the data or its ability to address the hypotheses of the study. 

 

Dependent variable  

The dependent variable for this research was the gain score (posttest minus pretest) on the 

teacher created, objective classroom test. 

 



20 

 

Control variables  

All students took the same pretest without receiving any treatment. This provided proper 

baseline data to determine student growth during the study. It is atypical to see an identical 

pretest and posttest for specific reading content in the English classroom. However, especially 

when dealing with subject matter of such cultural resonance as Romeo and Juliet, it was vital to 

perceive accurately the amount of knowledge students brought to the unit. Also, all students 

received the same instructional treatment via the RT strategy and the Workshop Model for 

instruction (NYC Department of Education, 2012). All classes followed the same basic unit 

pacing, and the same informal journal topics and quizzes were used in each class to maintain the 

control variable of consistent instruction (see Appendix C). These control variables were not just 

effective methods based on former research, they were necessary in order to decrease the 

confounding variables that might arise from deviating from a standardized approach. 

 

Instructional process  

In order to properly replicate the research within this study it is important to understand 

the pedagogical underpinnings of the lessons and their format. Each lesson followed the 

Workshop Model for classroom instruction and learning which allows for a short period of 

instruction at the beginning of the lesson followed by an extended period of work time where 

students are focused on completing an assigned task. This is punctuated by a short closing period 

where students are asked to reflect on what they have learned and share their insights. All of this 

is based on brain research that has unearthed when students‟ minds are most prepared to receive 

and retain direct instruction. The district in which the study was conducted has adopted the 

Workshop Model as its preferred method of lesson pacing and structure. 
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Workshop Model 

The opening of every lesson began with a brief review of the RT strategy, the 

requirements set out by the collaboration rubric, a review of student performance on the rubric 

from the previous class period, and an assignment for the reading group for that day. 

During work time the students had their chairs pushed together and worked as a group to 

(1) read the assigned material and (2) analyze the material using the four reading strategies set 

forth in the RT process. Groups were allowed the choice to decide how to collaboratively break 

up the reading. Some groups chose to assign character roles since the work being read was a 

play. However, some groups chose to break up the pages and give each person an equivalent 

amount to read aloud to the group. All groups were instructed to set up points throughout the text 

to reflect using the RT strategies.  

The end of each lesson concluded with students completing a reflective journal, short 

quiz, and in the second experimental group, evaluating team members. The closing was used 

each day to allow students to process individually the learning they were doing in groups. While 

the individual quiz scores and journal responses were not used as data in this study, their 

presence is an important piece of the individual accountability facet of collaborative structured 

activities. 

 

Collaboration instruction 

While students enjoy interacting with one another, they often need direct instruction to be 

comfortable with defined components of a collaborative structure. The week prior to the 

beginning of the unit, students were instructed on collaboration techniques as they related to the 

collaboration rubric. The rubric itself is based on the requirements for collaboration set forth by 
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Johnson and Johnson (1984): face-to-face interaction, interdependence, individual responsibility, 

and interpersonal skills. The list of requirements was altered by the instructor based on prior 

experience with the students being taught. The final list used for the rubric was: interaction, 

interdependence, responsibility, reflection, and collaboration. From discussions with the 

students, it became apparent that collaboration itself was a notion that the students could look for 

while working together.  

The students received the following instructions for each of the categories: 

 Interaction: Interaction includes a variety of both verbal and non-verbal cues. During 

work-time, please consider all of the ways you can interact with your group: asking 

questions, reading aloud, making eye contact while others speak to you and when you 

speak to others, and assisting others in finding materials or information they need. The 

variety of interaction opportunities available to you allows for a rich collaborative 

experience. The more you incorporate and explore, the stronger your collaboration skills 

and learning will become. 

 Interdependence: As we have learned, the root „inter‟ means „between.‟ The word 

„dependence‟ means „to rely on.‟ Therefore, interdependence in this scenario roughly 

means that you rely on the interactions between group members to accomplish your task. 

While this word may sound like „independence,‟ it is actually the opposite. 

Independence means relying on only you, while interdependence means relying on 

others. Merely reading the material is not sufficient to complete the task or learn the 

subject matter. You need the other group members to perform their roles in the RT 

process. Without them, you will not be able to digest all of the richness the text has to 

offer. Likewise, without you, they will not either. In this way, the component of 
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interdependence is a group score that really reflects the entire group‟s ability to rely on 

one another. 

 Responsibility: Responsibility means fulfilling the requirements that are set forth for you 

at the beginning of each day. Simply turning the page, reading aloud, and following 

along with your group shows responsibility. However, students wishing to achieve a 

high score look for opportunities to take on responsibility. This means taking care of 

materials, keeping the group on task, taking notes for an absent colleague, or even 

cleaning up when others have forgotten. Responsibility shows that you take pride in 

what you do and how you do it. 

 Reflection: Reflection during this activity will specifically be defined by the RT 

practices. Every time you stop to ask a question, clarify a word or phrase, make a 

prediction or summarize the plot, you are reflecting on the text. Students should fulfill 

their roles regularly. Remember to set up points throughout the text where you will 

consciously reflect. Make these points frequent enough that they allow you to accurately 

perform your role but not so frequent that they distract from your understanding. 

Reflection is crucial when attempting to understand a difficult task. 

 Collaboration: Collaboration requires a combination of interaction, responsibility, and 

interdependence. Overall, though, there seems to be something unique about 

collaboration that cannot be taken apart or broken down. Collaboration means working 

together with others in a positive way that generates better ideas with less work. Students 

that display „collaboration,‟ embody this concept by embracing the task and their group 

members without conflict or complaint.  
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The instructions were reiterated each day after handing back rubrics from the last class 

period. In the control class and in one of the experimental classes, the students were rated by the 

teacher. In the other experimental class, the students were instructed to score each other. In all 

cases, the students were made aware that these scores were formative and did not determine their 

final grade. Students in the peer evaluation classroom were encouraged to provide accurate 

feedback so they could improve in their collaboration skills and make their work together more 

productive.  

The students viewed their rubrics daily as feedback on their collaborative performance. The 

collaborative structure was used as a control variable. Indeed, future studies could look at the 

level of participation among the group members and correlate that to performance on the 

objective classroom test. However, this study did not seek to accomplish that goal. Rather, the 

students were asked to use the rubrics as a way to look at different modes of evaluation: teacher 

versus peer. All students in the study participated in receiving graded rubrics of their 

performance, and all students from the peer evaluation class filled out and received rubrics 

within their reading groups. 



25 

 

CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

Research design 

 This study focused on three research questions. First, does heterogeneous grouping 

improve academic achievement on classroom objective comprehension tests in the secondary 

English classroom when formative evaluations are performed by the teacher? Second, does 

shifting the locus of control for formative evaluation from the teacher to the student improve 

academic achievement on objective classroom tests in the secondary English classroom within 

the framework of heterogeneous grouping? Finally, is there an interaction effect between 

treatment type and ability level?  

An identical classroom pretest and posttest for knowledge of the assigned text was 

administered to 56 subjects spread over three classes to test for differences in knowledge after 

treatment. The control, which received the exact same instruction as the experimental classes, 

was comprised of 20 students. The first experimental class, which received the treatment of 

heterogeneous grouping, had 19 students. Finally, the second experimental class, which received 

the treatment of heterogeneous grouping and peer evaluations, was composed of 17 students. 

Students took these tests using Smart Response clickers. For this study, the gain scores from the 

pretest to the posttest were used as the quantitative measure of growth or dependent variable.  

 

Ability level 

Since a basic proposition of the study revolved around grouping students based on some 

facet of their pre-existing ability level, two groups were defined to compare higher ability 

students versus lower ability students. In order to logically create these two groups, the same 
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data that was used to group the students for their RT groups was used to define two equal groups: 

one above the median incoming state reading test score and one below it. This study used the 

students‟ most recent state reading test scores. The median score for this sample group was 

79.5%. Students scoring 80 percent or above were placed in the upper bound group. Those 

scoring 79% or below were placed in the lower bound group. This resulted in creating two equal 

groups of 28 subjects. In the control class the ability level was split 14 students in the high level 

group and six students in the low level group. In the first experimental class which received 

teacher led evaluations under heterogeneous grouping the split was 11 low and 8 high. Lastly, 

the second experimental classroom which received student led evaluations with heterogeneous 

grouping contained six high level students and 11 low level students. These distinctions served 

as a further analytical tool in determining for whom the treatments were effective.  

 

Analyses 

A 2x3 ANOVA was conducted with ability level and treatment type as the independent 

variables and raw gain scores (posttest minus pretest) as the dependent variable. Table 1 displays 

the descriptive statistics for this analysis in terms of pretest and posttest percentage scores.
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TABLE 1 

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS: PERCENTAGE SCORES FOR PRETEST AND POSTEST BY 

TREATMENT AND ABILITY LEVEL 

  

 

Group Type 

 

Ability Level 

Pretest Posttest 

M SD M SD 

Teacher/Homogenous   Low 38.33  6.976 56.00 13.387 

High 35.00  9.821 60.14 12.996 

Total 36.00  9.015 58.90 12.904 

Teacher/Mixed  Low 35.45 12.493 50.91 11.291 

High 56.50   7.309 71.25 11.311 

Total 44.32 14.881 59.47 15.068 

Student/Mixed  Low 36.73 10.326 49.27 14.036 

High 33.00   8.741 70.00 11.243 

Total 35.41   9.689 56.59 16.337 

 

There was a significant main effect for treatment type: F (2, 50) = 3.5, p < .05, η
2
= .13. There 

was a significant main effect for ability level: F (1, 50) = 11.8, p < .01, η
2
 = .19. There was also a 

significant interaction effect between treatment type and ability level: F (2, 50) = 5.8, p < .01, η
2
 

= .19. Table 2 displays the significant results from the ANOVA test conducted on the three 

classes and two ability levels.
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TABLE 2 

2 X 3 ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE COMPARING ABILITY LEVELS AND TREATMENT 

TYPE 

 

Item df F p η
2
 

Treatment Type 2   3.568   .036* .125 

Ability Level 1 11.841       .001*** .191 

Treatment and Ability Level 2   5.843     .005** .189 

Error 50    

Corrected Total 55    

 

R Squared = .355 (Adjusted R Squared = .291) 

* p < .05 

**p < .01 

***p  .001 

The main effect for ability showed that the high level students continued to outperform their low 

ability level counterparts even in the gain scores. The interpretation of the other significant 

findings could only be understood with post hoc analyses which are presented next. 

Post hoc analyses examined the high ability students across treatment types and the 

student led heterogeneously grouped students across ability. The first post hoc analysis examined 

the effect of student led heterogeneous grouping for both high and low ability students. This one-

way ANOVA generated a significant result: F (1, 15) = 15.8, p = .001, η
2
= .514. Comparing 

means indicated that the high ability students benefited significantly more than the low ability 

students in the student led heterogeneous treatment type. Table 3 shows the significant result for 

the post hoc comparison of ability level within the student led heterogeneous treatment.
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TABLE 3 

ONE-WAY ANOVA OF ABILITY LEVEL WITHIN THE STUDENT LED 

HETEROGENEOUS TREATMENT 

 

Item df F p η
2
 

Ability Level 1 15.839      .001*** .514 

Error 15    

Corrected Total 16    

 

*** p  .001 

 

The second follow up analysis compared treatment type for the high ability students only. 

This analysis of variance was significant: F (2, 25) = 8.3, p < .01, η
2
 = .40. Examination of the 

means indicates that for the high ability students only, student led evaluations with 

heterogeneous grouping was the most beneficial; teacher led evaluations paired with 

homogenous grouping was the second best, and teacher led evaluations paired with 

heterogeneous grouping was the least effective. Table 4 shows the significant result for the post 

hoc comparison of high ability students across treatment types. 

TABLE 4 

ONE-WAY ANOVA OF TREATMENT TYPE FOR HIGH ABILITY STUDENTS 

Item df F p η
2
 

Treatment Type 2    8.263   .002** .398 

Error 25    

Corrected Total 27    

 

R Squared = .398 (Adjusted R Squared = .350) 

** p < .01 

 
 

Comparison of the gain score means by ability level and treatment type helps apprehend 

the significant difference in ability types across and within treatments. The high level students in 

the student led, mixed groups treatment had a significantly higher gain score mean than their 

lower level counterparts within the treatment and a significantly higher gain score mean than 
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their higher ability level peers in other treatment types. Table 5 shows the gain score means for 

all three groups by ability level. 

TABLE 5 

GAIN SCORE MEANS BY TREATMENT TYPE AND ABILITY LEVEL 

  Gain Scores  

Treatment Ability Level M SD N 

Teacher/Homogenous Low 17.67 11.413 6 

High 25.14   8.254 14 

Total 22.90   9.657 20 

Teacher/Mixed Low 15.45 12.201 11 

High 15.00   9.442 8 

Total 15.26 10.836 19 

Student/Mixed Low 12.55 10.921 11 

High 37.00 14.184 6 

Total 21.18 16.809 17 
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Graphic representation 

A graph of the gain score means aids in visualizing the difference between ability levels 

across treatment types. In the following figure, the treatment types are labeled on the x-axis, the 

gain scores are scaled on the y-axis, and each line represents either the high ability level students 

or low ability level students. Figure 1 displays the gain score means by ability level and 

treatment type.

Figure 1. Graph of mean gain scores by treatment type and ability level. 

The line representing high ability level students clearly dips at the treatment that combined 

teacher led evaluations with mixed ability grouping. The greatest difference between learner 

level can be visually seen within the student led heterogeneously grouped classroom. Across 

treatment type, the greatest difference is visually displayed by the line representing the high 

ability level students, while the line representing the lower level students is virtually flat.
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CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION 

Interpretation 

 Evaluation and instruction do not exist in vacuums. When educators prepare or deliver 

instruction, evaluation is a key tool in the process of developing knowledge and skill. However, 

too often, these two components (instruction and evaluation) are seen as separate entities that can 

be thrown together without impacting the integrity of one another. Lessons created without 

proper consideration given to this facet of educational reality are not always impactful.  The 

rationale for this study was that teachers, researchers and educational leaders should take a 

greater interest in finding ways to create holistic solutions rather than piecemeal bandages for the 

problem of educating 21
st
 Century learners in a standards-based curriculum. The answer to 

competing expectations from globalization and a commoditization of educational resources does 

not appear to be taking several useful strategies and throwing them together without 

consideration. Rather, investing in a more rounded vision of education in the 21
st
 Century 

involves doing considerable research to determine what avenues produce the best results in 

combination. This study presents just the tip to this iceberg of possible permutations.  

This research began by seeking an answer to the question, under the continually 

mounting pressures of our globalized world, what holistic technique will provide the best 

opportunity for students to gain content knowledge for the tests they must take while at the same 

time providing real world skills that are transferrable across a 21
st
 Century economy? RT, as a 

collaborative instructional practice, is the most thoroughly researched and effective mechanism 

for producing readers that can collaborate in an ever shifting environment. Much like the content 

being studied by the students (The Tragedy of Romeo and Juliet), the goal of this study was to 
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find answers with timeless import. The research questions for this study were (1) does 

heterogeneous grouping provide better gains for students at a single learner level or across 

learner levels (2) do peer evaluations increase academic achievement over teacher led 

alternatives, and (3) will the combination of peer evaluations with heterogeneous grouping 

provide the best results for all student levels or only a specific learner level? 

 The hypotheses for this research were based on the assumption that since evaluation and 

instruction are so closely related, there must naturally be a best fit when looking at different 

modes of each. The hypotheses for this study were: (1) students grouped heterogeneously will 

outperform those streamed into similar ability groups; (2) students using peer evaluations will 

outperform those receiving teacher evaluations; and (3) peer evaluations combined with 

heterogeneous grouping will produce the best results on the classroom objective test. Hypothesis 

(1) was not supported by the data in the results of this study. The students that were grouped with 

a variety of learner levels did not achieve higher gain scores than the control which was streamed 

into similar ability groups. Hypothesis (2) was supported for the high ability level students. As 

well, hypothesis (3) was supported only for high ability students. 

 The gain score data reveal two main patterns. First, the low ability level students‟ gain 

scores were flat across control and treatment groups. It could be inferred that the treatments 

considered in this study had no effect. However, it should not be assumed that none of them were 

of any benefit. Due to the nature of this action research, all procedures were of high quality for 

student learning. It is quite possible that each of the conditions considered were of benefit to the 

low level learners. In this case, the law of diminishing returns might apply. In this way, the 

subtle improvements grouping style and evaluation modality offer might be have been eclipsed 

by the significant effect RT had on student learning. Also, the text that was covered during the 
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unit of study (Romeo and Juliet) was significantly harder than other possible texts. The difficulty 

level itself could have mitigated the positive influence one of the treatments might have had for 

that level of student.  

Second, the high level students‟ gains were significantly smaller under one condition: 

when receiving teacher evaluations in mixed ability groups. This complex and unexpected result 

clearly points to the fact that combinations of treatments do in fact matter. The precise meaning 

of this result is debatable but seems to provide evidence that high level learners, while working 

with peers from lower ability levels, do not perform as well when receiving teacher evaluations.  

Pressure to perform for the teacher on behalf of the group could impede actual interaction 

with their peers resulting in lower gain scores. While this is not substantiated with any qualitative 

data, it appears to explain the dip in gain scores among high level students. For instance, high 

level students, placed with other high achievers, gained more than those in mixed ability groups 

when receiving the same teacher generated evaluations. Furthermore, high level students gained 

most when mixed with lower learner levels and evaluated by those same peers. Overall, the 

treatment results must be analyzed in context of one another to truly appreciate the impact of 

each individually. Mixed ability grouping may only reap benefits when the evaluation type 

supports the structure and expectations of collaboration.  

Different pressures impose themselves once the locus of control is shifted in terms of 

collaborative evaluation. The benefits of collaboration for high level students‟ comprehension 

might be negated by teacher evaluations once the dynamics of the group are altered by mixing 

ability levels. While the teacher is still the evaluator of the students‟ final grades for the unit, the 

procedure for this study asked students to focus on their behaviors in the group. If students‟ 

interactions were meaningful, the evidence proving collaboration effective should have come to 
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bear on students‟ gains. A possible explanation for a dip in gain scores is a lack of collaboration 

among those students. As Johnson and Johnson (1984) note, in order for meaningful 

collaboration to occur, a sense of interdependence must be instilled. Mixed grouping may change 

the students‟ perceptions of the group so that teacher evaluations make independence among 

high level achievers more attractive.  

 

Congruity with literature 

The results of this study in some cases lay flush with the data already compiled on RT, 

mixed ability grouping, and peer evaluations. However, in many ways the former adds new 

complexity or even challenge the assumptions on which are based. 

The prevailing belief that RT provides the meaningful outcomes for low level readers 

(Alfassi, 1998; Hart & Speece, 1998; Lederer, 2000; Rosenshine & Meister, 1994; Spivey & 

Cuthbert, 2006) was not supported by this study. However, since the focus and design was not 

built to explore this assumption it cannot be said that RT in general is not of benefit to the low 

level readers in this study. As stated previously, a main obstacle between the low level students 

and mastery of the content may have been the difficulty level of the text itself. Elizabethan 

English might have been outside the zone of proximal development for these students, thus 

nullifying the beneficial elements of collaborative reading and analysis. 

Similarly, previous research points to mixed ability grouping as a boon for low level 

students (Corbett-Burris, et al, 2006; Lejk, et al, 1999; Saleh, et al, 2005; Webb, et al, 2002). 

Unfortunately, that result was not demonstrated clearly through this research. Rather, low level 

students‟ gains in the heterogeneous grouped classroom were flat when compared to the 

homogeneously grouped classroom.  
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Finally, the most significant result from the study was observed among high level 

students that received peer evaluations. Peer evaluations have a strong propensity to decrease 

social loafing (Aggarwal & O‟Brien, 2008). Keeping them located securely within the context of 

the classroom is important when attempting to preserve a positive and collaborative work 

environment (Dommeyer, 2006). Unfortunately, low level students did not appear to benefit 

from peer level feedback during the course of this research. Rather, it was their high level 

classmates that saw the greatest gains in achievement. In this case, peer evaluations are 

preferable for high level students, especially when student ability grouping leans toward 

heterogeneity. 

 

Limitations 

 Limitations, while natural to any research design, are certainly most apparent when 

dealing with human subjects. Also, not only were the subjects of this study human, they were 

children below the age to consent for treatment operating under the assumption that they are 

receiving the best possible learning opportunities from their teacher. For this reason, it would 

have been impossible to deprive certain treatment groups of instructional practices found to be 

beneficial. The action research produced in this study merely sought to discover if one style of 

treatment is beneficial over another, and because of its very nature, this style of research 

produces limitations that impact internal and external validity. 

The initial limitation inherent to this research was from sampling. Since the participants 

in this action research were the classroom students of the investigator, no random sampling could 

be conducted. In addition, the sample size in this study defies the impetus to generalize. These 

two sampling errors affect the internal validity of the study. However, the treatments were 
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selected for each classroom by drawing numbers from a hat and in all logistically possible ways 

the design of the research attempted to control for the inherent differences between samples. 

These included control variables such as lesson pacing, lesson delivery, teacher instructions, 

essential questions, journal topics, and informal quiz questions.  

The second limitation of this study was the research design. While a true experimental 

design would have been preferable, due to the considerable obligation to teach each student with 

the best strategies available, selections in treatment were made in this study that might have 

mitigated differences in the treatment groups. For instance, the use of RT among all groups 

might have clouded differences that could become apparent without its use or with limited use in 

only the treatment classrooms. Also, the Workshop Model for instruction created homogeneity 

among treatment groups that could have diminished possibly significant differences. These 

confounding variables surely constrict the internal validity of the study and its results.  

 

Further research  

The results of this study point toward peer evaluations as an option to unlocking greater 

gains among students in collaborative groups. In the future, research could focus on qualitative 

descriptions of peer evaluations‟ effects on student learning within different types of classrooms. 

Also, due to the limitation of sample size, peer evaluations were not observed in the context of 

homogeneous ability grouping. Peer evaluations should be more closely observed in a variety of 

content areas and within a variety of instructional practices to determine if they are uniformly 

beneficial for high level students‟ gain scores. 

In addition, further research should be done that combines strategies. Although this can 

threaten the internal validity of a study‟s central focus, it can often provide better external and 
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ecological validity. Rarely do educators select strategies out of a hat and pair them together; they 

are ushered toward strategies that their districts have spent considerable sums of money to 

implement. How often do district leaders consider the impact those strategies will have on one 

another? More educational research should focus on a holistic vision of teaching and learning 

rather than narrow narratives of specific strategies.  

The 21
st
 Century holds within its grasp transformational advances in technology. Those 

advances are being made by virtue of our connectedness. Rather than teach students to use 

technologies that will be outdated in a matter of months, educators should be keenly 

concentrated on preparing students to connect meaningfully with other people. Often these 

connections are made possible by unique and innovative technologies. But, the basic drive to 

connect is something that technology did not create. While students can spread their arms 

globally using Google, Facebook, a cell phone or an iPad, educators still need to teach those 

students how to reach across a row of seats and simply say, “Hello.” Globalization makes it 

necessary to interact across continents, but it also reinforces the need to hone the skills of 

communication within the classroom. 
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APPENDIX A 

LESSON PACING GUIDE AND PLAN 

Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday 

1. Pretest  

2. Introduce essential 

question  

3. Journal about 

essential questions 

4. Introduce 

collaboration rubric 

5. Introduce 

Reciprocal Teaching 

 1. Review RT 

2. Review 

collaboration rubric 

3. Reading 

Assignment=Act I, 

scene i 

4. Journal and quiz 

5. Evaluation 

 1. Review RT 

2. Review and return 

collaboration rubric 

3. Reading 

Assignment=Act I, 

scenes ii-v 

4. Journal and quiz 

5. Evaluation 

 1. Review RT 

2. Review and 

return collaboration 

rubric 

3. Reading 

Assignment=Act II, 

scenes i-iii 

4. Journal and quiz 

5. Evaluation 

 1. Review RT 

2. Review and 

return collaboration 

rubric 

3. Reading 

Assignment=Act II, 

scene iv-Act III, 

scene i 

4. Journal and quiz 

5. Evaluation 

 

1. Review RT 

2. Review and return 

collaboration rubric 

3. Reading 

Assignment=Act III, 

scenes ii-v 

4. Journal and quiz 

5. Evaluation 

 1. Review RT 

2. Review and 

return collaboration 

rubric 

3. Reading 

Assignment=Act IV 

4. Journal and quiz 

5. Evaluation 

 1. Review RT 

2. Review and return 

collaboration rubric 

3. Reading 

Assignment=Act V, 

scenes 

4. Journal and quiz 

5. Evaluations 

 

 1. Review RT 

2. Review and 

return collaboration 

rubric 

3. Review Day with 

group 

4. Journal and quiz 

5. Evaluations 

 

 1.Posttest 

2. Return 

evaluations 

3. Debrief 

collaboration 

experience 

2. Review the 

essential questions 

3. Journal over 

essential questions 
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APPENDIX B 

COLLABORATION RUBRIC 

 

Student Name:____________________________ 

Date: ____________ 

 

 

 

0 

 

1 

 

3 

 

5 

Interaction     

Responsibility     

Interdependence     

Cooperation     

Reflection     

Please mark an X in the box for each row (Interaction, Responsibility, Interdependence, 

Cooperation, and Reflection) based on how the student performed during this class period. 

 

5=above average, 3=average, 1=below average, and 0=not observed 
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APPENDIX C 

ESSENTIAL QUESTIONS, QUIZ QUESTIONS, AND JOURNAL TOPICS 

Essential Questions 

1. Why do we (collectively as a human race) read really old literature? Why aren‟t we 

reading something more modern that contains the same themes, topics, or lessons? 

What is it about classic literature that compels us to read and teach it? 

2. What does it mean to be a family? This is a structure that has existed for as long as 

we have record of human history? What do all families have in common, no matter 

the time period, cultural background, or geographic location? 

Quiz Questions 

 Act I 

(Day 2) 

1. Who starts the fight on the streets of Verona at the beginning of the play and how? 

2. Why, specifically, are Romeo‟s parents worried about him? 

3. What does Romeo tell Benvolio? 

(Day 3) 

4. Who wants to marry Juliet? 

5. Why does Juliet‟s father say no? 

6. Who knows Juliet better than anyone else? 

7. Why does Romeo go to the Capulet ball? 

(Day 4) 

Act II 

8. What do Romeo and Juliet decide? 
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9. Why does Friar Laurence not buy into Romeo‟s interest in Juliet? 

10. What does Friar Laurence agree to do and why? 

(Day 5) 

11. Where do Romeo and Juliet get married? 

Act III 

12. Who kills Mercutio? 

13. Who kills Tybalt? 

14. What happens to Romeo? 

(Day 6) 

15. Why is Juliet sad, then happy, then sad again? 

16. What is Lord Capulet‟s plan to cheer her up? 

17. What is Juliet‟s reaction to this plan? 

18. What is the nurse‟s advice? 

(Day 7) 

 Act IV 

19. Whom does Juliet go to for advice? 

20. What is the plan she devises with this person? 

21. What does she fear about this plan? 

(Day 8) 

 Act V 

22. How does Romeo die? 

23. How does Juliet die? 

24. What do the families and Prince decide to do? 
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Journal Topics 

(Day 1) 

1. Why do we (collectively as a human race) read really old literature? Why aren‟t we 

reading something more modern that contains the same themes, topics, or lessons? What 

is it about classic literature that compels us to read and teach it? 

2. What does it mean to be a family? This is a structure that has existed for as long as we 

have record of human history? What do all families have in common, no matter the time 

period, cultural background, or geographic location? 

(Day 2) 

3. Describe a time when you were in an argument with someone. How could you have 

avoided conflict with this person? 

(Day 3) 

4. What are your feelings about arranged marriage? What would you do if your parents tried 

to set you up on a date? 

(Day 4) 

5. Do you believe in love at first sight? Why or why not? 

(Day 5) 

6. Is murder ever justified, individually or as a state action (death penalty)? 

(Day 6) 

7. Do you believe in fate over free will or free will over fate; what rules your life? 

(Day 7) 

8. When is it okay to keep a secret? When is it not? 
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(Day 8) 

9. Why is suicide never a good option? Name three things you can always be thankful for 

no matter how sad you are feeling. 


