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1. Introduction                                    
Peer review is a well-established method for teaching L2 writing. As a pedagogical strategy, it has a number of demonstrated benefits for L2 writers, including supporting progress made by writers as they revise their work. When students are asked to reflect about a peer review activity under the right circumstances, such reflection also can promote in students a greater understanding of the writing process. 

The circumstances necessary for effective peer review include adequate prior preparation of peer reviewers. Several studies have highlighted the crucial need for training to improve peer review quality (Cheunga, 2011; Ghanbari, Karampourchangi & Shamsaddini, 2015; Min, 2006; Yangin, 2012; Yao & Cao, 2012). Similarly, incorporating reflection into the peer review process is important for improving peer review quality. Such reflection results in a heightened metacognitive awareness about the peer review process itself – i.e., an awareness of what needs to be learned about writing and communication, what students already know, and what they do not know. This awareness helps increase students’ emerging ability to improve both their own writing and the feedback they give to their peers (Yang, 2010).  

Transnational peer review is a new area of study that allows us to examine the metacognitive process of students working with partners with whom they share a common writing task, but whose cultural/linguistic context is significantly different. In the transnational peer review, students from different national locations engage in the peer review as part of a shared assignment. Transnational peer review adds an element of intercultural contrast, and increased awareness of both the self and the other, to the peer review activity. As Kim (2001), Ting-Toomey (1999), Scollon and Scollon (2001) and others have strongly suggested, the usefulness of intercultural exchange lies in its ability to generate a greater understanding of one’s own culturally-based communication patterns, by highlighting their differences from the patterns present in other cultural systems. As observed by Hall (1983, p.185), “... it would appear that our greatest task, our most important task, and our most strategic task is to learn as much as possible about ourselves and others.” In other words, it is at times easier for students to gain access to why and how they say things in their own socio-cultural system when they are asked to examine how “dissimilar others” express similar ideas. 

This qualitative research draws on reflections written by U.S. and French students immediately following a series of transnational peer review exchanges; two case studies (one of a French and one of a U.S. student) that considered additional writing or commentary these students completed during the semester; and a ‘roundtable’ discussion with several French students three years after the exchange (unfortunately, the U.S. students were no longer available for a similar discussion). Analysis of these corpora suggests that the guided, transnational peer review is a strong tool for helping to develop in second-language students confidence in their own language abilities, and for helping them become more aware of the rhetorical patterns they use in their first language and are expected to use as writers in a second language. In addition, transnational peer review can help students become aware of needing to construct a self-representation (Ivanič & Camps, 2001) appropriate to a particular rhetorical situation.  In short, the transnational peer review serves as a means for deep reflection about language use, and about students’ own assumptions about language correctness and the ‘value’ they themselves attach to different uses of language.

2. Theoretical framework and literature review 
2.1 Sociocultural linguistic theory 
Our work is situated within a sociocultural linguistic perspective, and focuses on the intersection between the details of language and the workings of culture and society. Though a sociocultural perspective is assumed in most writing studies today, we feel it is important to explicitly acknowledge our underlying assumptions because they drive both our focus and our methodological choices, especially in the context of the transnational peer review. Notably, a sociocultural linguistic approach regards language as a form of social action, as an ensemble of cultural and linguistic resources, and as a set of sociocultural practices (Schieffelin & Ochs 1986, Schieffelin 1990). 

The idea that people “do things with words” (Austin 1962, Searle 1969) has been a well-accepted premise of writing studies for some time now, as classically seen in genre studies’ “communicative turn” (Hasan 1996, Martin 1985, Miller 1984, Swales 1990). Similarly, language, culture and context are taken to be vital resources for constructing writing, such that there is no such thing as “neutral” words or “non specialized” language (Bakhtin 1981, Widdowson 1998). As Bakhtin observes (1981, p. 293), “All words have the ‘taste’ of a profession, a genre, a tendency, a party, a particular work, a particular person, a generation, an age group, the day and hour. Each word tastes of the context and contexts in which it has lived its socially charged life.” The ‘taste’ of all situated writing and language results from the cultural situatedness of their context (Devitt, 2004). Moreover, as has also been well documented in the research literature (e.g., Beaufort, 1999, Devitt, 2004, Tardy, 2009), as sociocultural practice, writing and its meaning do not emerge at a single level – be it morphemes, lexis, syntax, sentence-level, discourse structure or genre – but operate at multiple levels simultaneously. In this study, our own approach further privileges the interactional level (Schieffelin & Ochs, 1986, Schieffelin, 1990): it is through interaction between student writers and their reviewers during a transnational peer review that all of these resources gain social meaning.

2.2 Peer review
The peer review interaction as a pedagogical strategy has a rich history in writing studies generally, dating back to the 1970s in composition and rhetoric and the last two decades as a special focus of attention in second language writing research. In both L1 and L2 contexts, research on peer review as a pedagogical strategy has taken up a wide range of questions, such as the specific kinds of progress made by writers subsequent to the peer review, the need for adequate training of peer reviewers in ensuring useful feedback, how the mode of the peer review potentially impacts its usefulness, as well as the role of reflection in supporting and enhancing the peer review process.  

A number of studies have highlighted the various effects that the peer review can positively have on student writing. For example, Lundstrom and Baker (2009) demonstrate a greater benefit (along several measures) of the peer review process for the student doing the review than for the student receiving a review. The greatest benefits, however, appear to happen in ‘guided’ peer reviews, where students are given specific questions or guidelines that direct their attention to particular features of the writing. While Cheunga (2011) reviews the research on peer review published in JSLW from 1992 to 2009 and observes a lack of adequate attention to the quality of peer reviewers’ preparation, Min (2006) examines the positive impact that reviewers’ preparation has on providing useful feedback on macro-level concerns such as idea development, sufficiency and organization. Min concludes that because inexperienced writers lack the ability to distinguish between their intentions and readers’ understandings, peer review training is crucial for the improvement of both ideas and language in subsequent revisions. Yangin (2012) demonstrates that feedback from trained peer reviewers results in students’ making improvements in their texts, comparable to the gains made when students incorporate instructor feedback. Ghanbari, Karampourchangi and Shamsaddini (2015) and Yao and Cao (2012) note similar results for EFL learners in Iran and China, respectively. Ge (2010) suggests the gains subsequent to peer review are most significant for those students who begin with “lower” writing ability. 

Research has also focused on the impact the mode of the peer review (e.g., face-to-face, synchronous and non-synchronous CMC) has on its pedagogical effectiveness (Chang, 2012). Razak and Saeed (2015) extend the research beyond the classroom to a group of EFL writers (in six different Arab countries) collaborating in a Facebook group, describing the improvements in these writers’ texts along with an expression of a growing sense of online “community.” Finally, the role of reflection has also been explored as an important part of the process for EFL students’ emerging ability to improve both their own writing and the feedback they give to their peers (Yang, 2010).

To date, however, no published work considers the potential of the peer review activity in a transnational context, whereby L2 and a mix of L1 and L2 students from different national locations engage in peer review as part of a shared assignment. Given the growth in interest in transnational pedagogies in the last decade, such attention to transnational peer review is extremely timely.

2.3 Reflection
Reflection, as a pedagogical strategy and object of research in writing studies, also has a long history. This history began in at least the 1970s with the work of Linda Flowers and others focusing on the metacognitive processes involved with writing, and includes subsequent research on how students’ reflecting on writing process and product influences learning and the assessment of learning (Yancey, 1998, Yancey, 2016). More recently, second language writing research has focused on the role of reflection in ESL and EFL classrooms, investigating the positive influence that regularly creating blog entries has on fluency and writers’ motivation to write for “real” audiences (Lee, 2010). Second language writing research has also focused on how portfolios requiring reflection and composed under the guidance of a mentor can help language acquisition (Hemmati & Soltanpour, 2012); how reflective writing in web-based and face-to face courses improve reading comprehension, organizational skills and writing abilities (Chang & Lin, 2014; Roux, Mora & Tamez, 2012); and finally, how students can use reflective journaling to interrogate ethnocentric standpoints (Prikhodko, 2014). 

Currently, while some research has shown reflection to be an important part of improving peer review quality (Yang, 2010), no studies in second language writing have considered the peer review as primarily a reflective strategy, aimed at encouraging students to reflect about their culturally situated writing processes and resources, and/or how they might build on their own language learning. In this study, we therefore consider as important sources of evidence for such metacognitive development the written reflections of students who participated in a transnational peer review exchange.

2.4 Indexicality and issues of ‘language correctness’
We were particularly interested in examining how students’ short-term and long-term reflections about the transnational peer review offered insights into how the exchange affected their sense of confidence and effectiveness as writers. As we have seen, this, in turn, is related to the value they attach to their abilities as writers.

A term of particular interest that frames this discussion, “indexicality” is little known in applied linguistics circles (see Lillis, 2008, Starfield, 2011) but widely developed in ethnolinguistics (Blommaert, 2010; Bucholtz & Hall, 2005; Duranti 2003; Ochs, 1992; Schieffelin & Ochs, 1986; Schieffelin 1990; Silverstein 2003, 2006) and beginning to be used with great promise in composition & rhetoric (Davila, 2012). Indexicality’s potential for L2 writing research stems from its capacity to capture the broad impressions about social identity conveyed through writing by way of specific linguistic ‘cues.’ Such cues index a wide range of sociocultural information, including information about social background, professional identity, cultural identity, affective and epistemological positioning, gender, ethnic background and social identity. The implicit content of indexes communicates information about a community’s social order – its absolute and relative values, its hierarchy and its ideologies.

Most notably, for our purposes here, indexicality organizes interactions at the level of metapragmatics (Blommaert, 2010): each social group has its own, specific set of indexes, which is structurally related to other social groups’ sets of indexes through measures of validity and social stratification. Thus, indexical expressions are never evaluated neutrally, nor are they evaluated innocently. For example, the indexes that characterize the English used by Kenyan elites who have settled in London are no longer evaluated according to the standards of Kenyan society, but according to those of the host culture, often in negative terms. Based on this observation, Blommaert (2010, p. 38) observes that “indexicalities operate within large stratified complexes in which some forms of semiosis are systematically perceived as valuable, others as less valuable and some are not taken into account all.” The dominant members of a society control which sets of indexes are granted validity and credibility. As seen in our study, L2 and non-mainstream student writers found themselves subjected to, or caught up in, this mechanism during the peer review exchange. In this sense, indexicality is an important theoretical frame for addressing issues of ‘language correctness’: members of a society or culture perceived to be ‘dominant’ may attribute meaning (often low in value) to indexes which are, for other cultures, of significant value. 

Reflection associated with the transnational peer review activity, however, appears to make the discrepancy in perceptions about value less elusive to L2 and non-mainstream student writers. This reflection further brings the implicit differences between writing systems to light: being able to shift one’s writing from one cultural system to another entails not only a control of lexis, grammatical phrasing, discursive structure and genre coherence. It also entails having a good grasp and implicit understanding of how and why “things are said or written the way they are.” The unsaid and implicit propositions of situated writing pose particular difficulties for non-native speakers writing in a second language, as well as for less experienced or non-traditional writers, such as those who participated in our study. Using the lens of indexicality to analyze our data, it appears the transnational peer review, and reflection about it, helps such writers learn to negotiate both the rhetorical challenges of writing and related issues of language correctness. 

3. Methods
3.1 Research design
Our qualitative study examined student interactions and reflections both during and after a series of guided, transnational peer reviews involving U.S. and French students working in English. The purpose of the study was to explore the role of reflection in the transnational peer review process, as a means to examine whether the transnational peer review encouraged students’ metacognitive awareness about the writing process and/or their own culturally/nationally based writing patterns. Our study produced various types of qualitative data, including observations made by the instructors during the peer review sessions; written reflections produced by students subsequent to the peer review process; a series of follow-up exchanges with one U.S. and one French participant; and a retrospective round table discussion with four of the French students (the U.S. students were no longer available) that took place three years after the initial peer exchange. While questionnaires and interviews immediately following the peer review activity are commonly used in research on peer review, such long-term follow-up is rare. The additional insights gained from students over time provide yet another perspective about the long-term effectiveness of peer review generally, and of the transnational peer review in particular.

3.2 Participants
Fifteen U.S. students and twenty-four French students participated in a guided, transnational peer review. The U.S. students were enrolled in a second-year undergraduate writing course at the University of Michigan-Dearborn. The course focused on an exploration of rhetoric, genre and culture, and included special attention to how academic/disciplinary, professional, and national cultures shape the expectations of written discourse. This course serves primarily two groups of students: transfer students who, despite obtaining prior credit for the two-semester introductory composition requirement, do poorly on the writing placement exam; and students enrolled in programs in the School of Education for whom the course serves as a requirement. Nine of the fifteen students were returning or nontraditional students (including one displaced auto worker, a current auto worker and a retired postal employee) for whom the discourse of the university was as yet unfamiliar. Five of the non-traditional students were African-American, and five others were non-native speakers of English for whom English was a second or third language, and whose home languages were Arabic and French. The remaining non-traditional student was a white woman of European descent. Of the six traditionally college-aged students, one was a “generation 1.5” English speaker of Arabic descent and one was African-American. 

The twenty-four French students were second-year undergraduates enrolled at Blaise Pascal University (Clermont-Ferrand, France). The participants were proficient users of English (C1-C2 level, on the Common European Framework of Reference for Languages), and all were language majors in the Applied Foreign Languages in Business & Technology program (Langues étrangères appliquées, or LEA). The students were taking a required course on written business communication in English, which focused on various types of written communication produced in the workplace (e.g. workplace letters and emails, writing for the web, job search genres). Like the course taken by their U.S. peers, this course similarly explored rhetoric, genre and culture, including how professional and national cultures shape the expectations of written discourse. The twenty-four participants were selected from a larger group of 140 students enrolled in four sections of the course because their class time coincided with a feasible scheduling slot for the U.S. students (taking into account the 6-hour time difference. Each of the authors was an instructor in one of the two courses. 

3.3 Materials and Data Collection
In preparation for the guided, transnational peer review, participants worked collaboratively in small groups of 3 or 4 local peers on a common set of business-writing assignments. Two different task-based scenarios had writers pose as a “manager” at a given company and write a professional text (memo or letter), either to other managers or to retailers, informing them of specific changes taking place, or describing a problem and providing instructions on how to correct it. 

Participants had one week to prepare each draft, working collaboratively in their local, small groups. They emailed the drafts directly to their overseas peers two days prior to each in-class peer review session so as to leave sufficient time for their long-distance peers to read and comment on the drafts before the exchange. Like the writing assignments, the guided peer reviews were prepared in advance and written collaboratively in the small, local groups. All participants were given the same peer review guidelines with the same questions and concerns to address as they reviewed their peers’ drafts (see Appendix A). 

Three in-class sessions were dedicated to the transnational peer review. Participants used an online videoconferencing tool to carry out the transnational peer review during class time; French and U.S. classes were scheduled to take place synchronously. Peer review sessions lasted one hour. During the first session participants introduced themselves, and during the two other sessions they explained their peer review suggestions and answered questions. The instructors circulated among the groups and made observations about what participants were saying, the tenor of their discussions, and other aspects of the interactions such as engagement and body language.

At the end of the series of in-class sessions, participants were asked to reflect on the transnational peer review experience in response to a common set of questions (see Appendix B, “Reflective survey”). These questions targeted how useful students thought the exchange had been for helping them to rewrite their texts. This reflective survey also asked students to discuss other aspects of the exchange: the differences they had observed in educational expectations and practices between the two (French and U.S.) contexts; cultural differences in the writing of both their local and overseas peers; and the quality of the peer exchange itself, including if or how it strengthened or challenged their sense of self or self-confidence as communicators or writers. In some cases, U.S. students also chose to reflect on the peer review exchange as they put together final course portfolios at the end of the semester. 

A series of follow-up written reflections by one French student and one U.S. student and a later retrospective round table discussion with four of the French students (all non-native speakers of English) were subsequently completed. 

3.4 Data Analysis
In the analysis of written reflections, each instructor independently read students’ responses to the reflective survey in order to identify common themes among them. A common list of themes identified in the L2 students’ reflections was compiled. We further noted that the reflections of the five non-traditional, African American students (who were, like their L2 peers, relatively unfamiliar with standard, academic English) seemed in many ways to intersect strongly with the themes that were emerging for the L2 writers. This was an interesting observation, and one that we plan to pursue further in the future.   

Similarly, themes were identified as they emerged from subsequent writing by one French and one U.S. student, and from transcriptions of the round table discussion with four French students.  These themes were subsequently compared with those arising from the reflective surveys, in order to identify common areas of student perception and engagement.  

4. Results
4.1 Reflective surveys
Both U.S. and French students’ reflective surveys demonstrated an emerging metacognitive awareness of the writing process, and what that process involved for each student individually. There were six themes in particular that emerged in the reflective surveys.

4.1.1 Appreciation for the opportunity offered by a transnational exchange
First, the students commented repeatedly that the peer review exchange was an opportunity they found “exciting,” not only because it allowed them to get to know partners in another national context, but also because it allowed them to gain a sense of the differences in writing and communication strategies. One U.S. student reflected, “I must admit, at first the thought of exchanging ideas with colleagues that had a difficult time with the English language was eccentric to me. How were these students going to understand our writing styles when theirs is so much more different then [sic] ours? . . . It put me in some thought, but it was also stimulating at the same time because we were going to meet students across the world. It was a learning experience for my peers and I, and though this was suppose [sic] to be an educational purpose, with no expectation of creating friendship, we all had more friends than we had before this educational experience.” A different U.S. student called the activity the “most remarkable thing I have ever done”; another “very enriching”; and another “inspiring yet intimidating.” There was a clear sense across virtually all surveys, French and U.S. alike, that the exchange was a unique and exciting opportunity to meet and interact with peers in another national and cultural context, while working on writing and learning about business writing genres.   

4.1.2 Increased sense of confidence
Secondly, the students overwhelmingly pointed out that the activity resulted in an overall increase in their level of “comfort” and sense of “confidence” as writers, although they often admitted to initial nervousness given what each group of students perceived as the other students’ superior language ability (i.e., being a native speaker of English or the French students’ multilinguality). For example, one French student commented: “I felt less comfortable because unlike us, [the U.S. students] were writing in their own language.” However, over time, both groups of students reported an increased sense of comfort and confidence. 

At times, the gain in confidence came from realizing they had something useful to contribute to their overseas peers’ writing progress. As one French student observed, “After a while I felt more comfortable … because even if they don’t make grammatical errors like we do, we can help them with the method, by avoiding wordiness or the passive voice for instance.” Or, as another U.S. student put it, “Our experience with peer reviews and the French peers definitely helped me feel more confident about my writing. At first I was intimidated at how many classes they took per semester. I felt that I had to put more time into my work to impress my peers.” Much of this comfort seems to have emerged as a result of a relationship of trust that established itself between students during their online interactions. As one French student commented: “They had really nice ways to tell things and even if we were mistaking [sic] they were always finding what was good on the other hand so we didn’t feel like we were all wrong.” Another reason for the emerging level of comfort and confidence came from the realization that, despite their differences, the students were all actually learning about the same things: i.e., how to structure professional writing in English effectively. The exchange was not therefore just a question of “having correct grammar” or “being good in English,” even if the French students admitted to feeling impressed by their U.S. peers’ ease in “just saying things the right way.” For example one French student reflected: 
“Yes, I noticed differences in the way our American peers wrote their texts. For instance, they got the idea of using headings at the beginning of the memo and they specified the subject. I think this difference is due to the fact that we were focused only on the text and the right model to use, whereas American peers thought about both the content and form.”

4.1.3 Sense of unsettledness in comparing own language abilities to those of overseas partners
Third, both the U.S. and French students’ growing sense of confidence was yet accompanied by feelings of being “intimidated” by the “impressive” abilities of their partners overseas. While each set of students found their counterparts to have “friendly” and “calm” dispositions, they nonetheless articulated feeling the weight of having to meet what they assumed to be their partners’ superior language and/or academic expectations. For example, one U.S. student reflected that the intercultural exchange “challenged my group as a whole I think because we didn’t really know what to expect from them, if they were going to have a higher writing level than us because we didn’t know how to write things like memos and such.” One non-traditional U.S. student who had returned to the university to continue his education stated the link between his emerging sense of confidence and interactions with his overseas partners clearly: “This exchange reinforced that my abilities as a communicator and a writer were good. It helped to build my confidence. I believe that the Skype sessions and our written exchanges have made me realize that I can compete and interact with all of these smart students.” Another non-traditional, L2 student from the U.S. commented, “English is also my third language, but when I communicated with our French peer, I feel the different [sic] and I discovered that my language is now better than before. I feel in self-confidence because for sure they were expected from us [sic] to speak and write good English. So I was always making sure to do the best as we can our assignment.” Similarly, many of the French peers highlighted their lack of ease, which they justified as being necessary to the learning process: “I think that exchange (by writing or speaking) is the best way to improve and to learn from your mistakes. We have to be opened [sic] to criticism and we have to use our mistakes to do better. So finally it didn’t bother me to have correction of people I don’t even know.”

4.1.4 Perceived difficulties in giving useful feedback
Fourth, while U.S. students reported that their French partners “loved getting feedback” on their letter and memo drafts, their French peers did not actually offer much in the way of feedback in return: “Their writing was much more formal, using elaborate sentence structure and arranging their words so that [sic] had a nice sound, but offered little or no information to the reader.” U.S. students often saw the lack of meaningful feedback from their French partners stemming not from their partners’ unwillingness but rather from a lack of familiarity with peer review and/or lack of facility with English. French students’ reflections revealed that it was not simply that they lacked experience in carrying out a peer review. Rather, as students from the French school system, they were unaccustomed to having to “criticize” others, especially their peers. As one French student wrote: “At first we didn’t know how to do, so we corrected what we thought that was wrong instead of underlining and explaining. It was a bit strange, because in France we are not used to criticize the work of the others, even if it’s to help them. Here, we had to do it, and by finding bad points we found good ones too.”

At the same time, U.S. students worried that their own feedback would be perceived as “critiquing [their partners] way too much,” as one student wrote. Another wrote: “I scaled down my criticism. It seemed as though we had an inherent advantage in the assignments. Not only did I not want to offend, I also wanted to avoid be [sic] the bully.” U.S. students nevertheless noted that their partners generally “seemed to appreciate” their feedback and that the discomfort they felt giving feedback to their French partners during the first peer review exchange had dissipated by the second exchange, as it had for their French peers.

4.1.5 Emerging awareness of cultural differences in writing
A fifth theme that emerged from the transnational exchange was a burgeoning awareness of intercultural differences in how writers approach a writing task, accompanied by a tendency to pass value judgments on those differences, often without realizing it. At the beginning of the exchange, students showed an apparent lack of awareness that different ways of writing could be connected to issues of culture, and that those differences were not necessarily reflective of an inherent value or level of a writer’s achievement. One L2 student from the U.S. observed that her French partners appeared to have better knowledge of English grammar and were “very persistent in their writing,” but over the course of the exchange ultimately came to the conclusion that writing was not just about grammar: it was also about “writing ideas” and “connecting” those ideas, something she saw the French students “not doing as well” as the U.S. students. What this student seemed to be picking up on was in fact a very different way of “writing” and “connecting” ideas that the French students were accustomed to. That there were differences in how to structure and link ideas was also abundantly clear to the French students, for whom one of the most important takeaways from the transnational peer review was the need to leave behind “French ways” of thinking and “try to be more direct,” as seen in the two following reflections:
“[The American students] have a more concise way of writting [sic] because for us, french people, we are so used to do long speeches to say 10 words. Whereas, I feel it this way, in the US, they go straight to the point and are not afraid to say what comes to there [sic] mind.”

“We have to think by writing in english that “less is more” which means that the american people seem to like when it’s short and when it goes straight to the point (at least in the type of communication letter we use). I noticed differences in the way they write their text, that is to stay in the style they write it. We use to respect some formules [sic] and maybe we want to say too many things the American peers would consider unuseful.”

Like their U.S. peers, the French students had little difficulty identifying what their overseas partners did differently in their writing, and also seemed to make value judgments about these differences.  As one French student observed: “Americans students are too much direct in their speeches. French students try to say things smoothly (e.g.: Product recall text).” Such remarks point to the importance of getting students to recognize how evaluating “other” cultural ways of writing often is based on the indexical values that a group or its social subgroups attribute to those qualities, rather than on the intrinsic qualities or rhetorical effectiveness of the writing.

4.1.6 Emerging awareness of the impact of different educational systems on ways of writing
A final theme that emerged from the surveys concerns how differences in education impacted how students saw themselves writing. While the French students focused on the effects of how they had been taught to write in school, and especially how to write in English (“Usually we are teached [sic] to put a lot of sentences even if these aren’t very interesting but just in order to show our level of language”), several U.S. students suggested that while “Americans are not prepared to import the French ideas (such as facility in multiple languages) because we are not academically prepared in our high schools,” the exchange was productive because it helped prepare students for “the new globalization era that now exists.”  

4.2 Case study 1
Subsequent writing and follow-up with one U.S. student suggests the uneasy position that stems from being a speaker and writer of a dialect that does not possess a dominant indexicality. In many ways this student’s initial position parallels the challenges faced by the L2 writers in our study, in terms of his initial lack of confidence in writing in a language or dialect that is less familiar to him.  We consider here the case of a non-mainstream, L1 writer because, out of all U.S. students, he was one of the most (if not the most) enthusiastic and engaged by the transnational exchange.  We also consider this case in order to illustrate some of the parallels we observed, and to consider some of the implications this research may also have for non-L2, non-mainstream students.

 ‘Samuel’, a displaced autoworker on a “No Worker Left Behind” tuition scholarship, was one of several non-traditional students in the U.S. class. In the context of a literacy ‘auto-ethnography’ at the beginning of the semester, Samuel self-identified as a weak writer with little to contribute to the learning of others. Subsequent to the transnational project with French peers, however, he articulated in writing the emerging sense of confidence that was echoed in the class by other non-traditional students, as well as by L2 students:
This exchange reinforced that my abilities as a communicator and a writer were good. It helped to build my confidence. I believe that the Skype sessions and our written exchanges have made me realize that I can compete and interact with all of these smart students. 
As he and his (local) small group worked with French peers to complete their in-class peer review exchanges, Samuel often took the lead in moderating the discussion between the two groups of mostly younger peers, and clearly appeared to enjoy this role. 

After the assignments related to the peer review exchange were completed, the final paper for the U.S. course asked students to examine a particular community or culture to which they belonged, describing some aspects of the ‘languages,’ customs, rituals, values or beliefs of this group. Samuel’s final paper focused on his membership in the African American community, and his view of the role Ebonics might play in formal education. In this paper, rather than simply present or narrate a set of experiences, Samuel demonstrated an ability to connect with or persuade an audience that went beyond what he had been able to accomplish at the beginning of the semester. In his paper, Samuel identified his intended audiences as the African American community as well as those outside the community who might doubt their language abilities. Drawing on essays by both Lisa Delpit and Amy Tan, Samuel simultaneously acknowledges his connection to and makes a judgment about his subject, in the process creating a discourse that invites his intended audiences to consider their own connections to the subject: 
The topic Ebonics [sic] is very interesting to me because I wonder what they would teach in the classes, what the words are that would be translated into proper English. A very serious problem I have with Ebonics is I do not want people to get the understanding that Blacks cannot speak standard English. I hope this does not cause Blacks to shortchange or limit themselves with the misconceptions that they can speak any way they choose to and still be a very productive part of mainstream culture…. How do you encourage and inspire people to achieve who are not thought of as high achievers – particularly young Black people who are told repeatedly by society that they are not expected to achieve? Speaking as an individual involved in the education system, whom [sic] communicates with educated people on a daily basis, I think approaching Ebonics as a tool or a method to teach people English is acceptable. On the other hand, if we’re trying to create some romantic notion that this is a new language . . . we are somewhat deluding ourselves. 
The transnational peer review, subsequent reflections, and the course’s final assignment to examine the nexus among language, ‘culture’ and identity, appeared to give Samuel sufficient opportunities to make explicit, for himself and for his intended audiences, not only the differences between his home dialect and Standard English, but also the (lack of) value indexically associated with a dialect other than Standard English.  This discrepancy in assigned value is one that he subsequently makes explicit to his audience as he disabuses them of any “romantic notion” about language equality in “mainstream culture.”   

4.3 Case study 2
Similar to Samuel, written reflections by one French student, ‘Mathieu’, suggested that over time he had learned to recognize how his experiences differed from the ‘reality’ of writing in other cultures, and had learned to appreciate the rhetorical significance of these differences. During a professional writing course two years after the transnational peer review, Mathieu was asked to read an article each week and write a short response essay, linking the reading to his own personal experiences as a culturally-situated writer. In one such response he wrote:
However you only become aware of [your culture] when you write for someone that does not belong to the same culture; you don’t notice your culture affects you when you write for someone belonging to the same culture. I have personally experienced this point. To begin by learning a foreign language, and then writing in that foreign language, is not as easy. I can write in a good English without syntax, spelling or grammar mistakes, but it is still difficult to avoid thinking in French and so together with my culture. For an English reader, it will be striking that an English writer did not write the document. For example, in a cover letter I had to write, I first wrote: “I am writing to inquire about a possible post as assistant manager in your company” when an English writer would have written: “I would like to apply for a post as assistant manager in your company.” The first sentence is rather a French-English translated copy/paste because it is how a French cover letter should be written. Indeed, my cultural background taught me that French writing is more implicit and formal, with self-restraint, when English is more explicit and direct. 
Like Samuel, Mathieu learned to navigate writing with a greater metacognitive awareness of himself as a culturally-situated writer, especially in the context of contrasting cultural expectations. 

4.3 Round table discussion
In order to explore further whether the transnational peer review exchange played a role long-term in these students’ developing metacognitive awareness about their rhetorical situations as non-native speakers of (standard) American English, a retrospective round table discussion was held three years after the transnational peer review with four of the French students, including Mathieu. At this point, the students had just finished a two-year, bilingual (French-English) graduate degree in intercultural technical communication (the discussion was translated from French into English for the purposes of this study). 

At the beginning of the discussion, the students admitted they had a hard time remembering much of the peer review exchange, which for them lacked the same immediate relevance it had held for the instructors. In response to the question of whether or not they felt that the transnational peer review had had an impact on how they wrote, they observed that at the time, as second-year undergraduates, they hadn’t really been able to appreciate the significance of the exchange; for them, it was but one exercise they had to do, among others. Their ability to perceive its importance had become clearer to them three years later, however, when reflecting back on how it combined with their other experiences from the graduate writing program: 

Mathieu: 	Now that we’re in the masters program, we can really see the meaning of the exchange. So uh, at the time, we said ok, it was just an exercise we had to do, and uh, when I was doing it, I never really thought that the intercultural part would be one of the dimensions I would use later on. 
Laure:	Yeah, we can see it in the way of writing, of thinking, there are ways that are more direct, less direct, more polite, less polite, and other people don’t react the same way, so in hindsight uh, it was a useful point to study in terms of interculturality. We could see others’ way of thinking, that not everyone thinks like us, the French, so uh, it was good to open up and see that what we do, isn’t necessarily polite for others.

Retrospectively, the students had a sense that through the transnational peer review they had begun to gain an explicit awareness for the first time about what it was that made their way of writing “French”:

Julie:	Well, we saw it in terms of how we address ourselves to others. You know, maybe we told ourselves that we were too formal, a bit too rigid, in certain contexts. In France, that will always work, but uh, yeah (laughs). For example, we really realized how much we tend to beat around the bush!

Since their undergraduate days, the ability to work with cultural-rhetorical difference had become a starting place for them, a necessary assumption to make when interacting with dissimilar others. Especially, they had since developed a method for negotiating and adapting to others’ expected norms. The students all observed that, upon first contact, they would always be who they were first, i.e., ‘French’, but would be attuned to others’ expectations and quickly adapt to what was discursively expected:

Laure: 	It’s true that our first approach is always a bit “à la française”, you know, we stay very polite, and then, according to the response we get, we write ‘ciao’ or something like that, and so uh,
Mathieu:	we test the water
Laure:	yeah, we test the water with the first email and then we adapt to our interlocutor. 
Emily:	Like when I was working in Spain, when I had to write an email to my company tutor, at the beginning I’d write my emails really formally, with uh, at the end, I don’t know, I’d sign with some sort of ‘cordially’, but for them, they’d put ‘saludo,’ you know, like ‘salut’ [N.B. in French, ‘salut’ is very informal, and reserved for one’s friends or family] that they’d put at the end of their email. And I said, ah, even for my tutor or the manager, it was rather uh, actually a pretty close relationship. 
Laure:	I think that now we’ve done LEA and then [the masters degree], we’ve gotten used to being with different people, we’ve become rather adaptable to everyone, I think (laughs). But after that, I went to Russia, it’s true that everyone says that the French are taught to beat around the bush, but in Russia, it’s, it’s a labyrinth to get to the main idea, you know, it’s worse than we are. So there, you have to adapt to who you’re dealing with, and I think we’re all capable of doing that.

5. Discussion
A number of scholars (Fox, 1994; Ivanič, 1998; Okamura & Shaw, 2000) have written extensively about the difficulties involved in adapting one’s writing style to other language cultures. Although a writer in one culture can objectively and logically “understand” or “see” the style and linguistic form to be achieved for another culture, his or her difficulty in expressing appropriate strategies in the other culture’s language stems from an inherent ‘knowing’ and ‘not knowing,’ and often involves a struggle over the truths embedded within identity: what ‘feels’ right, or not, to say ‘that way.’ This is in part because of the embodied nature of indexicality, and the difficulty involved in making explicit the engrained cultural patterns governing not only lived experience, but also the ways we communicate about that experience. In our study, the deep-seated indexical values attached to all aspects of the transnational exchange made it difficult for students to withhold value judgments about their partners’ and their own ability, credibility and worth as writers. 

At the same time, however, the transnational peer review exchange offered students opportunities to reflect deeply on the indexical values being attached to the uses of language. In other words, these sessions ultimately gave second-language learners in France and the U.S., as well as non-mainstream students like Samuel, opportunities to experience a kind of linguistically ‘privileged’ position, and the sense of confidence, nuance and rhetorical authority that comes with such a position. The opportunity to work from a position of recognized privilege allowed these students to inhabit, even momentarily, a space of power, which in turn spurred them to accept ownership for their own uses of language. 

These transnational exchanges thus challenged a deficit model of second-language learning for multilingual (and other) students. One older woman in the U.S. class, for example, who as a teenager had fled Iraq with her family and subsequently lived for a time in a refugee camp, struggled especially with written English and was taking the class in preparation for retaking (a second time) a qualifying exam required by her teacher education program. In individual conferences, Huda spoke of her frustrations with English and other aspects of school, and remained mostly quiet during class meetings. During one in-class, transnational peer review session, however, one of her French partners not only praised Huda’s facility with English but also asked her admiringly, “You speak Arabic, too?”  Huda’s obvious pleasure at this assessment, like Samuel’s pleasure at taking the lead in his group’s exchanges, was striking. Another nontraditional, L2 student in the U.S. class who was originally from Lebanon and also struggled with written English, nonetheless took the lead in her small group as she used both her French and her English in helping translate between her U.S. and French peers who were having some difficulty understanding each other’s comments.  

For Samuel, Mathieu, and these other L2 students, the opportunity to collaborate across significant national, linguistic and cultural differences therefore threw into relief the extent to which context affects educational “success” and the assessment of language ability. This new awareness of the dynamic nature of context increased students’ sense of confidence, which in turn helped them learn to create discourses more attentive to the needs of their audiences – that is, discourses that were, in M. M. Bakhtin’s (1981, p. 345) terms, more “internally persuasive” than “externally authoritative” for those audiences.

In the follow-up reflections to the transnational peer review, both Samuel and Mathieu also demonstrated an “an ear for, or a tuning toward, difference or multiplicity,” what Leonard (2014) calls “rhetorical attunement.” Leonard’s concept of rhetorical attunement assumes that multilingual, and multidialectal, writers work from a position of multiplicity and negotiation of meaning across difference:
By virtue of their daily experience with language variety, [multilingual writers] are tuned toward the communicative predicaments of multilingual interaction, [whereby] ... the negotiated, flexible quality of language [is revealed] ... Multilingual writers are not aware of this quality a priori, but come to know—become rhetorically attuned—over a lifetime of communicating across difference. (Leonard, 2014, p.228) 
The transnational peer review exchange thus presented students with sustained, classroom based opportunities to communicate ‘across difference’ and to reflect on their own language abilities as ones that made them more ‘flexible’ as they encountered the ‘predicaments’ of various, communicative interactions. 

6. Conclusions
We would argue that the contrastive goal of transnational exchange is a highly useful addition to the peer review process, in that it may stimulate even deeper reflection and metacognitive awareness both about culturally situated writing patterns and processes as well as about writing’s underlying meanings and rhetorical values. Through this exchange, the values attached to specific ways of using language were made explicit. The guided, transnational peer review brought to the participants’ attention, for many of them for the first time, that there were differences between their and others’ ways of writing. Because knowledge about such elements is often gained ‘intuitively,’ without critical awareness, the transnational peer review brings such issues more explicitly to the forefront for students. Although such an experience may not have been solely responsible for bringing about the changes in these writers’ metacognitive awareness about writing and their own language abilities, it clearly appears to have acted as a catalyst for those changes. Fully perceiving the effects of the exchange, however, often requires a far longer expanse of time than a semester, a year, or even a single degree program. In short, sustained, pedagogical and curricular efforts to expose students to intercultural differences in writing and communication are crucial to students’ developing a metacognitive awareness of ‘language correctness’ and how value is assigned to various uses of language. 

Additionally, it is crucial for students to have substantive opportunities to deeply reflect on these intercultural differences, and the indexical values being assigned by various partners.  As part of the project described here, students were asked to reflect at multiple junctures: before, during and after the peer review exchange.  This reflective process helped students become more aware of the transnational context created by the exchange, and of the indexical meanings of their interactions and utterances. Such a transnational partnership thus created a wholly new context or rhetorical “location” (Schell 2006) within which the collaboration took place, at once both a new and unfamiliar location yet one which provided ample room for deep reflection.      

Within the L2 writing research community and other research communities such as composition & rhetoric and ethnolinguistics, there exists an emphasis on recognizing the inherent value of non-standard forms of communication and on not placing individuals in situations where their own ‘rhetorical adroitness’ is overlooked. Such scholars argue that non-native speakers of a language or dialect must not be discouraged from cultivating their own communication patterns and reasoning styles, which “can be equally, if not more, powerful for their audiences and communicative purposes (Zamel, 1997)” (Xu et al., 2016, p. 69). While we agree wholeheartedly with these conclusions, the frame of indexicality (Blommaert, 2010) suggests the ways in which students’ native reasoning and communicative styles can be perceived as powerful in one context yet neither “powerful” nor well understood in other cultural contexts. It is crucial therefore to acknowledge the importance of context, and to explore with students the potential implications of context for how their own language use may be perceived, and for how they might choose to adapt that language use, or not, given their own personal and professional goals.




References 

Austin, J. (1962). How to do things with words. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Bakhtin, M. M. (1981). The dialogic imagination: Four essays by M. M. Bakhtin. Austin: University of Texas Press.
Beaufort, A. (1999). Writing in the real world: Making the transition from school to work. New York: Teachers College Press.
Blommaert, J. (2010). The sociolinguistics of globalization. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Bucholtz, M., & Hall, K. (2005). Identity and interaction: A sociocultural linguistic approach. Discourse Studies, 7, 585–614.
Chang, C.  (2012).  Peer review via three modes in an EFL writing course.  Computers and Composition, 29(1), 63-78. 
Chang, M., & Lin, M. (2014). The effect of reflective learning e-journals on reading comprehension and communication in language learning. Computers & Education, 71, 124-132. 
Cheunga, Y. (2011). Critical feedback on peer review research.  Procedia – Social and Behavioral Sciences, 15, 535-538.
Davila, B. (2012). Indexicality and « standard »  edited American English: Examining the link between conceptions of standardness and perceived authorial identity.  Written Communication, 29 (2), 180-207. 
Devitt, A. (2004). Writing genres. Carbondale: Southern Illinois University Press.
Duranti, A. (2003). Language as culture in U.S. anthropology. Current Anthropology, 44, 323–347.
Fox, H. (1994). Listening to the world: Cultural issues in academic writing. Urbana, IL: National Council of Teachers of English.
Ge, Z. (2011). Exploring e-learners’ perceptions of net-based peer-reviewed English writing. International Journal of Computer-Supported Collaborative Learning, 6(1), 75-91. 
Ghanbari, N., Karampourchangi, A., & Shamsaddini, M. R. (2015). An exploration of the effect of time pressure and peer feedback on the Iranian EFL students’ writing performance. Theory and Practice in Language Studies, 5(11), 2251-2261.
Hall, E. T. (1983). The dance of life: The other dimensions of time. New York: Anchor Books.
Hasan, R. (1996). Ways of saying: Ways of meaning. London: Continuum.
Hemmati, F., & Soltanpour, F. (2012). A comparison of the effects of reflective learning portfolios and dialogue journal writing on Iranian EFL learners’ accuracy in writing performance.  English Language Teaching, 5(11), 16-28.
Hu, G., & Lam, S.T.E.  (2010). Issues of cultural appropriateness and pedagogical efficacy: Exploring peer review in a second language writing class.  Instructional Science, 38 (4), 371-394.
Ivanič, R. (1998). Writing and identity: The discoursal construction of identity in academic writing. Amsterdam: John Benjamins
Ivanič, R., & Camps, D. (2001). I am how I sound: Voice as self-representation in L2 writing. Journal of Second Language Writing, 10, 3–33.
Kim, Y. Y. (2001). Becoming intercultural: An integrative theory of communication and cross-cultural adaptation. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.
Lee, L. (2010). Fostering reflective writing and interactive exchange through blogging in an advanced language course. ReCALL, 22, 212-227.
Leonard, R. (2014). Multilingual writing as rhetorical attunement.  College English, 76(3), 227-247.
Lillis, T. (2008). Ethnography as method, methodology, and “deep theorizing”: Closing the gap between text and context in academic writing research. Written Communication, 25, 353–388.
Lundstrom, K. & Baker, W. (2009). To give is better than to receive: The benefits of peer review to the reviewer’s own writing.  Journal of Second Language Writing, 18(1), 30-43. 
Martin, J. R. (1985). Factual writing: Exploring and challenging social reality. Deelong: Deakin University Press.
Miller, C. (1984). Genre as social action. Quarterly Journal of Speech, 70, 151–167.
Min, H. (2006). The effects of trained peer review on EFL students’ revision types and writing quality.  Journal of Second Language Writing, 15 (2), 118-141.
Ochs, E. (1992). Indexing gender. In A. Duranti & C. Goodwin (Eds.), Rethinking context: Language as an interactive phenomenon (pp. 335–358). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Okamura, A., & Shaw, P. (2000). Lexical phrases, culture, and subculture in transactional letter writing. English for Specific Purposes, 19, 1–15.
Prikhodko, M. (2014). Reflective journaling. Journal of Intercultural Communication, 36. Retrieved from http://0-search.proquest.com.wizard.umd.umich.edu/docview/1703413116?accountid=14578
Razak, N. A., & Saeed, M. A. (2015). EFL Arab learners’ peer revision of writing in a Facebook group: Contributions to written texts and sense of online community. English Language Teaching, 8(12), 11-26. 
Roux, R., Mora, A., & Tamez, A.  (2012). Reflective writing of Mexican EFL writers: Levels of reflection, difficulties and perceived usefulness.  English Language Teaching, 5(8), 1-13.
Schell, E. (2006) Rethinking the spaces and locations of feminist rhetorics and women’s rhetorics in our field.  In K. Ronald and J. Ritchie (eds.), Teaching Rhetorica: Theory, Pedagogy, Practice. Portsmouth, NJ: Boynton/Cook.
Schieffelin, B. B. (1990). The give and take of everyday life. New York: Cambridge University Press.
Schieffelin, B. B., & Ochs, E. (1986). Language socialization across cultures. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Scollon, R., & Scollon, S. W. (2001). Intercultural communication: A discoursal approach (2nd ed.). Oxford: Wiley-Blackwell.
Searle, J. (1969). Speech acts: An essay in the philosophy of language. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Silverstein, M. (2003). Indexical order and the dialectics of sociolinguistic life. Language & Communication, 23, 193–229.
Silverstein, M. (2006). Pragmatic indexing. In K. Brown (Ed.), Encyclopaedia of Language and Linguistics, 2nd Edition (pp. 14–17). Amsterdam: Elsevier.
Starfield, S. (2011). Doing critical ethnographic research into academic writing: The theory of the methodology. In D. Belcher, A. Johns, & B. Paltridge (Eds.), New directions in English for specific purposes research (pp. 174–196). Ann Arbor, MI: The University of Michigan Press.
Swales, J. M. (1990). Genre analysis: English in academic and research settings. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Tardy, C. (2009). Building genre knowledge. West Lafayette, IN: Parlor Press.
Ting-Toomey, S. (1999). Communicating across cultures. New York: Guilford Press.
Widdowson, H. (1998). Communication and community: The pragmatics of ESP. English for Specific Purposes, 17, 3–14.
Xu, M., Huang, C., & You, X. (2016). Reasoning patterns of undergraduate theses in translation studies: An intercultural rhetoric study. English for Specific Purposes, 41, 68–81.
Yancey, K. (1998). Reflection in the writing classroom.  Logan : Utah State University Press.
Yancey, K. (2016). A rhetoric of reflection.  Logan : Utah State University Press.
Yang, Y.  (2010).  Students’ reflection on online self-correction and peer review to improve writing.  Computers & Education, 55(3), 1202-1210.
Yangin Eksi, G. (2012). Peer review versus teacher feedback in process: how effective?  International Journal of Applied Educational Studies, 13 (1), 33-48.
Yao, C., & Cao, H. (2012). How peer review affects Chinese college students’ English writing abilities. Theory and Practice in Language Studies, 2(3), 554-559. 
Zamel, V. (1997). Toward a model of transculturation. TESOL Quarterly, 31, 341–352.






Appendix AInstructions for Peer Reviews

When peer reviewing a text, be as specific as possible in your observations and suggestions.

1  Read the text draft over once while you sit on your hands. Focus on the information, purpose, and style.

2  Analyse the draft thoroughly. Check: 

– Is the audience obvious ? Is it the right one?
– Is the authors’ purpose for writing clear ?
− Is the information complete? 
− Is it well organized ?
– Do the author(s) use the most effective model/structure for the task ?

If you have answered ‘no’ to any of these questions, suggest to the author(s) how they might improve on those points.

3  Edit the text to increase its effectiveness. Identify and circle :

– unnecessary words and information
– passives
– nominalizations
– long sentences (10-20 words)
– places where the author(s) should use a vertical list
– problems in paragraph structure
· are the topic sentences clear ?
· are the other sentences in the paragraph clearly related to the topic sentence ? If not, suggest to the author(s) how they might improve their draft.
 
4  Tell the author(s) at least two things you thought were effective about the draft. 

5  Tell the author(s) what you have learned by reading their draft that will help you when you revise your own text. 




Appendix B

Reflective Survey

 
 The Skype intercultural exchange

What words would you use to describe – ‘in a nutshell’ – the intercultural exchange with your overseas peers?

How did the final Skype meeting go in comparison to the other two?  If there were differences, why do you think those existed?

Did you correspond with your overseas peers outside of class?  About what, specifically? 

What did you find most significant or surprising about your overseas peers, individually and/or collectively?

Were there any ways in which this intercultural exchange affected your sense of your own abilities as a communicator or writer?  Did it strengthen, challenge or not impact at all your sense of self or your self-confidence as a communicator or writer?  How so?

 Educational differences

What surprised you the most about the university system in France/ the U.S.? What do you think surprised your overseas peers about the your own system, and why?

For you, what does it mean to be “a student” in the American/the French university system?

Based on your observations, what aspects of your overseas peers’ university system, if any, do you think it would be beneficial to ‘import’ into your own university?  Why do you think so? 


Peer review
Did you feel more comfortable, less comfortable or about the same giving your overseas peers feedback on their writing the second time?

How was your experience getting feedback on your texts?

Did this feedback help you enough in knowing how to rewrite your texts, or would it also have been useful to have models or other types of support to revise your texts?  How so?

How would you compare the approach used in this class (intercultural peer review) with other writing experiences you have had in school?

What are some of the main things you learned about communicating or writing from your overseas peers? 
 
Intercultural differences in writing

Did you notice differences in the way your overseas peers wrote their texts (“LA Times,” “Perrigo”) in comparison to the way your group wrote?  If you noticed differences, how would you describe or explain them? 

Did you notice any differences between the way a peer from your university had reviewed your draft of Assignment #5, and how your overseas peers reviewed your “LA Times” and “Perrigo” texts?  If you noticed differences, how would you explain them? 

Small-group collaborative writing (relates to American peers only)

Overall, how well did your group of American peers function in accomplishing the tasks required for the last two assignments (#7 “LA Times” and #8 “Perrigo”)?  What challenges did your group encounter and how did your group address these?  

Please assess your two (American) peers’ individual contributions to your group’s writing and revising:  exactly what contributions did each of them make and how important were their contributions to achieving the group’s goals in each assignment?

Please assess your own individual contribution to the group’s work:  exactly what contributions did you make and how effective were these contributions to achieving the group’s goals in each assignment?

Would you suggest assigning a group grade or individual grades on these two assignments?  Why?  
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