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ABSTRACT

As university populations become increasingly dependent on distance learning and 

support services for distance learning, writing centers progressively offer services by 

telephone, email, or virtual worlds in addition to the traditional face-to-face tutorials. 

The University of Alaska Fairbanks (UAF) Writing Center offers a “telephone 

tutorial” service for students from remote locations who fax their papers to a tutor who 

then conducts a tutorial session over the telephone. This study investigates tutor 

strategies in face-to-face and telephone tutorial sessions and tutor and student 

perceptions of effectiveness. I audio recorded 30 tutorial sessions with five tutors in 

six sessions each, half in a face-to-face setting and half via telephone. After each 

tutorial session I conducted semi-structured interviews with the student and the tutor. 

Following data collection, I conducted a member check with each of the tutors and an 

in-depth interview with the UAF Writing Center Director. I then transcribed, coded 

and analyzed the data from the audiorecording. Results indicate that the use of 

affective strategies positively influenced both student and tutor evaluations of a 

session’s effectiveness.
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Chapter 1 Introduction

As institutions of learning in the United States place increasing emphasis on 

writing skills (Eodice, 2007), resources for student writers have also increased.

Formal writing centers first appeared in the United States in the 1970s with a holistic, 

process-based emphasis on making students better writers rather than a product-based 

emphasis and simply editing papers to help students improve the quality of a particular 

work. Writing centers have been well received by many institutions. There are 

currently 3,941 institutions of higher education in the United States, and Eodice 

(2007) estimated that there is a writing center in almost 85% of these institutions. As 

a result of the increase in writing centers, in recent years the body of literature on 

writing center research has also grown significantly. Writing Center Journal became 

an established publication in 1980 and submissions have increased dramatically over 

the years.

I first became interested in writing centers when I worked in the writing center 

at Indiana University as an undergraduate student. In my final year as an 

undergraduate, finishing degrees in Secondary English Education and Sociology, I did 

my student teaching while I was finishing an undergraduate thesis on the sociology of 

education. As an educator and a researcher, the writing center became an interesting 

environment to me because, unlike when I taught classes to 30 or more students at one 

time, when I tutored at the writing center I felt I had a good sense for when I was 

actually reaching the students. The one-on-one environment and the fact that students 

with varying abilities and assignments came to the writing center made each tutorial



session a challenge to meet the student’s individual goals and expectations for a 

writing tutorial.

The role of a writing center tutor differs from that of a traditional classroom 

instructor. Writing center tutorials are often of a Socratic, nondirective approach in 

which the tutor, in a one-on-one situation, probes the student to find information on 

his or her own. This information may include:

• planning, writing, and revising written work

• reading and understanding assignments

• research strategies

• grammar, mechanics, and spelling

Writing centers serve writers of all disciplines and tutors work with a broad array of 

students including students with learning disabilities, non-native English speakers, and 

graduate students.

Writing centers regularly work to serve an entire campus community, and 

increasingly, writing centers are providing distance services (Harris, 1995a). The goal 

of traditional face-to-face tutorial sessions and distance tutorial sessions is the same: to 

help students become better writers "by facilitating changes in the way in which they 

view and produce writing” (Ryan & Zimmerelli, 2006, p. 9). In recent years, 

universities have begun offering more opportunities for distance education services 

and access to higher education through alternative modes of delivery. Researchers are 

currently trying to learn which modes of distance delivery are most conducive to



student learning and individual student needs. Questions about the quality of distance 

modes of education are becoming progressively more important to instructors who 

want to base their pedagogies on empirical investigations and students who want to get 

the most out of their education but need to select a mode that meets their intellectual, 

personal and technological needs. Distance education used to be conducted primarily 

via one-way synchronous delivery, usually broadcast over radio and television. 

According to the UAF Center for Distance Education (2007), one-way synchronous 

delivery, where the instructor lectures and the students cannot respond, is somewhat 

less effective than traditional courses that take place in classrooms.

Students who participate in distance education now have the opportunity to 

meet asynchronously by discussion board or synchronously by audio conference, 

video conference, or web conference so that students essentially participate in “real 

time.” Currently, there is no empirical research demonstrating that one mode is more 

effective in generating student learning than others. But, there are reasons to choose 

specific modes of communication over others, and universities offering distance 

education courses must determine which mode to utilize based on student and 

instructor needs and the technology available.

In Alaska, a state one-fifth the size of the entire Unites States, which comprises 

586,412 square miles, most of which are not road-accessible, there are several small 

satellite campuses and opportunities for distance learning through one of the main 

campuses of the University of Alaska in Anchorage, Fairbanks, or Juneau. The 

majority of students who participate in distance learning services are Alaskan Natives



and are frequently not Standard English speakers and sometimes speak an Alaska 

Native language as a first language (Carr, 2005). The UAF Writing Center, a student- 

staffed, student-oriented service of the English department, provides distance tutorial 

sessions to the entire state through a service commonly referred to as the “fax 

tutorial.” The telephone tutorial session is an important service to students in remote 

locations where such services do not operate locally. Students fax their papers to the 

Writing Center and have tutorial sessions with a tutor via telephone at a designated 

time. Throughout this thesis I will refer to “fax tutorial sessions” as “telephone 

tutorial sessions” to highlight the fact that the tutorial sessions are conducted via 

telephone. The fax machine is used only for the student to send written work to the 

writing center. However, as individuals in rural Alaska are increasingly gaining 

access to and utilizing the Internet, students are beginning to email rather than fax 

written work to the writing center.

My interest in distance tutorial sessions began when I first started conducting 

telephone tutorial sessions at UAF. Some of my fellow tutors reported to me that they 

really enjoyed tutoring rural students by phone; other tutors articulated that they felt 

very uncomfortable with the process. Tutors who liked tutoring by phone spoke about 

being interested in talking with students who came from a culture and an environment 

very different from their own. Tutors who disliked tutoring by phone mentioned that 

long pauses on the phone and a lack of face-to-face interaction with the student made 

them feel uneasy. Several tutors went so far as to schedule all of their writing center 

hours at times when telephone tutorials do not take place.



There is no doubt it can be a challenge for writing center tutors to effectively 

tutor students who come from cultural backgrounds different from their own. Cultural 

backgrounds influence "habits, behavior patterns, perspectives, ways of delivering 

information, and other cultural filters that can affect writing in ways we often do not 

sufficiently attend to and indeed are in danger of ignoring” (Harris, 1986, p. 87).

Harris also points out that cultural differences between tutor and tutee may cause 

nervousness and confusion in a tutoring situation (Harris, 1994a). Additionally, 

discourse is shaped by its medium and a conversation may differ depending on 

whether it is part of a face-to-face interaction or an interaction that takes place by 

telephone (Johnstone, 2002, p. 168). Furthermore, telephone conversations can 

highlight linguistic and cultural differences because nonverbal communication is 

impossible.

All of the UAF Writing Center tutors agree that telephone tutorials are 

typically more challenging than face-to-face tutorials. Over the years I have 

conducted many telephone tutorials myself. The three years I worked at the Writing 

Center, I was one of the few tutors who, when given the choice, tended to chose 

telephone tutorials over face-to-face tutorials. The rural students who make use of the 

telephone tutorial regularly write about issues relating to their communities and I 

enjoyed the opportunity to speak to the students about their ideas, their writing and 

their lives. Yet, even with all of my practice with and attentiveness to the telephone 

tutorials, I engaged in many tutorial sessions that made me question whether the 

student had taken anything beneficial away from the tutorial session. Sometimes the



conversation felt awkward to me and I perceived the same sense of awkwardness from 

the student. It seems to me that the awkwardness was caused partly by the nature of a 

telephone conversation but also by differences in discourse styles.

Alaska Natives and Standard English speakers “have very different views of 

the purpose of talking and how their goals should be accomplished through talking” 

(Scollon & Jones, 1980). According to Carr (2007), for UAF Writing Center tutors 

engaged in telephone tutorials, discourse differences often result in awkwardness, and, 

as a consequence, tutors end up dominating the conversation. However, the unease is 

often a misinterpretation of culturally-based discourse patterns. Thus, the geographic 

distance in addition to the social distance of the students from the tutor makes the 

telephone tutorial different from the more common face-to-face tutorial sessions.

As I learned more about cultural aspects of oral and literacy practices specific 

to Alaska Natives, I noticed that I began to feel more confident that my telephone 

tutorial sessions were effective in teaching students writing skills. I also detected, by 

listening to telephone tutorials, that a few of the tutors seemed to be particularly good 

at teaching students writing skills in telephone tutorial sessions, while others 

continued to have uncomfortable experiences. Some of the tutors felt they were more 

successful in one mode over the other, while others seemed equally comfortable in 

both face-to-face and telephone tutorials. My curiosity led me to conduct an empirical 

investigation of the strategies tutors use in tutorial sessions, the differences between 

the two modes, and tutor and student perceptions of effective tutorial strategies for my 

M.A. thesis in Applied Linguistics.



To better understand and identify the difference between face-to-face and 

telephone tutorial sessions, the strategies tutors use in each mode, and student and 

tutor perceptions of what makes a tutorial session effective, I conducted an in-depth 

study of tutor strategies in the two available modes at UAF: the face-to-face tutorial 

and the telephone tutorial. Comparing tutor strategies, tutor self-evaluations about 

sessions, student evaluations of sessions, and interviews with tutors and the Writing 

Center Director allowed me to understand what it is that makes students and tutors 

perceive tutorial sessions as effective.

This research can help to bridge the gap between researchers and tutors so that 

those who study writing centers and those who work in them are in direct 

communication about the strategies that tutors and students perceive to be effective. 

Furthermore, empirical evidence about the differences between modes and student and 

tutor perceptions of effectiveness can assist in the decision-making process when it 

comes time to respond to the changes that technology generates. The results of this 

study can help those involved with writing centers emerge with a better understanding 

of the benefits and problems new modes have to offer by comparing the results of this 

study with those that are beginning to appear in different technological modes. 

Rationale

In the literature on writing center studies, there is a plethora of advice and 

information on strategies for tutoring students in the traditional face-to-face mode. 

However, little research exists in the realm of tutorial sessions via distance delivery.

Purpose



Without understanding the process in this new mode, there is no way to know which 

strategies tutors use and how students and tutors perceive effectiveness.

Research Questions

1. What strategies do writing center tutors use during face-to-face tutorials? What 

strategies do writing center tutors use during telephone tutorials?

I addressed these questions by examining coded transcripts of 30 tutorial 

sessions from five tutors. Half of these sessions were face-to-face sessions and 

half were conducted via distance. After each session I conducted a tutor self- 

assessment interview and a student evaluation interview. Additionally, after data 

collection I conducted semi-structured interviews with tutors.

Commonly used writing center strategies included: reading aloud, reading 

silently, praising, scaffolding, leading students to their own conclusions, providing 

prescriptive advice, making personal connections, and establishing a goal for the 

session (Ryan & Zimmerelli, 2006).

2. How are face-to-face and telephone tutorial sessions similar/ different?

To compare and contrast face-to-face tutorial sessions with telephone tutorial 

sessions I tracked the frequency of tutor strategies and student participation in tutorial 

sessions. I counted the use of visual cues such as use of reference books, underlining, 

pointing, visual representations, and other nonverbal communication during face-to- 

face sessions. 1 also analyzed student evaluations and tutor self-assessment after 

tutorial sessions in addition to a member check with tutors and an interview with the 

UAF Writing Center Director.



3. Which strategies (both face-to-face and telephone) do students and tutors identify 

as “effective?”

I answer this question using the tutor self-assessment and student evaluation 

interviews in addition to the member checks that took place post-data collection and 

an interview with the Writing Center Director. I also track the frequency of what I 

defined as the ‘“'Ah-ha Moment”,” when students verbally demonstrate to the tutor 

that they understand how to improve an aspect of their writing.

Limitations and Delimitations

I conducted this study at the UAF Writing Center. At the time of this study 

UAF was an open admission university with large numbers of distance students who 

made use of the telephone tutorial service. This research is applicable to universities 

with large numbers of distance students and students who speak a nonstandard variety 

of English. Results can be applied to writing center studies in general and make 

significant contributions to the literature on writing centers by identifying the 

strategies tutors use in tutorial sessions, comparing face-to-face sessions with 

telephone sessions and identifying the strategies tutors and students perceive as 

effective. But, the scope of the findings of this research are not limited to writing 

centers. This research could also be applied to tutorials in other skills or to mentoring 

relationships in general.

Qualitative research provides the opportunity to develop a descriptive, rich 

understanding and insight into individuals’ perceptions, concerns, motivations, 

cultures, behaviors, and preferences. The most important limitation of the method is



that the findings cannot be directly generalized to the larger population; rather, this 

research represents only the views of the participants. Although the study is not 

generalizable, it is transferable and provides enough information for a reader to 

understand the context of the research and determine whether it applies to his own 

context.

Furthermore, participants were not randomly selected. The number of 

participants is too small to be representative of the entire student population and 

cannot meet the basic requirements to apply statistical analyses necessary to project 

the results accurately or reliably to the total population. As a result, this research does 

not claim to reflect the opinions of all students who attend the UAF Writing Center.

Also, the researcher is deeply interrelated with participants, and because the 

research is both context- and culture-bound, the researcher cannot be considered 

completely neutral in the study. During the time of my data collection I worked as a 

Teaching Assistant in the English Department at UAF. Teaching assistant duties 

included teaching one composition class a semester and working five hours a week at 

the UAF Writing Center. The tutor participants in this study were my colleagues and 

classmates in graduate-level literature classes and, in some cases, were also friends I 

spent time with outside the university setting.

Another limitation of this study is that it focuses only on the student’s writing 

process. I did not follow student performance throughout the course of a semester or 

track progression in the product itself in any way. If I had focused on both process 

and product, 1 would have obtained student work before and after tutorial sessions to



more fully elaborate on the connection between process and product by tracking 

instances where the student actually implemented information from the tutorial session 

into the written product and whether they were able to continue applying the 

information in subsequent assignments. However, the sample does include data from 

four repeat students, two of whom worked with the same tutor more than once 

throughout the course of the semester. In these instances, both tutors and students 

were able to elaborate on features of student writing which did improve. Nonetheless, 

it is impossible to attribute student progress directly to tutorial sessions. All four 

repeat students were taking writing classes via distance and the acquisition of writing 

skills cannot be solely attributed to specific tutorial sessions.

Furthermore, it is likely some participants expressed views that are consistent 

with social standards and therefore refrained from fully expressing themselves at the 

expense of presenting themselves or others negatively. The presence of a researcher 

and an audio recorder may have further skewed results. The quality of the data 

collection and the results are highly dependent on the skills of the interviewer and on 

the quality of the analysis. However, I have attempted to minimize bias in the analysis 

by obtaining interrater reliability from a qualified qualitative researcher and meeting 

regularly with my thesis advisor throughout the course of the thesis process. 

Conclusion

It is my goal that by comparing face-to-face tutorial sessions with telephone 

tutorial sessions that I will better understand which strategies are perceived as most 

effective for students in each of these settings. By comparing the traditional face-to-



face tutorial with the telephone tutorial, I hope to identify the strategies tutors use the 

most, compare the strategies tutors use in the different modes and express what tutors 

and students perceive to be effective strategies in tutorial sessions.

Definitions

• Asynchronous delivery: A distance delivery system in which teacher and 

student do not interact with one another simultaneously. In this case, the 

teacher may deliver the instruction via video, computer, or other means, and 

the students respond at a later time.

• Effective tutorial session: A tutorial session in which both the tutor and the 

student feel as if the student has developed writing skills. These skills can 

include confidence in writing, knowledge of content, or knowledge of 

prescriptive rules or stylistic advice for: organization, voice, word choice, 

sentence structure, and/ or writing conventions.

• Fax Tutorial: A distance tutorial session provided by the UAF English 

Department where students from remote locations fax or email written work to 

the Writing Center and tutors call the students on the telephone for a tutorial 

session. Throughout this thesis I refer to fax tutorial sessions as “telephone 

tutorial sessions.”

• Outcomes: The changes in learners that occur as a result of their participation 

in writing center tutorials.



• Perception of Effectiveness: Student and tutor awareness of whether particular 

tutorial strategies are effective or ineffective. A focus on perception relies on 

the viewpoint that tutors and students have a sense for when the student learns 

writing skills.

• Process approach: This approach to writing tends to focus more on strategies 

which promote the development of language use. In this approach, emphasis is 

placed on brainstorming, discussion, creativity and global issues. The process 

approach contrasts with the product approach.

• Product approach: This is a traditional approach that places emphasis on the 

final product. Product based-approaches commonly involve the student 

modeling a text. The product approach contrasts with the process approach.

• Strategy: A specific identifiable behavior (e.g. underlining, reading aloud, 

editing) a tutor engages in. Sometimes related strategies fall into categories 

(focusing on Lower-Order Concerns, focusing on Higher-Order Concerns, 

using affective behaviors).

• Synchronous delivery: A distance delivery system in which teacher and student 

interact with each other in “real time.” For example, with two-way 

videoconferences, students interact with live video of an instructor. Telephone 

conversations are also synchronous.



• Transferability: The degree to which the results of qualitative research can be 

applied to other contexts. Transferability is primarily the responsibility of the 

person wanting to transfer the data to another context. The person must decide 

for herself whether the data is transferable to another situation.
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Chapter 2 Literature Review 

This chapter provides an overview of key scholarly contributions that discuss 

research in writing centers and research from other fields that is transferable to this 

research. 1 begin by presenting information from the articles in Writing Center 

Studies, describing their methodological shortcomings and highlighting the 

importance of this particular research. In this section I also discuss the reasons this 

study focuses primarily on process rather than product. As this is the first empirical 

study comparing face-to-face to distance writing tutorial sessions, I then explore 

strategies in distance education and transfer the information to this particular study.

Next, I support the methodology of this study by describing the importance and 

relevance of using perceptions to identify effectiveness. Finally, I outline the tutorial 

strategies described as effective in the literature and provide an explanation of the 

Social and Affective learning theories from Composition Studies and Second 

Language Acquisition that inform this investigation.

Investigating Writing Centers

Educators agree that writing centers help students become better writers and at 

the same time help them to produce better written assignments (Morrison & Nadeau, 

2003; Bell, 2000; Carino & Enders, 2001; Howell, 2006). Yet it is difficult to 

illustrate just how effective writing centers or individual tutorial sessions are, and most 

studies do not offer empirical results.1 Recent literature in Writing Center studies calls

1 See DeShaw, Mullin, &DeCiccio (2000) for an annotated bibliography on Writing Center Scholarship



for new measures of assessment (Bell, 2000, Jones, 2001). Bell (2000) called for 

more and better evaluations of writing centers in order to make the effectiveness of 

writing centers apparent to administrators, enhance research in Writing Center studies, 

and remind tutors of the benefits of reflection and analysis in making individual 

tutorial sessions and thus services as a whole more effective to students.

Currently, most research in writing centers is neither valid nor reliable (Jones, 

2001). The majority of researchers who have attempted research in writing centers 

have focused on students' personal experiences in writing centers and the grades 

students have received on the work they have brought to writing centers as opposed to 

work they have not taken to writing centers. Yet these methodologies do not fully 

explain what it is that tutors do that helps students most. Appraisal of whether 

students’ works have improved after tutorials does not holistically evaluate how 

writing center tutors help improve student writing abilities. Hayes, Hatch, & Silk 

(2000) demonstrated that quality of writing on one essay is, in fact, not an accurate 

predictor of quality on another essay. Thus, the process a student goes through in 

learning writing skills may be more revealing than the end product itself.

According to Hawthorne (2006), research in Writing Center Studies should 

focus on process goals as opposed to product goals, and process goals should be 

highlighted in a list of desired writing center outcomes. The assumption behind 

working towards process goals is that achievement of the process goal is an indicator 

that a program is doing the right things, that the writing center is welcoming to a broad 

range of students and is able to make them feel engaged and comfortable during



tutorial sessions. According to Hawthorne (2006), it is reasonable to believe that 

students who take advantage of writing center services “will be positioned to make 

progress toward goals for learning” (Hawthorne, 2006. p. 240). For this reason, this 

particular study focuses on student and tutor perceptions of whether a tutorial session 

was useful rather than the end product, the writing itself.

In light of the research suggesting that the end product of one paper does not 

indicate the same caliber of writing on other papers, researchers must dismiss purely 

product-based assessments of writing centers (Hayes, et al., 2000). Research focused 

only on the product of a particular work shifts emphasis from student progression to 

the end product of the students’ paper and undermines the importance of student and 

tutor perceptions of whether some tutor strategies are more effective than others in 

helping a student to acquire writing skills. In highlighting the writing process, this 

study has to rely on tutor and student perception based on the assumption that students 

and tutors have a good sense of when learning takes place. I discuss the role of 

perception in qualitative research later in this chapter.

Other assessments have focused on measures of student evaluations after 

tutorial sessions. Yet, results of post-session evaluations “often yield overly favorable 

results” (Bell, 2000, p. 9). For example, Morrison & Nadeau (2003) delivered post

session evaluations and followed up with evaluations after students received grades on 

their work and found that on the whole students were overwhelmingly pleased with 

writing center services. While methodologies focusing on student evaluations help to



illustrate why students are pleased with writing centers, they fail to shed light on the 

ways writing centers help students acquire writing skills.

This study begins to fill this void by identifying strategies students and tutors 

perceive to be effective. Unlike Morrison & Nadeau (2003), this research makes 

connections between post-session evaluations and what actually happened during the 

student’s tutorial session than impacted their satisfaction. Also, Morrison & Nadeau 

(2003) never operationalzed the term “satisfaction” so it is impossible to know what 

constitutes “satisfaction” for the researcher or for the student. This study avoids this 

shortcoming by utilizing semi-structured interviews in the post-session evaluations as 

opposed to paper and pencil evaluations with fixed questions used by Morrison & 

Nadeau (2003). The semi-structured interviews allowed me to focus the evaluation on 

the student’s individual experience and therefore make connections between student 

and tutor perceptions of effectiveness and what actually happened during individual 

tutorial sessions.

Other methods for evaluating writing centers take a more longitudinal 

approach and focus on asking teachers whether student performance improves after 

writing center tutorials, and the results are again overwhelmingly favorable (Bell, 

2000). But perhaps there is a more striking variable at play that is extraneous to the 

tutorial sessions themselves. That is, students who take the time to go to writing 

centers often devote more time overall to their studies than students who do not go to 

the writing center. Young & Fritzche (2002) supported this assertion and found that 

writing center users tend to procrastinate less on their writing. That conscientious



students tend to do well is not a surprise. It is possible that the additional time the 

students devote to the work itself is the only variable influencing positive changes in 

the product. Plus, giving the evaluation only to the instructor undermines any feelings 

the students have about their own learning and does not consider any variables that are 

not apparent to or recognized by the instructor.

Additional research on writing centers focused on their popularity among 

students. Yet, as Bell (2000) asserted, “The most common writing center evaluation 

procedures— counting clients, post-conference surveys, and end-of-semester 

surveys— are becoming inadequate. The time-honored method of counting heads is 

necessary but not sufficient, for quantity does not necessarily equal quality” (p. 9). 

After all, counting clients only indicates how popular a writing center is, not what 

students are gaining from their tutorial sessions. In a correlation study of student 

satisfaction with writing center services based only on the number of visits students 

made over the course of one academic year, Carino & Enders (2001) found no 

statistically significant correlation between the number of visits a student makes to a 

writing center and his satisfaction with the services provided. Counting heads is no 

doubt important for demonstrating that students actually use writing centers, but a 

focus on popularity ignores anything important that happens in the tutorial sessions 

themselves and does not demonstrate what it is about the tutorial sessions that are 

attractive to students.



Distance Pedagogies

Distance education offers institutions a way to increase enrollment, reach large 

numbers of students, compete with other institutions, and offer learning opportunities 

to students who cannot attend classes on campus (Jurczyk, et al., 2004). Higher 

education institutions use distance learning both as an alternative way to provide 

instruction to their existing students and as a way to expand their reach to new 

students. Distance learners enjoy the benefits of being able to take classes while still 

maintaining their jobs, personal and family commitments, and remote living (Scollin 

& Tello, 1999).

Despite its popularity, many researchers have questioned whether distance 

learning has the potential to provide learners with effective educational experiences. 

For example, Meacham & Evans (1989) argued that the geographic separation 

between instructors and students in distance education programs negatively affects 

student academic performance. Kahl & Cropley (1986) reported that problems of 

distance education have a significantly negative effect on the distance student's 

motivation and learning. Gorard & Selwyn (1999) argued that distance learning may 

produce learning barriers and function as a form of information transmission which 

cannot lead to learners developing improved reasoning skills or an ability to value 

differing perspectives.

Kember (1997) and Thorpe (2002) stated there is a need for greater evidence 

that distance education can lead to effective learning experiences. According to Hurd 

(2006), unlike traditional courses where the instructor is in the same classroom as the



students and receives physical cues or verbal feedback from students, an instructor 

teaching via distance does not get such information about the course content and the 

instruction process. Because of the lack of verbal and nonverbal feedback, it can be 

very difficult for instructors to gauge student abilities and needs in distance classes. 

This study observes nonverbal strategies in face-to-face tutorial sessions to determine 

whether alternative strategies are used during telephone tutorial sessions. Also, the 

post-session evaluations in this study help to identify student perceptions of effective 

tutorial sessions (both face-to-face and via telephone). The results from this study can 

help tutors understand the students they tutor and how the two modes are similar and 

different.

Gibson (1998) challenged instructors who teach by distance to “know the 

learner” (p. 140). Gibson (1998) noted that distance learners are a heterogeneous 

group, and that instructors should design learning activities to capitalize on this 

diversity. Since the dynamic nature of the distance population precludes a typical 

student profile, instructors should continually assess student learner characteristics and 

implement the assessments into curriculum design. This study helps us to know about 

the learner by investigating student perceptions of effectiveness in relation to the 

actual tutorial session. It also highlights the perceptual differences between students 

who participate in tutorial services via telephone and those who participate in tutorial 

services face-to-face.

To help understand the differences between modes, Johnson et. al. (2000) 

compared a graduate online course with an equivalent course taught in a traditional



face-to-face format on a variety of outcome measures. Comparisons included student 

ratings of instructor and course quality and assessment of course interaction, structure, 

and support. The study also considered learning outcome measures such as course 

grades and student self-assessment of the ability to perform various tasks. Results 

revealed that the students in the face-to-face course held more positive perceptions 

about the instructor and overall course quality.

This research is consistent with the small amount of recent research in distance 

tutoring and demonstrates that key information from distance learning in general 

transfers to distance tutoring. Price, et al. (2007) conducted a study examining face- 

to-face versus online tutoring support in distance education and found “the students 

who received online tuition produced poorer ratings of the quality of tutorial support” 

(p. 18). This indicates that students in online education more generally as well as in 

distance tutorials in particular evaluate quality of delivery to be less effective than the 

traditional face-to-face mode.

Like researchers in distance education, in general (Ramage, 2002, among 

others), Price, et al. (2007) stated that researchers need to further explore the nature 

and organization of interactions that occur in distance tutoring. Distance students 

reported problems with the interactions they had with their tutors. In response to the 

problems of interaction, Price, et al. (2007) concluded “Both tutors and students need 

to be trained to compensate for the lack of paralinguistic information through explicit 

verbal cues” (p. 18). Additionally, the study found that tutor and student expectations 

of what happened during a distance tutorial session did not match up. For that reason,



researchers emphasized that distance tutors focus on making expectations explicit at 

the beginning of a tutorial session.

Price et al. (2007) also suggested additional training opportunities concerning 

effective online communication and how students make sense of interactions in the 

absence of non-verbal communication. “Results suggest that there is much work to be 

done in helping students and tutors to understand the nature of online communication 

and how' to achieve effective online interaction before online tuition can be deemed to 

be as effective as face-to-face tuition” (p. 19). Identifying the expectations of the 

students and their perceptions of the distance learning environment can provide the 

instructor with valuable feedback and improve distance communication. The study 

concluded by stating that more researchers need to focus on the nature and 

organization of the interactions that occur in tutorial relationships, especially when 

there is a lack of paralinguistic information. This study extends the research 

conducted by Price et al. (2007) and outlines the specific differences between face-to- 

face and distance tutorial sessions and considers the role nonverbal communication 

plays in writing tutoring.

Other research in distance tutoring demonstrated additional problems. 

Romiszowski & Ravitz (1997) stated that tutors frequently spend more time tutoring 

by distance than they spend tutoring the same content in face-to-face situations. Those 

tutoring via distance cited the need for more time to prepare for a distance tutorial 

session than a face-to-face session and found that they needed more time to cover a 

topic via distance than in a face-to-face situation. This study will compare the length



of face-to-face and telephone tutoring sessions to examine whether the trend holds true 

in telephone tutoring sessions. Fox & MacKeogh (2003) reported that students 

learning online often do not engage in higher-order learning as often as students in 

traditional learning situations. Thus, the nature of online learning is such that students 

tend to view material more in terms of facts than in terms of high-level evaluation.

This study also considers the focus of the tutorial sessions and compares the frequency 

of higher-and Lower-Order Concerns in face-to-face and telephone tutorials. 

Intercultural Communication

The students who participate in telephone tutorial sessions at the UAF Writing 

Center are usually from villages in rural Alaska that are not connected with other 

communities by road. People travel to, from and between villages in small aircraft, 

snowmachine and boat. Transportation to, from and between rural communities is 

expensive, difficult, and sometimes quite dangerous. “The linguistic consequence of 

this isolation are important: Opportunities for interaction with English speakers in 

western social contexts are quite limited. Thus, localized patterns of English have 

developed” (Kwachka & Basham, 1990, p. 414). The variety of English in rural 

communities is often referred to as “village English,” which is influenced by the 

language native to the village and the speakers of other languages who have interacted 

in specific communities.

As a result of isolation from Standard English speakers, rural students in 

Alaska are frequently inexperienced with Western literacy and oral discourse patterns. 

Therefore, communication patterns of Alaska Natives tend to differ markedly from



communication patterns among Standard English speakers. Particularly, Alaskan 

Natives tend to pause longer between speech episodes and use different speech 

rhythms than Standard English speakers (Scollon & Scollon, 1988). Because of the 

differences in speech patterns and rhythms, during telephone conversations with 

distance students, tutors often have difficulty perceiving whether wait time is 

sufficient and whether students understand what the tutor is trying to communicate.

As a result, tutors at the UAF Writing Center frequently comment that long pauses 

between speech intervals make them uncomfortable.

Additionally, Alaska Natives and Standard English speakers have different 

views of the purpose of talking and how their goals should be accomplished through 

talking (Scollon & Jones, 1980). Basham & Kwachka (1989) found that Alaska 

Native students “systematically exploit specific aspects of English grammar to encode 

their own distinct social values and pragmatic perspectives” (p. 130). Kwachka & 

Basham (1990) highlighted a few of the social values that apply to this research. 

Namely, discourse patterns in Eskimo villages tend to be oriented primarily to 

subsistence activities and group decision making.

Furthermore, assertions about personal opinions that do not reflect the ideals of 

the community are considered bad manners (Kwachka & Basham, 1990). Personal 

opinions are very important in the type of argumentative writing assignments 

commonly assigned in introductory composition classes. Moreover, the focus rural 

students tend to place on collective decision making does not agree with the academic 

convention of using scholarly sources to defend an argumentative position. Because



of the linguistic differences between rural students, who tend to speak a non-standard 

variety of English and tutors, who speak Standard Academic English and are often 

times unfamiliar with Alaska Native oral and written tutors and students, social 

theories that highlight cultural understanding as part of the learning process provide 

the theoretical foundation for this research. I discuss social theories in the last section 

of this chapter.

Perceptions o f  Effectiveness

Several recent studies (Belcheir & Cucek, 2002; Jurczyk, et al., 2004;

O'Malley & McCraw, 1999; Peters, 2001; Schonwetter & Francis, 2003) examined 

human perceptions. While perceptions are inherently subjective in nature, under the 

premise that perceptions matter and often influence behaviors, a focus on perception is 

important. “[A]fter all, students (not to mention professors and writing center 

administrators) act on their perceptions” (Morrison & Nadeau, 2003, p. 29). Jurczyk, 

et al. (2004) argued that a focus on perception allows teachers and administrators to 

conduct formative evaluations to gain an understanding of their learners in situations 

where feedback may not exist.

Researchers in distance education frequently use perceptions to measure 

learning. For example, Belcheir & Cucek (2002) studied faculty perceptions of 

distance education, and O’Malley & McCraw (1999), Peters (2001), and Schonwetter 

& Francis (2003) studied student perceptions of online learning. These studies used 

surveys and traditional course evaluations to identify the critical elements in effective 

online instruction as perceived by the students. Because these studies focused on



student and faculty perception, researchers were able to make inferences about which 

facets of distance education students and faculty believed worked best.

Cope & Ward (2002) used a similar approach and examined the importance of 

high school teacher perceptions on the integration of learning technology in the 

classroom and concluded that “teacher perceptions of learning technologies are likely 

to be key factors in the successful integration of learning technologies” (p. 72). Cope 

& Ward (2002) further noted that successful integration of learning technology is 

more likely to occur when “teachers perceive learning technologies as part of a 

student-centered/conceptual change teaching approach” (p. 72). This approach views 

teaching as facilitating conceptual change. Researchers believed that teachers relying 

on perception to meet student needs are more likely to encourage independent learning 

through such avenues as questioning and debate and persuade students to find deeper 

meaning in learning.

Howell (2006) further advocated the importance of perception in educational 

research and stated, “An analysis of college students’ perceptions of learner-centered 

educational practices can help instructors to develop strategies for making a successful 

transformation to learner-centered education” (p. 2). Howell (2006) conducted an 

informal case study of her students’ perceptions of learner-centered strategies and 

“yielded information that has served to confirm the effectiveness of some simple 

strategies” (p. 9). In her second-semester composition course, Howell measured her 

students’ perceptions of their learning by asking students to predict their grades at the 

beginning of the semester and conducted a mid-semester self-progress report and an



end of the semester self-assessment. Her results indicated that student perceptions 

matched with instructor perceptions of learner growth.

According to Ady (1998) “If those of us connected to the writing centers in our 

schools are really committed to improving the quality of the services offered there, we 

must obtain honest and detailed feedback from the tutees concerning what works for 

them and what does not” (p. 11). Ady (1998) found that as many as 90% of students 

who had never been to a writing center before were hesitant to go because they were 

fearful of the experience. For this reason, he suggested that tutors keep student fear in 

mind when they approach tutorial sessions. However, post-session, student 

perceptions of writing centers changed dramatically and 80% stated that the help they 

received was well worth their efforts and they would go to the writing center again 

without being required to do so.

Thus, Ady (1998) demonstrated that evaluations of student perceptions can 

help tutors understand how to approach students. Likewise, Rovai & Barnum (2003) 

argued that understanding student and instructor perceptions of tutorial sessions can 

help instructors develop effective teaching strategies. This particular study can be 

made applicable by implementing tutor training sessions that make tutors aware of 

differences between tutorial modes and the student and tutor perceived effectiveness 

of specific strategies. This research utilizes tutor and student perceptions of 

effectiveness, not to diminish the importance of studying the written product, but as a 

vehicle to understand the learning process.



Effective Tutor Strategies

Effective strategies are the basis for successful learning. Individualized 

learning demands tutorial strategies that develop the competence and confidence of 

every learner by actively engaging them. North (1984) stated “in a writing center the 

object is to make sure that writers, and not necessarily their texts, are what get 

changed by instruction” (p. 438). Chamberlain (2005); Macauley (2005); Rafoth 

(2005); Ryan & Zimmerelli (2006); and Wingate (2005) suggested there are a few key 

strategies tutors can implement to make tutorial sessions effective:

• Set the Agenda (Ryan & Zimmerelli. 2006)

• Read Aloud (Chamberlain, 2005; Ryan & Zimmerelli, 2006)

• Stay Focused on the Writer (Barr & Tagg, 1995; Powers, 1993; Ryan & 

Zimmerelli, 2006; Wingate, 2005)

• Limit Suggestions (Rafoth, 2005; Ryan & Zimmerelli, 2006)

• Focus on Higher-Order Concerns (Hawkes, 2006; Murray, 2000; Ryan & 

Zimmerelli, 2006; Wingate, 2005)

• Have Cultural Understanding (Myers, 2003; Powers, 1993)

Affective Strategies Included:

• Use Personal Introductions (James & Gardner, 1995)

• Praise Frequently (Brooks, 1995; McMillan, 1977)

• Give Students Confidence (Harris, 1995a; 1995b)

• Make Personal Connections (Polochanin, 2007)



• Use Humor (Kher et al., 1999; Sherwood, 1995)

• Be A Peer, Not an Authority (Harris, 1995b; 2000)

I will now discuss each of these strategies.

Set the Agenda. Ryan & Zimmerelli (2006) proposed that formal protocol for a 

tutorial session should include: personal introductions, questions about the given 

assignment and the writing process, a side-by-side seating arrangement, the tutor 

establishing the tutee as in control of the paper, and resources and tools nearby. 

Introductory time is important because it sets the agenda for the session. According to 

Rafoth (2005) “This time spent talking means that when you finally look at the paper, 

you will be able to match the writer’s goals more adequately with what actually 

appears in the paper” (p. 20). Macauley (2005) asserted that every tutorial session 

needs a plan on which the student and the tutor can focus. He suggested reviewing the 

assignment, deciding on goals for the session, and choosing the best route to reaching 

those goals.

Read Aloud. Once the relationship of the tutor to the student and the goals of the 

session are established, reading the paper aloud can help students to hear and correct 

errors on their own (Ryan & Zimmerelli, 2006). Reading aloud can be especially 

valuable to students who are partial to auditory learning styles and non-native English 

speakers, whose acquisition will benefit from close interaction with a native speaker. 

Reading aloud facilitates acquisition in addition to learning . According to

2 For an explanation of the difference between learning and acquiring, see Learning Theory.



Chamberlain (2005) tutors should always provide the student with the opportunity to 

read aloud. Tutors may wish for the student to read the paper aloud to them or for the 

tutor and student to take turns reading. It may be useful to bring two copies of the 

paper to the table, so both the tutor and the student have a copy in front of them.

Stay Focused on the Writer. According to Wingate (2005), a tutorial session 

should be writer-centered and process-oriented, rather than tutor-centered and product- 

oriented. According to Ryan & Zimmerelli (2006), effective tutors avoid writing on 

student papers. Rather than writing on student papers, tutors should “use guiding 

questions and comments to help them recognize their difficulties and come up with 

their own solutions” (Ryan & Zimmerelli, 2006, p. 4). The tutor should avoid 

correcting mistakes on a students’ paper; the student will learn best if she corrects the 

mistakes herself. Tutors should “intend to lead writers to discover good solutions 

rather than answers, solutions that [are] theirs, not the tutor’s” (Powers, 1993, p. 40). 

This does not mean the tutor should not feel free to visually represent a concept. The 

tutor should, however, be aware of his presence and not take ownership of the work. 

According to Barr & Tagg (1995) a tutor should “create environments and experiences 

that bring students to discover and construct knowledge for themselves, to make 

students members of communities of learners that make discoveries and solve 

problems” (p. 15). For a tutoring “session to be considered productive, it is essential 

that the writer does the bulk of the work and learns something that can be used in 

future writing projects” (Wingate, 2005, p. 9). These suggestions help the tutor to



keep the focus of the session process-based and focused on the writer, rather than 

product-based and focused on the writing.

Limit Suggestions. Tutors should remember not to “overwhelm the writer with too 

many suggestions for improvement at one time” (Ryan & Zimmerelli, 2006, p. 47). 

First, the tutor should see if he can identify major recurring issues that impede the 

readability of the work, aim to find one or two instances that represent the particular 

issues, and spend some time working with the writer on these smaller pieces. A focus 

on every error in a text may devastate the writer and make her feel as if she has too 

much to focus on in the draft. Additionally, when the tutor focuses on too many errors 

it is less likely the writer will be able to learn from her mistakes. Focusing more 

heavily on a few features of a text will ensure that the student learns how to correct 

problems in the future (Rafoth, 2005).

Focus on Higher-Order Concerns. For tutors, “it is better to cover larger, more 

global issues like content and organization before dealing with matters like sentence 

structure and surface errors” (Ryan & Zimmerelli, 2006, p. 21). Murray (2000) 

suggested tutors ask guiding questions like, “What do you intend to do in the next 

draft?” and “What do you like best in this piece of writing?” (p. 68). The session, 

thus, functions as an oral rehearsal for a draft; and, according to Murray (2000) and 

Wingate (2005), this strategy improves student writing because students learn to take 

an active approach to the writing process and learn to figure out strengths and 

weaknesses on their own, with the instructor acting mainly as a facilitator. According 

to ffawkes (2006), during early drafts of a work tutors should focus tutorial sessions



on content and organization. Only once the content and organization are solid should 

the tutor move on to sentence level concerns.

Have Cultural Understanding. Tutors should approach each session with the 

expectation that students do not already know the philosophies underlying the 

standards Western academics adhere to (Powers, 1993). It is particularly important 

students understand tutor comments. First of all, a tutor should aim to be specific.

For example, the tutor should not simply comment that a student demonstrated an 

incorrect form. Rather, the tutor should explain to the student why the form is 

incorrect and show the student how to apply the particular rule in various places in the 

work (Myers, 2003). A tutor should try to get a sense of the students’ cultural 

understandings by asking questions and providing knowledge of Western conventions 

where the student is unsure. While specific to non-native English speakers, this 

information can also apply to native English speakers who are unfamiliar with the 

conventions of the Academy or speak a non-standard variety of English.

Affective Strategies

The affective dimension encompasses aspects of personality related to attention, 

emotion and valuing. James & Gardner (1995) asserted that affective strategies help a 

student arouse, direct and sustain behavior. Bloom, et al. (1971); Kahn & Weiss 

(1973); and Ringness (1975) all recognized the importance of fostering positive 

affective relationships with students.

According to Hawthorne (2006) affective goals are important for outcome-based 

assessment of writing centers "because previous research over the course of many



years has demonstrated the close connection between learning and feeling” (p. 239- 

240). For this reason, a list of outcomes should include affective goals. Ady (1998) 

asserted, “[W]e can never overemphasize the affective aspect of the tutoring session. 

Despite appearances, our tutees are more anxious, more frightened, than we ever 

imagined” (p. 12). Implementing affective strategies can help students feel more 

comfortable, gain confidence, and learn more from tutorial sessions (Hawthorne, 

2006). Harris (1995b) stated that assisting with affective needs is one of a writing 

center tutor’s most important jobs. Some affective strategies include:

Use Personal Introductions. Personal introductions are important to establish a 

relaxed atmosphere and lower the affective filter'5. James & Gardner (1995) advised 

that one affective strategy is to ‘'Provide for personalized communications with each 

participant before implementation or during initial program segments” (p. 29). James 

& Gardner (1995) also advised that tutors communicate with students by name. Using 

the student’s name during the session helps to build rapport between the tutor and the 

student and make the relationship feel more personal.

Praise Frequently. Giving students feedback on their writing is a delicate task. 

Praising desired learning outcomes or behavior improves the chances that the students 

will retain the material or repeat the behavior. According to McMillan (1977) “An 

intrinsic reward, such as praise, is meaningfully related to an individual’s perception 

of self with regard to the task and is likely to have a positive effect” (p. 318). Praising

3 For an explanation of the Affective Filter Flypothesis, see Learning Theory.



students’ successes associates the desired learning goal with a sense of growing and 

accepted competence. “Concentrate on the success in the paper, not failure. Make it a 

practice to find something nice to say about every paper” (Brooks, 1995, p. 86). By 

pointing out to a student when he is doing something right, the tutor reinforces 

behavior that may have occurred by accident. Praising also demonstrates to the 

student that written work should be analyzed with strengths as well as weaknesses 

(Brooks, 1995).

Give Students Confidence. According to Harris (1995b) writers too often lack 

confidence in their skills or “find writing to be an anxiety-producing task” (p. 35). 

Using post-session evaluations, Harris (1995a) found that many students report being 

more confident in their writing after working with a writing center tutor. Harris 

(1995a) further elaborated that perhaps giving students confidence is the most 

important job of a writing center tutor. Once a student gains confidence in his abilities 

as a writer, he is more likely to approach the task with more competence.

Make Personal Connections. Polochanin (2007) argued that it is important for 

teachers to make personal connections with their students. Teachers who share 

personal vignettes and make use of “teachable moments” are rewarded with rich 

discussions and increased student effort. “These connections result in a better 

understanding of students’ varying instructional and emotional needs, and help 

teachers use the interactive instructional techniques that are most likely to resonate 

with them” (Polochanin, 2007, p. 40). Making personal connections also helps to 

lower the affective filter and allow the student to learn more.



Use Humor. Humor is a valuable teaching tool for establishing a climate 

conducive to learning. Kher, et al. (1999) argued that appropriate and timely humor 

can foster mutual openness and respect and contribute to overall teaching 

effectiveness. Laughter can soothe social fears and soften criticism. Sherwood (1995) 

stated, “a writing center without laughter can be a grim, fearful place, and we must not 

disregard the role humor can play in facilitating interactive learning” (p. 49). Though, 

Sherwood carefully pointed out, humor should be used appropriately, and tutors 

should be careful not to humiliate students with their humor.

Be a Peer, Not an Authority. Harris (1995b) claimed that the role of tutor falls 

somewhere in between teacher and student, but the tutorial role should fall closer to 

peer than it should to authority. According to Harris (1995b), “Another affective 

concern reflected in student comments is that it is stressful for them to talk about their 

writing with someone whom they perceive as having some institutional authority” (p. 

35). Somehow the collaborative atmosphere of the tutorial and the sense of being with 

someone who does not assume authorial posture seems to eliminate fear. Harris 

(2000) encouraged tutors to be empathetic with students and share their own fears 

about writing.

Learning Theory

Writing Center learning theory has been most heavily influenced by theories 

from composition studies and second language acquisition. In the first section I 

outline the most commonly used learning theories in Composition Studies and transfer



this information to this research. I then look to Krashen’s Monitor Model, especially 

the Affective Filter Hypothesis and transfer the information to this research.

Theories from  Composition Studies

Theoretical foundations of composition can be examined from four primary 

perspectives:

1. Expressive: emphasizes the writer

2. Mimetic: emphasizes relationship to reality

3. Rhetorical: emphasizes a text’s relationship to the reader

4. Social: emphasizes the writer as a member of a larger literate community

I will now discuss each of these perspectives and demonstrate why the first three are 

based on Western ideologies and therefore do little to support writers unfamiliar or 

uncomfortable communicating in the Western paradigm. For that reason, the Social 

Perspective is the most useful model in informing Writing Center Studies in general 

and this research in particular.

Expressive. Expressionism values writing that is about personal subjects. A 

“keynote for expressivists is the desire to have writing contain an interesting, credible, 

honest, and personal voice” (Fulkerson, 2000, p. 5). The expressive philosophy can 

thus serve to empower students by encouraging representation of the individual.

Those who adhere to the expressivist philosophy value pedagogical approaches like 

journal writing, which encourages writers to express their own authentic voices and 

come to terms with their inner selves by expressing emotion. The major problem with 

this philosophy is that it is a model based on the Western emphasis on the individual.



Because expressivism highlights the importance of the individual, an expressivist 

position may alienate students, who, like many students from rural Alaska, are used to 

stressing collective ideals rather than individual ones.

Mimetic. The mimetic approach stresses process writing and “says that a clear 

connection exists between good writing and good thinking. The major problem with 

student writing is that it is not solidly thought out” (Fulkerson, 2000, p. 4). The 

mimetic philosophy tends to focus on detecting propaganda and identifying the 

unstated assumptions in discourse. It stresses that students need to be knowledgeable 

about a topic before they can write well about it. An instructor adhering to the 

mimetic philosophy tends to focus on a small number of topics. Ideally, students will 

become knowledgeable about something they are interested in and then have the 

ability to write well about the topic and have something important to say about it. 

Using this approach, students are able to construct solid arguments and successfully 

implement rhetorical strategies because they are knowledgeable about and comfortable 

with the topic they are writing about. By thinking critically and becoming 

knowledgeable about a topic, students can fully express themselves and their opinions.

Basham & Kwachka (1989) demonstrate that it can be taboo in some Alaskan 

Eskimo communities to engage in discussion about topics outside the community 

itself. Basham & Kwachka discuss the matter in terms of cultural features,

it is permissible to speak with relative definiteness on topics which have, 

through literally centuries of accretion, gathered a ‘group viewpoint.’ It is 

impermissible to assert or speculate about other topics, either because personal



opinion is relatively unimportant or because the speaker might be mistaken 

and, in a small community, responsibility for the truth value of a statement is 

strict: idle speculation cannot be indulged because of the relative fragility of 

social relationships and the necessity, in an arctic environment, for harmony 

and co-operation.

Thus, a student required to write an argumentative topic on an issue unfamiliar to the 

people in his community may struggle to do so because it is an activity incompatible 

with the student’s cultural understanding.

Rhetorical. Under the rhetorical philosophy, students learn how to interpret 

others' language and write in styles that are conducive to different audiences. The 

rhetorical philosophy says, “good writing is writing adapted to achieve the desired 

effect on the desired audience. If the same verbal construct is directed to a different 

audience, then it may have to be evaluated differently” (Fulkerson, 2000, p. 6). The 

goal of adapting writing to the correct audience can be reflected in pedagogical 

approaches that include writing assignments that ask students to tailor a given piece to 

several different audiences and focus on the ways different readers perceive a given 

idea based on the rhetorical patterns common to a group of readers. “Consciousness 

of audience may well be the most important contribution that rhetoric can make, not 

only to the student’s teaching in the skills of speaking and writing but also in his 

preparation for life” (Corbett, 2000, p. 30). The rhetorical philosophy can help 

students to communicate authentically, in a way that will be understood by their local 

community, and especially in a way that will be considered by the dominant culture.



Like the expressivist and mimetic approaches, the rhetorical philosophy is 

based on Western conventions and therefore has limited applicability to describe the 

process of learning students from rural Alaska, who may not be familiar with Western 

understandings and oral and written discourse patterns. Also, the rhetorical 

philosophy does not take into consideration that students from rural Alaska may have 

limited experiences with audiences outside their communities and therefore may not 

have enough experience with the dominant culture to be able to write academic essays 

that adhere to standard academic conventions. For this reason, I now turn to the social 

philosophy.

Social. Underlying assumptions of the social view are that learning and 

writing are essentially social acts, and conversation and collaboration are essential 

elements to promote critical thinking and good writing (Gillespie & Lerner, 2003). 

Many writing center theorists align with the social view (Bruffee, 1984; Ede, 1989). 

Peer collaboration, composition strategies, institutional politics, academic 

acculturation, cultural understanding and instructional technology all contributed to 

the social view.

Under the social philosophy, learning becomes a struggle between the learner’s 

preconceived perceptions of the world and his ability to explore his perceptions in the 

academic world (Gillespie & Lerner, 2003; Bruffee, 1984; Ede, 1989). This struggle 

results in the construction of new ways of knowing. The conflict between what tutors 

believe they already know about their tutoring and new evidence revealed through 

empirical investigation can result in newly constructed knowledge for both the tutor.



If tutors implement knowledge from investigations, and alter their strategies 

accordingly, the tutor’s understandings will ultimately impact the student. The 

process of self-reflection facilitated through careful analysis of effective tutorial 

strategies has the potential to increase tutor awareness of the social construction of 

knowledge.

Theory from Second Language Acquisition

Krashen (1982) accounted for some social factors in the Monitor Model which 

proposed that sufficient quantities of comprehensible input must be received for a 

learner to acquire competence. Input is prevented from becoming acquired if factors 

like motivation, attitude, self-confidence, and anxiety are high; Krashen defined these 

factors in terms of an Affective Filter. “If the Filter is up, input is prevented from 

passing through; if input is prevented from passing through, there can be no 

acquisition. If, on the other hand, the Filter is down, or low, and if the input is 

comprehensible, the input will reach the acquisition device and acquisition will take 

place” (Gass & Selinker, 2001, p. 201). When inhibitions are lowered and students 

are not afraid to make mistakes, acquisition is more likely to take place.

Krashen predicted “that all varieties of performers will be helped by a 

classroom where intake for acquisition is available in a low anxiety situation” 

(Krashen, 1982, p. 171). Even if input is abundant, the learner will not acquire 

language if he or she is anxious. While Krashen’s model comes from Second 

Language Acquisition, it is transferable to this study by informing us that when the



affective filter is lowered, students have a greater chance of learning. My attention to 

affective strategies emerged from studying Krashen’s Model.

Conclusion

The literature reviewed here suggests that the best tutors facilitate and affirm 

student voices in a Socratic, nondirective way (Ryan & Zimmerelli, 2006). Tutoring 

that implements social theories and seeks to cater to the student’s own perceptions of 

the world can empower students to shape their own learning and success. Tutors bring 

knowledge regarding the conventions of discourse and knowledge of Standard 

Academic Written English to the tutorial setting, and their position in the academic 

world acts as a liaison between the student and the conventions of the Academy. 

Additionally, tutors who embrace Krashen’s Monitor Model can help students to 

lower the affective filter and facilitate learning more effectively.

Writing center Directors and tutors must work closely with researchers to train 

tutors who implement strategies perceived to be effective and adhere to the most 

appropriate theoretical models. In order to demonstrate the features of a tutorial 

session that are most effective in facilitating student learning, the perceptions of tutors 

and students engaged in tutorial sessions are examined in this study through rigorous 

documentation and analysis. Research and documentation are fundamental steps 

towards documented student learning and stronger academic performance. In the next 

chapter, I discuss the methodology of this study.



Chapter 3 Method

This chapter describes the methodology of the study. Herein I describe the 

study design, rationale for the methodology, data collection procedures, setting, and 

participants.

Study Design and Rationale

This is a naturalistic study that takes place at the UAF Writing Center, where 

tutorial sessions regularly take place. The focus of the study are tutorial sessions that 

take place either face-to-face or via distance. Using a triangulated approach (Denzin, 

1978; Creswell, 1998) I examine the tutorial process through multiple lenses, gaining 

broad perspective and insight. The purpose of this study is to identify effective 

tutorial strategies.

In order to analyze the tutorial strategies by means of a rigorous method that 

affords systematic attention to specific strategies, I conducted this study using a 

triangulated methodology that utilizes both observation and interviews. Denzin (1978) 

defined triangulation as “the combination of methodologies in the study of the same 

phenomenon” (p. 291). In short, using multiple viewpoints allows for greater 

accuracy in qualitative research. Campbell & Fiske (1959) argued that researchers 

should use more than one method in the validation process to ensure that results reflect 

the phenomenon studied and not simply the method. Using triangulation “the 

researcher is likely to sustain a profitable closeness to the situation which allows 

greater sensitivity to the multiple sources of data” (Jick, 1979, p. 609). Using 

observational techniques, a researcher gathers firsthand data on specific behaviors.



Observations provide a researcher with the opportunity to collect data on a wide range 

of behaviors, to capture a great variety of interactions, and to holistically analyze the 

participants (Hoepfl, 1997).

Interviews allow the researcher to capture the perspectives of participants 

(Hoepfl, 1997). I used interviews as a data collection method under the assumption 

that the participants’ perspectives are meaningful and that their perspectives affect the 

research itself. I chose to utilize semi-structured interviews, in which the researcher 

does not follow a rigid form; rather, the researcher seeks to encourage free and open 

responses. Semi-structured interviews allowed me to capture participants’ perceptions 

in their own words. This permitted me to present the meaningfulness of the 

experience from the participant’s perspective.

My techniques conformed to the requirements cited by Creswell (1998). Her 

requirements for establishing trustworthiness in qualitative research are as follows:

• Credibility: prolonged engagement, persistent observation, triangulation, peer 

debriefing/response, referential adequacy (archive data), member checks (in 

process and terminal/coding and analysis).

• Transferability: sufficient thick, rich description.

• Dependability: overlapping methods, triangulation, inquiry audit.

• Confirmability: reflexive journal, audit trail, raw data, data reconstruction, 

process notes, materials, instrument development.
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In following these recommendations I engaged in the data collection of thirty 

tutorial sessions at the UAF Writing Center over the course of three months during the 

Spring 2007 semester. Triangulated methods of data collection include audio recorded 

tutorial sessions, detailed note taking, post-session audio recorded tutor self- 

assessments and student evaluations of the sessions, a tutor member check, an 

interview with the UAF Writing Center Director, reflective journaling, and inter-rater 

reliability coding conducted by an outside investigator. Figure 1 highlights the points 

of data collection. I kept all data (audiorecordings, transcripts, and field notes) in a 

locked, fire-proof desk throughout the course of the study.

Figure 1. Points of Data Collection

I determined coding strategies upon review of the data collected as 

recommended for a credible qualitative researcher (Smagorinsky, 1994). In addition 

to these data collection methods, I kept a detailed reflective journal, recording in thick 

rich detail a record of procedures, records, and information regarding researcher



positionality, methodology, decisions, schedules, logistics, reflective analysis, 

personal values, speculation, and insights. During the face-to-face sessions I also took 

detailed notes of the body language, eye-contact, tone of voice, and the spatial 

organization of the tutorial sessions. I then noted these observations in the 

transcription of the audiorecordings.

Data Collection Procedures

I collected data in four phases. During the first phase, I audiorecorded six 

tutorial sessions each with the five participating tutors, for a total of thirty tutorial 

sessions. 1 collected the second form of data by conducting post-session evaluations 

with students and self-assessment evaluations with tutors. During these evaluations I 

conducted semi-structured interviews asking tutors and students to comment on the 

effectiveness of the session. The interviews are also audiorecorded. Finally, I 

conducted and audiorecorded in-depth interviews with each of the tutors and the UAF 

Writing Center Director. These interviews serve as a member check. After data 

collection I analyzed transcripts from the audiorecordings in an attempt to identify 

effective tutorial sessions and thematic threads of perceived strategies tutors applied in 

each session.

I began data collection by conducting three pilot sessions. In these pilots I 

practiced using the equipment, taking notes, and conducting post-session evaluation 

interviews. When I felt confident with my techniques, I began the data collection 

process.



Data collection presented its own unique challenges. Alaska's combination of 

small population and large size makes access to telecommunication advances difficult. 

In many rural communities even dial up Internet access is unreliable. Throughout my 

data collection process I frequently experienced telephone outages and technological 

failure. Occasionally, bad snow storms in remote locations caused large 

telecommunication outages and prevented distance tutorial services from occurring. 

And, at one point, the entire state experienced a telecommunication outage because of 

an accident in Anchorage. Furthermore, the great distance between tutor and student 

often result in a lag in time, which makes telephone communication difficult. 

Additionally, students in rural areas sometimes choose to write about confidential 

tribal issues. On five occasions during the data collection process, students denied my 

attempts to audiorecord tutorial sessions as students need permission from elders 

before allowing confidential information to be recorded.

Also, many students who are under the age of 18 utilize the Writing Center 

because it is the only distance tutorial service offered to them. Because my IRB 

application only allowed me to collect data from adults, when large numbers of high 

school students began to utilize the telephone tutorial service, my data collection was 

significantly slowed.

Table 1 represents the summary of data from tutorial sessions, which includes 

the date each session took place, whether the session took place face-to-face or via 

distance and the session length. The total data amounts to 1135 minutes 6 seconds. 

See Table 2 for the total data summary.
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Table 1. Data Summary from Tutorial Sessions

Tutor 1 10/22
FF

32:47

10/29
T

24:37

10/29
T

39:05

11/05
FF

29:27

11/08
FF

39:12

11/12
T

50:21

217:29

Tutor 2 11/16
T

11:47

10/09
T

21:51

10/09
FF

13:22

10/09
FF

27:34

10/16
FF

23:25

11/16
T

9:46

107:45

Tutor 3 10/05
T

15:14

10/22
T

33:54

10/29
FF

21:54

11/05
T

25:50

11/06
FF

27:06

11/06
FF

23:06

147:04

Tutor 4 10/12
FF

38:45

10/16
FF

26:22

10/22
T

29:41

10/29
FF

32:47

11/02
T

10:35

11/05
T

31:59

170:09

Tutor 5 10/16
FF

37:38

10/22
T

28:53

11/06
T

20:51

11/12
T

37:41

11/13
FF

15:13

10/29
FF

9:07

149:23

Total 791:50
Explanation: Each block represents one tutorial session. The top row indicates the 
date the tutorial session took place. T = Telephone tutorial Session. FF = Face-to- 
face Tutorial Session. The bottom row in each block indicates the length of the 
tutorial session in minutes and seconds.

Table 2. Total Data Summary

Data Point Total Length
Tutorial Sessions 791:50

Post-session 
Interviews with 

students

94:23

Post-session 
evaluation with 

tutors

127:34

Member Check 121:19

Total 1135:06
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Phase I: Audiorecording Tutorial Sessions

The first step in the data collection process involved audiorecording thirty one- 

on-one tutorial sessions, six each with the five tutors. Half of the recorded sessions 

took place at the UAF Writing Center. During these face-to-face sessions, I placed a 

small, digital recording device approximately 18 inches from the dialogue taking 

place, between the tutor and the tutee. Prior to audiorecording, I asked both 

participants to sign an Informed Consent Form (See Appendixes A, B and C). I 

audiorecorded the entirety of the sessions without interruption from either the 

researcher or other writing center staff. During these face-to-face sessions, I sat within 

a few feet of the tutor and tutee, taking detailed notes of nonverbal communication.

During telephone tutorial sessions, I audiorecorded telephone tutorial sessions 

using a hybrid coupler and a digital recording device. Because the students participate 

in the tutorial sessions via distance, they could not sign an informed consent form. 

Instead, I read an oral informed consent script to the students and they provided their 

consent to me orally (See Appendix C for script). Student consent is included in the 

audiorecordings. During these telephone sessions, I sat behind the tutor and took 

detailed notes.

Phase 2: Post-session Evaluation Interviews

After each session I first interviewed the student. After face-to-face sessions 

the tutor left the table where the tutorial session took place to file information about



the tutorial session (Appendix D). This provided me with an opportunity to interview 

the student without the tutor being at the table where the tutorial session 

took place. After each telephone tutorial session I instructed the tutors to keep the 

student on the line. I then completed the post-session evaluation with the student on 

the telephone. Student evaluation questions included:

• Do you feel as if the quality of your paper will improve as a result of the 

session? Why?

• Do you feel as if you will receive a higher grade on this work as a result of the 

session? Why?

• What did the tutor do that was particularly useful? Why?

• Is there anything that would be more useful to you? Why?

• Do you feel as if you have gained writing skills? If so, in which areas?

After each student interview, I interviewed each tutor in a quiet corner just

outside of the writing center. In the tutor self-assessment I asked:

• What strategies did you use in the session?

• Do you feel as if the students’ paper has improved as a result of the session?

• Do you feel as if the student will receive a higher grade on the work as a result

of the session?

• Do you feel as if the student has acquired skills that he or she will be able to

implement in the future? If so, in which areas?

In the student evaluation I asked:



• Do you feel as if the quality of your paper will improve as a result of the 

session? Why?

• Do you feel as if you will receive a higher grade on this work as a result of the 

session?

• What did the tutor do that was particularly useful? Why?

• Is there anything that would be more useful to you? Why?

• Do you feel as if you have gained writing skills? If so, in which areas?

Phase 3: Member Check

After I finished collecting data from the tutorial sessions, I conducted a 

member check with each of the tutors and the Writing Center Director. I conducted 

the member check interviews in a small private room located outside the UAF Writing 

Center. Questions included:

• How is the telephone tutorial different from the face-to-face tutorial sessions?

• What is the protocol for each type of session?

• Do you find it easier to tutor in a face-to-face situation?

• Do you use different strategies when the student is not a native English 

speaker?

• Do you use different strategies when the student speaks “village English?”

• Describe for me how you approach face-to-face tutorials.

• Describe for me face-to-face tutorials.

• Does it ever happen that you simply become a line-by-line editor?



• Can you give me an example of a time when this has happened?

All five tutors and the Writing Center Director expressed enthusiastic response to this 

interview as an opportunity to examine their own tutoring strategies from a critical 

perspective.

Phase 4: Transcription and Coding

I transcribed the audiorecorded tutorial sessions, student evaluations, tutor self- 

evaluations, and member checks. In the transcripts of the face-to-face sessions, I 

included information from my notes in regard to non-verbal communication. This is a 

macro-level transcription. I did not account for pronunciation or pause length. 

However, I did include the amount of time a tutor spent reading a text silently. For 

instances where speech overlaps, I used the code INTER, which simply demonstrates 

that either the student or the tutor interrupted the other.

I then began the process of coding the transcriptions. My process was similar 

to that in Smagorinsky (1991), which conveyed that researchers do not develop coding 

systems in isolation, nor do they develop them completely prior to their application to 

the data. The complete development of a coding system is recursive. A researcher 

first develops a rough coding system, then applies it, and continually revises it (p.

465). In determining a meaningful coding strategy, I frequently returned to my 

research questions:

1. What strategies do Writing Center tutors use during face-to-face tutorials? What 

strategies do Writing Center tutors use during telephone tutorials?

2. How are face-to-face and telephone tutorials similar/ different?



3. Which strategies (both face-to-face and on the phone) do students and tutors 

identify as “effective?”

See Appendix E for a comprehensive list of codes with definitions and examples.

Setting

The UAF Writing Center is a student-staffed, student-oriented service of the 

English Department. At UAF, the protocols for the face-to-face and telephone 

tutorials begin in the same way. Students who come to the Writing Center at the 

Fairbanks campus can make appointments, but walk-ins are also often available. To 

have a telephone tutorial, students call the Writing Center and make an appointment at 

a designated time. Telephone tutorials are available Monday through Thursday with 

one slot available at 7:15pm, 8:15pm, and 9:15 pm. On Sunday the telephone tutorial 

is available at 1:15pm, 2:15pm, 3:15pm, 4:15 pm, and 5:15pm. Students fax their 

paper to the writing center, and, before the session begins, tutors read the students’ 

paper and call the student at the designated time.

All tutors begin a session by filling out student information including: the 

students’ name, student ID number, major, class standing, whether the students has 

utilized the writing center in the past, what course the paper is for, whether the 

students’ instructor required the Writing Center visit, the number of pages required for 

the paper, the date the paper is due, whether the student brought written instructions 

for the paper, whether the student has read the paper aloud before coming to (or faxing 

the paper to) the Writing Center, and whether the student wants to discuss writing 

problems with English as a second language (see Appendix D for form). After



completion of the tutorial session, tutors record the beginning time and length of the 

session, the type of paper, and the stage the paper is at. Tutors also record comments 

detailing the session and fill in a rubric describing the quality of the paper in: content, 

organization, voice, word choice, sentence structure, and writing conventions.

Student Participants

In 2006 UAF, the flagship university in the state of Alaska, was an open 

admissions university where any person in the community was welcome to take 

classes. To become degree seeking, however, students must meet the standards of the 

department they wish to study under. Each academic department sets its own 

standards and most require that the student have a particular grade point average. Due 

to the open admission standards, retention rates are quite low among first year 

students. All degree programs require at least two English classes: Engl 11 lx, 

Introduction to Academic Writing and either Engl 21 lx Academic Writing about 

Literature or Engl 213x Academic Writing about the Social and Natural Sciences. 

Some programs require a literature class and the Business and Wildlife Biology 

programs require Engl 314, Technical Writing.

According to the Baccalaureate Retention and Graduation Summary Report 

73% of all degree-seeking freshmen taking 12 or more credit hours per semester 

continued taking classes the subsequent year. According to Olson (2007) urban and 

rural Alaskan students retain at a similar rate. However, while 8.8% of all first-time, 

first-year, degree-seeking freshmen graduated from the University of Alaska system in 

four years, only 1.5% of Alaska Natives/American Indians graduated in four years.



Of the students who participated in this study, 19 listed themselves as 

freshmen, three as sophomores, three as juniors, one as a graduate student, and four 

students did not list their class. Seventeen students indicated it was their first visit to 

the writing center. Nineteen had appointments for their tutorial sessions, the others 

were walk-in appointments. Sixteen students indicated that their instructors required 

them to visit the writing center. Three students indicated that English is not their first 

language.

Tutor Participants

Tutors at the Writing Center are M.A. and M.F.A English students along with 

a few outstanding undergraduate students majoring in English. The M.A. program is a 

two year focus in literature while the M.F.A. program is a three year focus in creative 

writing. M.F.A. students may focus in fiction, nonfiction, poetry or drama. In this 

study I focused only on five graduate student tutors who also teach one section each of 

a basic composition course: English 11 lx, Introduction to Academic Writing; English 

21 lx, Academic Writing About Literature; or English 213x, Academic Writing About 

the Social and Natural Sciences. All five tutors have completed the same level of 

training from the Writing Center Director and Teaching Assistant Training from the 

Director of Composition. Each of the tutors had between four and six semesters of 

tutoring experience at the UAF Writing Center. Additionally, each of the tutors had 

completed a required course their first semester as graduate students, English 684, 

Teaching College Composition. I chose tutor participants based on whether the tutors



worked at a time when the Writing Center offered telephone tutorial sessions. Table 3 

and provides demographic information for student and tutor participants.

Table 3. Tutor Demographics

Gender Age MA/

MFA

Ethnicity Years 
lived in 
Alaska

Semesters tutoring 
at UAF Writing 

Center

Tutor 1 F 27 MA Caucasian 27 4

Tutor 2 M 28 MFA Caucasian 3 4

Tutor 3 M 24 MA Caucasian 2 4

Tutor 4 F 56 MFA Native
American

24 6

Tutor 5 M 58 MFA Caucasian 26 4

Participant Selection

I selected the student participants at random, based on whether they arrived at 

the writing center at a time when I was collecting data and each student’s willingness 

to participate. All of the participating tutors and tutees are over the age of 18 years. 

All participants in the study signed an Informed Consent form (see Appendixes A, B 

and C for Informed Consent). I assured all participants they have the right to 

withdraw from the study at anytime. I guaranteed tutors and students that their 

participation in the study will in no way impact their positions with the UAF Writing 

Center. I also assured them that they will remain anonymous in the study and I will 

not make their identities public anywhere in the thesis or in any presentations or



publications using this data. I have removed all names from the transcripts. I assigned 

each tutor a number and throughout the document refer to individual tutors according 

to their numbers (ex: Tutor 1). Occasionally I shorten Tutor to simply T. I have 

replaced all student names with Student.

Conclusion

The methodology described in this chapter serves as a tool used to understand 

and describe the human experience that takes place during tutorial sessions both face- 

to-face and via distance at the UAF Writing Center. Because the UAF Writing Center 

is a place where I am deeply involved as a peer, colleague, instructor, tutor and friend 

it is largely impossible to escape the subjective experience. However, capturing the 

events that transpire during tutorial sessions requires an extensive commitment in 

terms of time and dedication to the process. While qualitative research is often 

dismissed as “subjective” I have attempted to minimize bias by capturing a large 

sample (30 tutorial sessions) and gaining interrater reliability from a qualified 

researcher in the coding process.



Chapter 4: Data Analysis and Results 

This chapter provides the analysis and results of the data in terms of the 

research questions posed in this investigation. First, I provide an overview of the data, 

explain the transcription conventions, and describe the coding process. Then I use the 

data to answer the three research questions. I present discussion of the findings and 

implications in Chapter 5.

1. What strategies do writing center tutors use during face-to-face tutorials? What 

strategies do writing center tutors use during telephone tutorials?

2. How are face-to-face and telephone tutorials similar/ different?

3. Which strategies (both face-to-face and telephone) do students and tutors identify 

as “effective? ”

The Data

As detailed in chapter 3 ,1 collected data throughout the Spring semester of 

2007 by audio recording 30 tutorial sessions with five tutors, six sessions each, half in 

face-to-face tutorial sessions and half in telephone tutorials. After each tutorial 

session I conducted a post-session evaluation interview with both the student and the 

tutor. After completing the data collection from the tutorial sessions, I conducted a 

member check with each of the five tutors and the Writing Center Director. The data 

contains 791 minutes 50 seconds (13 hours 11 minutes 50 seconds) of audio 

recordings from 30 tutorial sessions. Additionally, I have 94 minutes 23 seconds (1 

hour 34 minutes 23 seconds) of post-session interviews with students and 127 minutes 

34 seconds (2 hours 7 minutes 34 seconds) of post-session evaluations with tutors.



The member check consists of 121 minutes 19 seconds (2 hours 1 minute 19 seconds) 

of interviews with tutors and the Writing Center Director. Refer to Table 2 for an 

overview of the collected data.

Transcription

I transcribed all of the audio recordings verbatim, without punctuation. In 

face-to-face tutorial sessions, I noted nonverbal communication in the transcription in 

parenthesis. In all speech episodes I indicate the speaker with the following 

abbreviations: T = Tutor, S = Student, R = Researcher. This is a macro-level 

transcription and does not account for pause length or pronunciation. I did record the 

amount of time a tutor spent reading a text silently. I also noted the date, time and 

mode of each tutorial session on the transcription. See Appendix L for a sample of 

transcribed and coded data.

Coding

In developing a coding scheme I began by becoming familiar with the data. I 

then developed descriptive codes and abbreviations for them. As I continued to code, 

categories emerged. I did not develop the coding in isolation; many of the codes came 

out of the literature in Writing Center Studies and intense engagement with the data 

during weekly meetings with my thesis advisor. The coding scheme evolved over 

time and I frequently added and dropped codes. Changes in the codes also 

necessitated recoding of the data. After finishing the coding, I presented the data to 

the interrater, 87% of whose codes matched my own. Furthermore, the interrater 

reliability check identified codes that could be collapsed because they seemed to



identify the same phenomenon. Additionally, I eliminated several codes which did not 

relate directly to answering my research questions. See Appendix E for a total list of 

codes. See Appendix F for a list of codes I did not use in the final analysis.

For example, after initially using individual codes to establish the focus for 

each episode of the tutorial sessions, 11 codes emerged from the data. However, after 

further analysis and debriefing sessions with my thesis advisor, the codes fell into two 

broader categories, Focus on Higher-Order Concerns and Focus on Lower-Order 

Concerns. These codes are also identified in the literature (Hawkes, 2006; Murray, 

2000; Ryan & Zimmerelli, 2006; Wingate, 2005). Tables 4 and 5 show the codes 

defining higher- and Lower-Order Concerns. Other instances of categories are: 

Affective, Teach. Identify Error, and Nonverbal.

Table 4. Codes for Defining Focus on Higher-Order Concerns

Code Description

B Brainstorming Focus

O Organizational Focus

C Content Focus

TH Thesis Statement Focus

OUT Outlining Focus
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Table 5. Codes for Defining Focus on Lower-Order Concerns

Code Description

SL Sentence Level

FF Formatting Focus

WORD Word Choice

SA Stylistic Advice

SPEL Spelling Focus

RF Reference Focus

While a Reference Focus is a lower-order concern, it is a considerable number 

in and of itself. For that reason, in the analysis, except when noted specifically, I 

count Reference Focus separately from Focus on Lower-Order Concerns.

As I began the analysis, I discovered several codes that did not serve to answer 

my specific research questions. See Appendix F for a list of excess codes. I did not 

include these additional codes in the analysis.

Research Questions

While the research questions in this study are interrelated, rather than 

answering them together, I will proceed by answering each in turn. To answer 

Research Question 1 I identify the strategies tutors used during the tutorial sessions. 

The results here emerge from tallying coded transcripts from the tutorial sessions,



post-session interviews with tutors and the member check. To answer question 2 ,1 

present the data in a way that allows comparison between face-to-face and telephone 

tutorial sessions. Again, the results originate from tallying coded transcripts and post

session interviews with tutors and the member check. Finally, to answer question 3 ,1 

identify strategies that tutors and students listed as effective in the post-session 

evaluations and the member check. I set these against strategies tutors and students 

listed as ineffective.

Research Question 1

What strategies do writing center tutors use during face-to-face tutorials? What 

strategies do writing center tutors use during telephone tutorials?

I begin this section by discussing the most salient strategy in the data, Identify 

Errors. After that, I turn to teaching strategies, the reading of the text, higher-order vs. 

Lower-Order Concerns, affective strategies, the Warm Up, session word counts, and 

nonverbal strategies. The data stems primarily from session transcripts, but is 

corroborated by post-session evaluation interviews and the member check.

Identifying Errors

When a tutor approaches an error, he seems to have two choices, ignoring the 

error or pointing the error out to the student. While I could not account for the 

instances where tutors choose to ignore errors, all of the tutors indicated at some point 

during the data collection that they do ignore some errors. In fact, the Identify Error 

Strategy was the single most coded individual tutor strategy (644). Figure 2 illustrates 

the choices a tutor makes when he identifies an error.
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Figure 2. The Choices a Tutor Makes When He Approaches an Error

In the member check Tutor 2 in particular expressed that he believes it is 

important not to tackle all of the errors in a text. He stated,

I like to focus on three or four major kinds of errors tackling all of the errors a 

student makes can be really overwhelming both to me and to the student so 

depending on what I think the student is going to be able to comprehend I 

choose the errors I want to discuss carefully.



While the data cannot capture instances where tutors purposefully ignore errors, I do 

account for the way in which the tutors approach errors they point out to the student. 

Table 6 illustrates the codes I related to this strategy. Table 7 illustrates the total 

frequency of the Identifying Error strategy in each tutorial session.

Table 6. Codes Identifying Errors

Code Description Example from the Data

ID Identifying Error T2: ‘'Okay this is a fragment.”

EDIT Fixing an error for a 
student

T4: “in the early 1920’s comma in late January 
and early February comma Alaskan Eskimos...”

LSOC Leading students to 
their own conclusions

T1: “can you think of a way to make that agree?”

All tutors identified at least some errors in the student’s work in every tutorial 

session. Table 7 shows tutors are consistent in their approach, but tutors are very 

different from one another.

Relative to the other tutors, Tutor 1 consistently identified high numbers of 

errors. During her tutorial sessions she ranged from identifying 1 4 - 6 1  errors. Tutor 

2, on the other hand, consistently identified a small number of errors. His frequency 

of the Identify Errors Strategy ranged from 7 - 1 7 .  Tutor 5 generally also identified a 

small number of errors, except during the 10/22 Telephone Session, where he 

identified 45 total errors.
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Table 7. Frequency of Identifying Error

Tutor 1 10/22
FF
47

10/29
T
17

10/29
T
53

11/05
FF
61

11/08
FF
14

11/12
T
55

247

Tutor 2 11/16
T
14

10/09
T
16

10/09
FF
12

10/09
FF
17

10/16
FF
7

11/16
T
10

76

Tutor 3 10/05
T
27

10/22
T
14

10/29
FF
17

11/05
T
22

11/06
FF
27

11/06
FF
15

122

Tutor 4 10/12
FF
24

10/16
FF
16

10/22
T
7

10/29
FF
8

11/02
T
11

11/05
T
35

101

Tutor 5 10/16
FF
7

10/22
T
45

11/06
T
13

11/12
T
8

11/13
FF
17

10/29
FF
8

98

Total 644

In this particular session, the student was writing an essay arguing against the 

Iraq War, calling it “unjustified.” Several of the errors Tutor 5 pointed out during this 

session challenged the student to make better use of his sources and to solidify his 

argument. At the very beginning of the tutorial session, Tutor 5 stated, “I think your 

essay could really benefit from some facts about the war here I would probably 

suggest that you go do a little more research and implement some more facts 

demonstrating why you feel the war is . . . unjustified.” A few sentences later, Tutor 5 

commented again, “do a little more research find out which countries think the war is 

illegal and name it there and then include a source and that’s just going to make your 

argument even stronger.” Throughout the tutorial session Tutor 5 returned to the 

issues of the student’s argumentative structure and use of sources.



In the post-session evaluation Tutor 5 highlighted the student’s problems using 

sources and making an argument.

well um the student is writing a paper against the Iraq war and well it needs a 

lot of work you know I read the paper aloud to him and we talked about a lot 

of the things he needs to work on I'm just concerned that he really didn't do 

very good research you know he has some well how should I say not very 

scholarly sources and when you’re writing about something like the war that's 

really important I think he could really benefit from doing some more research 

before he turns this paper in . . .  I think he needs a little bit more instruction on 

researching and whatnot before he’s able to really tackle an issue like this in an 

academic essay.

Here Tutor 5 seems to be pointing out that perhaps the student does not know how to 

construct an argument. Even though the student tells Tutor 5 that he is most 

concerned with “grammar and punctuation and stuff like that,” Tutor 5 is not flexible 

in his strategy and continues to tell the student he needs to work on his research before 

he can make an appropriate argument. Tutor 5 shares the student’s belief that the Iraq 

war is unjust. As a Vietnam Veteran with a strong anti-war sentiment, Tutor 5 seems 

to be personally invested in the topic and wants the student’s argument to be strong.

One thing Tutor 5 may be overlooking in this particular session is that the 

student’s cultural background probably influenced his argument construction and 

approach to researching the topic. At the time of this tutorial session, this particular 

student was in a very small Yup’ik village in rural Alaska. Basham & Kwachka



(1989) mentioned that Yup’ik culture places emphasis on the group viewpoint rather 

than on the individual viewpoint. The difference between Yup’ik argumentative 

conventions and those of successful academic conventions are “strikingly clear” (p. 

131). See Interethnic Communication in Chapter 2 for more information on the 

cultural differences in discourse and writing conventions between Alaska Natives and 

Standard Academic English speakers. It may be the case that Tutor 5 was encouraging 

the student in a pursuit the student either did not understand or was not comfortable 

implementing.

Overall, tutors identified 644 student errors. After identifying an error, tutors 

chose either a directive or a nondirective approach to resolve the error. Of the 644 

identified errors in the data, 253 times (39.3%) tutors edited the errors for the student. 

Editing the error is a directive approach in which the tutor fixes the error for the 

student. The literature suggests not to edit under the assumption that students learn 

how to fix errors themselves or avoid them in the future if they come to their own 

conclusions rather than having the tutor simply fix the error for them (Ryan & 

Zimmerelli, 2006), yet editing is a strategy tutors used regularly. At the Writing 

Center tutors are not discouraged from editing student papers. There are tutors not 

represented in this study who edit nearly exclusively. Table 8 shows the frequency of 

the Editing Strategy.
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Table 8. Frequency of Editing

Tutor 1 10/22
FF
26

10/29
T
0

10/29
T
26

11/05
FF
24

11/08
FF
0

11/12
T
17

93

Tutor 2 11/16
T
3

10/09
T
5

10/09
FF
0

10/09
FF
1

10/16
FF
2

11/16
T
2

13

Tutor 3 10/05
T
11

10/22
T
8

10/29
FF
8

11/05
T
10

11/06
FF
10

11/06
FF
10

57

Tutor 4 10/12
FF
11

10/16
FF
5

10/22
T
3

10/29
FF
4

11/02
T
1

11/05
T
29

53

Tutor 5 10/16
FF
oJ

10/22
T
18

11/06
T
7

11/12
T
3

11/13
FF
4

10/29
FF
2

37

Total 253

The data includes three sessions with no instances of editing (Tutor l ’s 10/29 

telephone session and 11/08 face-to-face session and Tutor 2’s 10/09 face-to-face 

session). Tutor l ’s 10/29 telephone session focused on helping the student brain storm 

ideas for a topic and Tutor l ’s 11/08 face-to-face session focused on helping the 

student use references correctly. Likewise, in Tutor 2’s 10/09 face-to-face session, the 

student was working on an annotated bibliography. Because none of these sessions 

involved looking directly at the student’s prose, the tutors did not edit.

Of all the errors the tutors identified, Tutor 4 edited a higher percentage of the 

identified errors than the other tutors (52.5%) In her 11/05 telephone session, she 

edited more frequently than any of the tutors in any of the sessions. She edited 29 of 

the 35 errors she identified (82.3%). In this particular session, Tutor 4 may have been



responding to the needs of the student, who conveyed to Tutor 4 during the session 

that her essay was due the next day, that she had a cold and was not feeling well, and 

that she was a single mother. It may be the case that Tutor 4 edited frequently in this 

session to help the student meet her goal, to turn in an essay the following day.

Tutor 2 edited the lowest percentage of the identified errors (17.1%). Tutors 1, 

3 and 5 edited 37.7%, 46.7% and 37.8% of the errors they identified. In the member 

check, Tutor 2 mentioned that he feels editing is not an effective strategy to use with 

students. He strongly advocated that students learn most when they can fix errors on 

their own. As a former Peace Corps volunteer and English teacher in foreign 

countries, Tutor 2 is probably influenced more by Social theories and theories in 

Second Language Acquisition than the other tutors. Tutor 2 mentioned to me that his 

training in Foreign Language Teaching taught him that he is most effective in teaching 

students language skills when he takes a non-directive approach. The Lead Students 

to their Own Conclusions Strategy is the nondirective strategy tutors used when they 

identified errors. Table 9 shows the frequency of the Lead Students to their Own 

Conclusions Strategy.
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Table 9. Frequency of Lead Students to Their Own Conclusions

Tutor
1

10/22
FF
21

10/29
T
17

10/29
T
27

11/05
FF
37

11/08
FF
14

11/12
T
38

154

Tutor 11/16 10/09 10/09 10/09 10/16 11/16 63
2 T T FF FF FF T

11 11 12 16 5 8
Tutor 10/05 10/22 10/29 11/05 11/06 11/06 65

3 T T FF T FF FF
16 6 9 12 17 5

Tutor 10/12 10/16 10/22 10/29 11/02 11/05 48
4 FF FF T FF T T

13 11 4 4 10 6
Tutor 10/16 10/22 11/06 11/12 11/13 10/29 61

5 FF T T T FF FF
4 27 6 5 13 6

Total 391

Indeed, Tutor 2 used the Lead Students to their Own Conclusions Strategy 

82.9% of the time when he identified an error. As a whole, tutors used the Lead 

Students to their Own Conclusions Strategy 60.7% of the time. Tutors 1, 3, 4 and 5 

used the strategy 62.3%, 53.3%, 47.5% and 62.3% of the times they identified errors. 

Leading students to their own conclusions is a nondirective strategy which involves 

the tutor guiding the student to resolve an error on her own. This strategy is in line 

with the strategies recommended in the literature (Ryan & Zimmerelli, 2006). Of all 

the tutors, Tutor 1 used the Lead Students to their Own Conclusions Strategy more 

that the others, 154 total times for the 247 errors she identified. In the member check 

Tutor 1 explained her nondirective approach,



I’ve been trying to enlist [student] help by like I’ll read through the whole 

paper and I’ll say okay let’s list the things you’re covering you know idea by 

idea we’ll make a little short list of just the basic theories and then I ask okay 

what’s the most logical order that they should go in . . . and that seems to help 

students come to their own conclusions.

In general, tutors tended to take the advice from the literature and use a 

nondirective approach (391) more frequently than a directive approach (253) when the 

identified errors.

Teaching

After identifying an error, on average tutors simply edited errors 33.4% of the 

time; the rest of the time, tutors followed up on the identified error and attempted to 

teach students how to avoid the error in the future by providing prescriptive advice, 

giving examples, or using scaffolding. After teaching students how to resolve an 

error, tutors sometimes clarified their advice by repeating their advice again, in a 

different way. After tutors taught errors, 213 times they followed their remarks with a 

clarification of some sort. Table 10 shows the codes tutors used to teach errors. 

Appendix G details the frequency of the codes tutors used to teach errors.
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Table 10. Codes for Teaching

Code Description Example from the Data Frequency % Range

PA Providing
Prescriptive
Advice

T 1: “We want a semicolon 
here rather than a comma 
because each of these 
(points) is a sentence that 
can stand alone.”

161 20.4% 0-17

EX Providing an 
Example

T4: (points to the ML/1 
Style Manual) “so here is 
an example of how to cite 
a book.”

228 28.9% 0-28

SCA Scaffolding T2: see here (points) you 
are varying the language 
but here (points) is seems 
redundant how might you 
rephrase this (points)

188 23.8% 0-28

CLAR Giving 
clarifying 
advice after 
identifying an 
error or 
providing 
advice

T2: “you are making a list 
and all of the items in the 
list need to be parallel so 
really that means that all of 
these should have an 
-ing ending.”

213 27% 3-16

The three ways tutors attempted to teach were to provide Prescriptive Advice, 

Give an Example, or use Scaffolding. Tutors used prescriptive advice, examples and 

scaffolding 577 times total. After editing an error, 70% of the time tutors followed 

their editorial remarks by teaching the student about the error and how to fix the error 

by using these strategies. The tutors used teaching strategies somewhat consistently 

across tutorial sessions, but each tutor seemed to prefer one teaching strategy more 

than the others.



Tutor 4 used Prescriptive Advice to teach students more than the other tutors, 

38 times total. She also used reference books during tutorial sessions more often than 

the other tutors. These two strategies are linked in that Tutor 4 tended to turn to 

reference books to give prescriptive advice. In the member check Tutor 4 shared her 

feelings about the importance of prescriptive advice, “I do my best to explain things to 

students in the language their instructors are going to so they are prepared to 

understand why we do the things we do [when we write academically].” She also 

frequently gave students advice on where to find information when they need it by 

referring them to reference books or useful web pages.

Tutor 2 used Prescriptive Advice less than any of the other tutors (23), but used 

examples to teach more than the other tutors (86). In his 10/09 face-to-face session he 

used examples 28 times. This is the same session mentioned above in which the 

student was working on an annotated bibliography. In this session Tutor 2 encouraged 

the student to “engage more with the authors.” To teach the student how to do so, 

Tutor 2 invented pseudonyms to represent some of the authors of the articles the 

student was working with. Tutor 2 began referring to one particular author as “Betty” 

and encouraged the student to enter into a dialog with “Betty” about her article. In 

order to teach the student how to enter into a dialog with “Betty,” Tutor 2 used 

examples like “I might agree with Betty about a few things but disagree with her about 

other things.” Tutor 2 went on to make hypothetical claims about individual authors. 

The student quickly picked up on the examples Tutor 2 used to demonstrate how to 

interact with the articles and began referring to the authors by the pseudonyms Tutor 2



assigned to each of them. It seemed as if the examples worked to teach the student 

how to interact with the articles because the student gradually began to take over and 

come to her own conclusions about how to improve her work. Like Tutor 2, Tutor 3 

used examples more often than other teaching strategies, 40 times total.

Tutor 1 used Scaffolding to teach more than the other teaching strategies (87). 

She used the other teaching strategies, Prescriptive Advice, Example and Clarify 30,

39 and 43 times respectively. Scaffolding is a strategy whereby the tutor models the 

desired learning task, then gradually shifts responsibility to the students. The tutor 

will talk through what the learning task is, when the task should be used, and how to 

go about implementing it. The next step is for the tutor to engage in the task with the 

students helping out. The third step is for the student to take over the task of using the 

strategy with the tutor helping and intervening as needed. Finally, the student 

independently uses the strategy and the tutor watches. Scaffolding does not 

necessitate each of these steps. For example, sometimes the tutor simply talked 

through the learning task and the student immediately began to model it on his own.

In her 11/08 face-to-face session, Tutor 1 used Scaffolding more than any other 

tutor in an individual session (36). In this session the student had a lengthy list of 

references she had not cited correctly on the Works Cited Page. For each type of 

reference, Tutor 1 first pointed to an example in the MLA Handbook, and highlighted 

important features of the citation style. She modeled the first citation for the student 

by dictating to the student the information that belongs in the citation. Then she 

encouraged the student to take over and watched as the student practiced a few on her



own. In the member check, Tutor 1 pointed out that she often tries to “enlist the help 

of the student” when she is teaching because she believes that students learn better 

when they are doing than when they are just watching or listening.

After teaching an error, 36.9% of the time tutors clarified the advice they gave 

by restating the advice in a different way. Tutor 5 used Clarifying Advice more than 

the other tutors, 57 times total. Tutors 1 -  4 used Clarifying Advice 43, 34, 29 and 50 

times each. In the member check Tutor 5 spoke specifically about his use of 

Clarifying Advice, “I try to tell students the same thing in a few different ways that 

way if they didn’t understand me the first or the second time maybe by the third time 

they will get it.” In his 10/22 Telephone Session, highlighted above, Tutor 5 used 

Clarifying Advice 12 times. He repeatedly came back to the same point about using 

scholarly sources and conveyed this information to the student several times, but in 

different ways throughout the tutorial session.

In general, tutors are aware of the teaching strategies they use and in post

session evaluations and in the member check the tutors often provided a rationale for 

their strategies based on their own experiences. Tutors did not use one teaching 

strategy far more frequently than others. They used examples slightly more often than 

other teaching strategies. While each tutor seemed to have a preference for one type 

of teaching strategy over the others, each of the tutors used all of the teaching 

strategies at some point.



Reading

In every tutorial session reading plays an important role. After all, tutors must 

somehow familiarize themselves with the student’s work in order to tutor them. In all 

tutorial sessions in this data sample, when the student came to the session with a text, 

the tutor read the text. The only three instances in which the student did not bring a 

text to the session (Tutor 1 ’s 10/29 telephone session and 11/08 face-to-face session 

and Tutor 4’s 10/12 face-to-face session) were the only times the tutor did not engage 

in a reading strategy.

When it comes time to read a text, tutors have two options. They can read the 

text themselves or the student can read the text to them. When tutors choose to read 

the text they can either read the text aloud to the student or they can read the text 

silently to themselves. If the tutor reads the student’s work silently, the tutor may read 

parts of the text aloud to the student. In all telephone tutorial sessions, even if the 

tutor read the piece aloud to the student during the session, the tutor read the piece 

silently before calling the student. Figure 3 illustrates the choices a tutor makes in 

reading the student’s work.
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FigureS. Reading the Student’s Work

Overwhelmingly tutors read at least some of the student’s text aloud (25/ 30 

sessions). According to Ryan & Zimmerelli (2006), reading a student’s work aloud is 

an important non-directive tutor strategy that can help students to hear and correct 

errors on their own. The Read Aloud strategy follows the advice provided by Wingate 

(2005), which stated that a tutorial session should be writer-centered and process- 

oriented, rather than tutor-centered and product-oriented. Reading aloud can be 

especially valuable to students who are partial to auditory learning styles whose 

acquisition will benefit from hearing their words aloud. Chamberlain (2005) asserted 

that tutors should always provide the student with the opportunity to read aloud. Tutor
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5 is the only tutor who followed Chamberlain’s advice and asked a student to read 

aloud in two tutorial sessions (10/16 face-to-face and 11/06 telephone).

In each of the transcripts I coded for whether the student or the tutor was 

reading the work and whether it was being read aloud or silently. Table 11 details 

reading strategies.

Table 11. Reading

Tutor 1 10/22 FF 
T, RA, W

10/29 T 
04

10/29 T 
T, RA, W

11/05 FF 
T, RA, W

11/08 FF
O5

11/12 T 
T, RA, W

Tutor 2 11/16 T 
T, RS, W 
T, RA, P

10/09 T 
T, RS, W 
T, RA, P

10/09 FF 
T, RS, W 
T, RA, P

10/09 FF 
T, RS, W 
T, RA, P

10/16 FF 
T, RS, W 
T, RA, P

11/16 T 
T, RS, W 
T, RA, P

Tutor 3 10/05 T 
T, RA, W

10/22 T 
T. RA, W

10/29 FF 
T. RS, W 
T, RA, P

11/05 T 
T, RA, W

11/06 FF 
T, RS, W 
T, RA. P

11/06 FF 
T, RS, W 
T, RA, P

Tutor 4 10/12 FF 
06

10/16 FF 
T, RA, W

10/22 T 
T, RA, W

10/29 FF 
T, RA, W

11/02 T 
T, RA, W

11/05 T 
T, RA, W

Tutor 5 10/16 FF 
S, RA, W

10/22 T 
T, RA, W

11/06 T 
S, RA, W

11/12 T 
T, RA, W

11/13 FF 
T, RA, W

10/29 FF 
T, RA, W

T: Tutor, S: Student, RA: 
the document.

Read Aloud, RS: Read Silently, W: Whole piece, P: Parts of

The data from this study shows that Tutor 1 read the student’s work aloud in 

four of the six tutorial sessions. In one instance she did not read aloud because the 

student wanted to focus the session on brainstorming a topic; in another instance she 

did not read aloud because the student wanted to focus the session on using references

4 In this instance, the student wanted to focus the session on brain storming ideas for a topic.
5 In this instance, the student wanted to focus the session on using references correctly.
6 In this instance, the student wanted to focus the session on using references correctly.



correctly. During the member check Tutor 1 spoke specifically about using the Read 

Aloud strategy:

regardless of what they say most students don't read their stuff out loud and a 

lot of times when I read it out loud they’ll correct me as I’m going through and 

I think that makes a really big difference for them cause I’ll read it and just as 

my pencil is going down they’re telling me what needs to be fixed . . .  I think 

that until you read your stuff aloud regularly it never really occurs to you to do 

it and . . .  for some reason it seems like [students] have a little bit more 

investment in their work when I read it aloud than if I’m just sitting there 

reading it silently. . . I feel like more gets accomplished.

Tutor 2 took a different approach and in all six tutorial sessions he read the 

student’s work silently. After he finished reading the work silently, he presented his 

comments to the student by reading parts of the student’s work aloud. He often used 

the time spent reading aloud to compare the student’s mistakes with instances where 

the student demonstrated correct forms. In the member check, Tutor 2 indicated that 

he feels that reading silently helps him limit the number of items he wants to discuss 

in a piece. He expressed that when he reads aloud he feels drawn to every error in the 

text, but when he reads silently he has the opportunity to focus on the most salient 

errors.

I think that it’s important to mark up the work first because you may find a lot 

of mistakes but it’s important to focus only on three or four big mistakes 

otherwise you risk overwhelming the student. . . when I do read aloud I
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always try to compare say for example a run on sentence with a sentence that is 

punctuated correctly.

Tutor 3 varied his strategies and read aloud when doing telephone sessions but 

read silently in face-to-face sessions and then read aloud selectively only when 

pointing out an error to the student. Tutor 3 shares Tutor 2’s sentiment that it is 

important to read silently first to gain a sense of what is important to focus on in the 

session. In the member check Tutor 3 stated that he tends to read aloud during 

telephone sessions because this helps the tutor and student to be at the same place in 

the text. He does not use the read aloud strategy during face-to-face sessions because 

he can simply point to the place he wants to focus on.

Like Tutor 1, Tutor 4 nearly always reads a student’s work aloud. The only 

instance she did not read aloud occurred when the student wanted to focus the session 

on using references correctly. In the member check Tutor 4 expressed that she thinks 

that reading aloud is an effective strategy for helping students locate their own errors. 

"We start reading and pretty soon they’re laughing and we’re stumbling over their 

words and they’re going oh gosh I see what you mean if I would have read this out 

loud before I wouldn’t have made this stupid awkward sentence so it helps to read 

[student work] out loud.” Here Tutor 4 echoes Wingate (2005) and indicates that the 

read aloud strategy helps her to be nondirective and lead students to their own 

conclusions.

Tutor 5 read the student’s work aloud in four sessions and asked the student to 

read aloud in two sessions. He is the only tutor in this study who asked students to



read aloud. In the member check he explained his rationale for using the read aloud 

strategy, “the tool is the text you know and I read it aloud or have the student read it 

aloud and see you know if we can see a problem.” Like Tutor 4, Tutor 5 indicated that 

the read aloud strategy helps him to be nondirective and make errors more salient to 

students who may not catch their own errors by reading silently.

Higher-and Lower-Order Concerns

Higher-Order Concerns include issues related to content and organization.

They are the issues writers think about when demonstrating an understanding of a 

topic and the best way to structure a given premise. Lower-Order Concerns include 

sentence structure, punctuation, and spelling. Ryan & Zimmerelli (2006), Murray 

(2000) Hawkes (2006), and Wingate (2005) all suggested that tutors should focus on 

Higher-Order Concerns more often than Lower-Order Concerns. These researchers 

promote a focus on Higher-Order Concerns under the assumption that this strategy 

improves student writing because students learn to take an active approach to the 

writing process and learn to figure out strengths and weaknesses on their own, with the 

instructor acting mainly as a facilitator. Table 12 details the use of Higher- and 

Lower-Order Concerns by Tutor.
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Table 12. Higher- and Lower-Order Concerns by Tutor

HOC % LOC % RF % LOC + 
RF

%

Tutor
1

109 28.2% 134 34.7% 143 37% 277 71.8%

Tutor
2

39 24.7% 70 44.3% 49 31% 119 75.3%

Tutor
3

98 38.9% 54 21.4% 100 39.7% 154 61.1%

Tutor
4

41 20.3% 85 42.1% 76 37.6% 161 79.7%

Tutor
5

130 47.3% 72 26.2% 73 26.5% 145 52.7%

Total 417 415 441 1.273
HOC = Higher-Order Concern; LOC = Lower-Order Concern; RF = Reference Focus

The ratio of Higher-Order Concerns to Lower-Order Concerns is very similar 

(417: 415) when I remove reference concerns from the Lower-Order Concerns 

category. However, if I consider reference focus as part of the lower-order concern 

category, the ratio of Higher-Order Concerns to Lower-Order Concerns is 417: 778.

See Appendix I for the frequency of higher- and Lower-Order Concerns and reference 

focus in each tutorial session.

Tutor 5 spent a greater percentage of the tutorial session focusing on Higher- 

Order Concerns than the other tutors. 47.3% of his strategies focused on Higher-Order 

Concerns. In the member check, Tutor 5 indicated several times that he thinks that 

discussing Higher-Order Concerns is more important for students than Lower-Order 

Concerns. He stated, “I think the most important thing in a tutorial session is getting 

students to look at their work as a whole and think carefully about the content.” Tutor 

5’s 10/22 Telephone Session, described above, demonstrates his strategy to focus on



Higher-Order Concerns. More than any other tutor, Tutor 5 challenged students about 

the content of their work. Some students responded well to Tutor 5’s focus on Higher- 

Order Concerns. One student in particular, however, commented that Tutor 5 made 

her “feel like a child” because he challenged her ideas. I speak more about this 

particular tutorial session in Research Question 2 under Reading.

Tutor 2 devoted a greater percentage of his strategies to Lower-Order Concerns 

than any of the other tutors (44.3%). But when I add the frequency of reference focus 

to Lower-Order Concerns, it is Tutor 4 who devoted the greatest percentage of her 

strategies to Lower-Order Concerns (79.7%). Tutor 4 ’s focus on Lower-Order 

Concerns seems to be a result of her trying to accommodate student needs. In the 

member check Tutor 4 said, “A lot of the students feel really anxious about their 

sentence-level problems ..  . their instructors mark their Works Cited pages up with red 

ink so students are afraid to make mistakes on the Works Cited page.” Tutor 4’s 

perception that her role as a tutor is to help the student is apparent in post-session 

evaluations and in the member check.

A reference focus is also a lower-order concern. But, the frequency that tutors 

spent talking about references is noteworthy in and of itself. References seem to be 

something students are very concerned about; 80% of the students in this study asked 

tutors specific questions about references. Tutor 3 devoted a greater percentage of his 

comments to reference focus (39.7%) than the other tutors. Tutor 3 did not comment 

on his use of the reference focus strategy. However, Tutor 4, who devoted 37.6% of 

her comments to references, explained that many of the students she encounters seem



very concerned with using references correctly and she feels a responsibility to show 

them how to do so.

Affective Strategies

Tutors also used strategies that seem to be affective in nature. That is, the 

strategies served to help the tutor connect with the student, create a positive 

environment for the student, make the student comfortable, and give the student 

confidence. See Table 13 for a list of the codes denoting affective strategies. Each of 

the tutors demonstrated instances of using affective strategies.

Table 13. Codes for Affective Strategies

Code Description Example from the Data

PC Making a Personal 
Connection

T4: ‘'sounds like you have a cold huh?”

P Praising T4: “I really liked your paper.”

HUM Using Humor T2: “okay so we’re going to ignore this (both 
laugh).”

GOAL Setting the agenda for 
the session

T1: “tell me what you’d like to work on here.”

AC Assignment
Clarification

T3: “so are you also supposed to explore the 
counter argument in this essay?”

RAT Providing a Rationale 
for a Strategy

T5: “can I ask you to read this aloud. . . the 
reason we do this is because sometimes in 
reading it aloud you will spot mistakes and I 
think you’ve got some here that maybe we’ll 
discover.”

A tally of the use of personal connection, praising, humor, discussing goals, 

assignment clarification, and rationalizing their strategies displays that all the tutors 

used affective strategies combined a total of 746 times in the data sample. The



category of Affective Strategies seems to have two separate types of Affective Codes. 

The first type relates to the student as a person. These strategies, Personal Connection, 

Praising and Humor, involve the tutor focusing on the learner as a person and making 

connections with the individual that go beyond the tutorial session and the university 

setting. The strategies that discuss the student as a learner, Discussing the Goal of a 

session, asking for Assignment Clarification, and Rationalizing the Strategy, are 

focused on the student as a writer/ learner. These strategies involve the tutor and the 

student speaking about the student outside the tutorial session, but in the writing 

context. See Appendix J for the frequency of each strategy by tutor. Table 14 shows 

the total frequency of affective strategies by tutor.

Table 15 shows the percentage of Affective Strategies individual tutors 

devoted to each level. Here it becomes clear that tutors seemed to favor one type of 

Affective Strategy over the other.



14. Total Frequency o f Affective Strategies by Tutor

The Student as a Person Total The Student as a Learner Total Grand
Total

PC P Hum Goal AC RAT Total

Tutor 1 35 85 7 127 23 32 4 59 186

Tutor 2 0 57 6 63 9 25 7 41 104

Tutor 3 6 28 0 34 8 33 0 41 75

Tutor 4 104 106 3 213 17 50 5 72 285

Tutor 5 0 24 0 24 13 37 22 72 96

Total 145 300 16 461 70 177 38 285 746

PC = Personal Connection; P = Praising; Hum = Humor
AC = Assignment Clarification; RAT = Rationalizing a Strategy
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Table 15. Percentage of Affective Strategy by Type

The Student as a 
Person

Total The Student as a 
Writer/ Learner

Total Grand
Total

Tutor 1 68.3% 127 31.7% 59 186

Tutor 2 60.6% 63 39.4% 41 104

Tutor 3 45.3% 34 54.7% 41 75

Tutor 4 74.7% 213 25.3% 72 285

Tutor 5 25% 24 75% 72 96

Total 100% 461 100% 285 746

Overwhelmingly, Tutor 4 used more affective strategies than any other tutor 

(285). Her affective strategies focused on the student as a person 74.7% of the time. 

Tutor 5’s was almost the mirror image of Tutor 4. He used roughly three times fewer 

total affective strategies (96) and 75% of his affective strategies focus on the student 

as a writer/ learner. All of the tutors favored one level of Affective Strategy more than 

another, except Tutor 3, who only used slightly more affective strategies that focused 

on the student as a writer/ learner (41) than on the student as a person (34). Tutors 1 

and 2 each devoted a greater portion of their affective strategies to the learner as a 

person than the learner as a writer/ learner (Tutor 1 127:59; Tutor 2 63:41). In the 

member check each of the tutors conveyed that they believe the use of affective



strategies is important. I will now describe each of the tutor’s perceptions of the use 

of affective strategies by using evidence from the member check.

Tutor 4 used far greater frequencies of Affective Strategies than any of the 

other tutors. Throughout the course of the data collection and in all of my experiences 

with Tutor 4 over a three year span working together in the UAF Writing Center,

Tutor 4 routinely spoke about the importance of affective strategies. Tutor 4 seemed 

to play the motherly role among the Graduate Teaching Assistants who staffed the 

UAF Writing Center. She always seemed to make time to chat and was very 

concerned about the well-being of her peers. When I first took an interest in studying 

the telephone tutorial, I listened in to Tutor 4’s distance tutorial sessions whenever 

possible. I noticed that she seemed to really enjoy the telephone tutorials and seemed 

very comfortable with all the students she worked with.

These characteristics of Tutor 4 manifest themselves in her use of tutorial 

strategies. In the member check I noticed that Tutor 4 seemed to be hinting around 

that she thought the affective strategy is important. I followed up on her sentiment by 

asking her, “You just mentioned rapport building can you tell me more about that."

She replied,

I ask what the weather’s doing if it’s incomprehensible speech I ask how the 

weather’s doing how the hunting is I bring up anything that has cultural 

perspective to make them more comfortable my approach is to make in real life 

incomprehensible at the Writing Center that we want to get their story we want 

to help them in every way we can so my approach is to make them comfortable



by asking about uh how many kids they have if it’s a non-traditional student 

ask them what grade they’re in ask them uh oftentimes I’ve even asked them 

about uh the politics in that area so that helps them be more comfortable that 

way they like to ask me questions they get to know me better I get to know 

them better and by then our language somehow reaches an understanding so 

that when 1 start reading their paper to them out loud they have an 

understanding of who I am which makes them more comfortable and it also 

gives me a perspective so I know exactly who I think I’m talking to 

Here, Tutor 4 shows that she perceives affective strategies, especially those that help 

her to connect with the student as a person, as particularly effective tutorial strategies. 

In this quote, Tutor 4 seems to be expressing ideals captured in Krashen’s Affective 

Filter Hypothesis, by recognizing that the use of affective strategies makes learning 

more effective.

Tutor 1 had the second most frequent use of affective strategies. Tutor 1 

shared Tutor 4 ’s perception that affective strategies are effective. But, unlike Tutor 4, 

who seemed to express that the affective strategies are beneficial to the tutorial 

session, Tutor 1 ’s perception of affective strategies seems to be that the use of 

affective strategies improves the learner. According to Tutor 1,

Giving positive feedback really helps out because people want to know what’s 

good they’re expecting [the tutorial session] to be a negative experience . . .  so 

if you say look this image is really good you know and then talk about maybe 

some of the mechanical errors around that then it's more about not you know



this is wrong and this is wrong and this is wrong but these are the strengths by 

doing this we’re helping what’s already strong be even better.

In this quote, Tutor 1 senses that praising students helps them to improve on the parts 

of their writing that are already strong. Throughout the data collection Tutor 1 

commented to me that she frequently praised students not only because it helped to 

lower the affective filter, but because it actually improved the learner.

The males in this study (Tutors 2, 3 and 5) viewed the affective strategies 

somewhat differently than the females (Tutors 1 and 4). Tutor 2 spoke very briefly 

about the use of affective strategies during the member check. He stated,

40 percent of the time the [student] is shy and doesn’t need to be torn apart he 

needs to be shown what’s going what’s going right as well as what’s going 

wrong um I always want my tutees to go away feeling confident 

Here Tutor 2 seems to perceive affective strategies in the same ways as both Tutor 1 

and Tutor 4. He recognizes that shy students need something different than students 

who are not shy (not to be torn apart) and that confidence can help to make a student a 

better writer.

In each of the questions I posed to Tutor 3 about affective strategies in the 

member check, he seemed to talk around the actual question and instead focus on the 

tutorial session itself. About midway through the member check I posed a more direct 

question, “Do you ever feel yourself getting off track with students and talking about 

things outside the tutorial session.” He responded,
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Um occasionally I don’t think not so much but occasionally especially if the 

student leads that way I think sometimes if the student if you’re in a paragraph 

or section and there are cases where a student there there’s some sort of 

negotiation that you’re going through and it could be it could be a cultural 

negotiation or it could be language negotiation but not too often.

Throughout the data collection Tutor 3 used only six instances of Personal 

Connection, 28 instances of Praising and no instances of humor. He seems to perceive 

that time on task is more important than the other tutors. One tutorial session where 

Tutor 3 used the Personal Connection strategy twice, he commented to the student, 

who was writing about weight lifting, that he also lifts weights and they spoke briefly 

about the topic before getting into the text itself. Once in the text, Tutor 3 makes no 

additional personal comments to the student.

In the member check, Tutor 5’s comments about affective strategies reflected 

his use of affective strategies. Like Tutor 3 ,1 had a hard time getting Tutor 5 to speak 

directly about affective strategies. When I asked him specifically about how he builds 

rapport with students he responded.

Oh I might um well you know just introduce myself hi I’m [Tutor 5] you know 

and you’re you know you’re Carrie how are you doing Carrie well let’s see 

what you got here you know I’ll ask you know do you have do you have the 

assignment that your teacher gave me you know maybe I could you know I 

should take a look at that



Tutor 5’s words here echo his use of affective strategies; he is more focused on the 

student as a learner and a writer than on the student as a person outside tutorial session 

and the larger university setting. He expresses that personal introductions are 

important and that it is important to speak with students about their experiences in the 

writing classroom.

The use of Affective Strategies demonstrates one of the biggest differences 

between tutors in this study. Tutors 1 and 4 used much greater frequencies of the 

Affective Strategies than Tutors 2, 3 and 5. Each of the tutors perceives that the use of 

affective strategies is important, but each conceptualizes the importance of affective 

strategies and the ways the strategies benefit the learner differently.

The Warm Up

Ryan & Zimmerelli (2006) proposed that Warm Up time is important because 

it sets the agenda for the session. Macauley (2005) asserted that every tutorial session 

needs a plan on which the student and the tutor can focus. He suggested reviewing the 

assignment, deciding on goals for the session, and choosing the best route to reaching 

those goals. Each of the sessions contains some kind of introductory time I define as 

the Warm Up.

I measure the Warm Up using words rather than time because each tutorial 

session begins with the student filling out a form (see Appendix D). The beginning of 

the face-to-face tutorial sessions also sometimes involves the student taking off the 

many layers of outerwear required during the Fairbanks winter or the tutor finishing 

up paperwork from the last tutorial session. Also, during face-to-face sessions the



student sometimes spends considerable time looking through a book bag for a writing 

implement, the text and other tools, like assignment sheets or articles referenced in the 

text. During this time the tutor might introduce herself and then leave the student 

briefly to fill a water bottle or a coffee cup. In telephone tutorials, occasionally the 

student asks the tutor for a moment to gather supplies after answering the telephone. 

Thus, because of commotion surrounding the beginning of the tutorial session, the 

number of words devoted to the Warm Up seems to be a more accurate indicator of 

the energy devoted to the Warm Up. Table 16 illustrates the number of words 

dedicated to the Warm Up in a tutorial session.

Table 16. Warm Up Word Count

Tutor 1 10/22
FF
238

10/29
T

316

10/29
T

298

11/05
FF
249

11/08
FF
230

11/12
T

275

1,606

Tutor 2 11/16
T

179

10/09
T
98

10/09
FF
187

10/09
FF
127

10/16
FF
88

11/16
T
72

751

Tutor 3 10/05
T

146

10/22
T

203

10/29
FF
90

11/05
T

126

11/06
FF
119

11/06
FF
219

903

Tutor 4 10/12
FF
286

10/16
FF
306

10/22
T

331

10/29
FF
420

11/02
T

279

11/05
T

348

1,970

Tutor 5 10/16
FF
239

10/22
T

138

11/06
T

118

11/12
T

173

11/13
FF
121

10/29
FF
57

846

Total 6,076

There is a lot of variability within and between tutors in the Warm Up. Tutor 

4 ’s 10/29 face-to-face session had the longest Warm Up in the data sample with 420



words. At the beginning of this session, Tutor 4 asks the student about her health, her 

children and the weather in her area. Tutor 5’s Warm Up in his 10/29 face-to-face had 

the fewest words. I noted in my reflective journal that this day was a particularly busy 

day at the writing center and Tutor 5 had to rush from his previous tutorial session to 

this particular session. He asked the student to fill out the paper work while he filed 

forms from the previous student and by the time he got back to the student, the student 

was ready to begin the session. Certainly time constraints, like the business of the 

Writing Center and the tutor’s own schedule affect the length of the Warm Up. For 

example, the tutor may begin the tutorial session at 2:45pm but be finished working at 

the writing center at 3:00. Tutors frequently continue to tutor students even past their 

assigned hours, but if the tutor is in a rush to leave, he may need to make the tutorial 

session short if there is no other tutor able to work with the student. Thus time 

constraints and the tutor’s own schedule seem to add to the variability in the number 

of words dedicated to the Warm Up.

The average Warm Up was 202.5 words. Tutors 1 and 4, who used the highest 

frequency of affective strategies, also had longer Warm Up sessions with students than 

the other tutors. Both of these Tutors had Warm Up word counts higher than the 

average (267.7 and 328.3) Both Tutors 1 and 4 indicated in the member check that 

they feel it is very important to take time at the beginning of a session to make 

students feel comfortable. According to Tutor 1, the Warm Up is a kind of affective 

strategy,



I think a big part of a tutorial session for me is always sort of monitoring a 

student’s comfort level you know when you start um especially when you’re 

critiquing something or suggesting kind of big changes and you always want to 

make sure that you’re not freaking somebody out I think you do that just by 

talking with the student at the beginning of a session and letting them know 

you are a human too.

Tutor 4 echoed Tutor 1 's sentiment and detailed the way she approaches the Warm

I think it’s most important to make students feel comfortable first I ask what 

the weather’s doing if it’s snowing or raining I ask how the hunting is . . .  we 

want to get their story we want to help them in every7 way we can so my 

approach is to make them comfortable by asking about how many kids they 

have if it’s a non-traditional student ask them what grade they’re in ask them 

oftentimes I’ve even asked them about uh the politics in that area so that helps 

them be more comfortable that way they like to ask me questions they get to 

know me better I get to know them better and by then our language 

somehow reaches an understanding so that when I start reading their paper to 

them out loud they have an understanding of who I am which makes them 

more comfortable and it also gives me a perspective so I know exactly who I 

think I’m talking to.



In the member check none of the other tutors spoke specifically about the Warm Up. 

Thus, the fact that Tutors 1 and 4 spoke about the Warm Up in particular reflects their 

perceptions that the Warm Up is an important tutorial strategy.

Tutor Words vs. Student Words

As I began the analysis it occurred to me that some tutors seem to try to elicit 

speech more often from students than others. Encouraging students to talk during the 

tutorial session is a nondirective approach that serves to help students come to their 

own conclusions. As with the Warm Up, I use a word count to describe the ratio of 

the tutor’s words to the student's words. Table 17 shows a total word count for each 

tutorial session. Tables 18 and 19 show the word counts for the tutor and the student 

respectively.

Table 17. Total Words

Tutor 1 10/22
FF

4,097

10/29
T

3,808

10/29
T

3,574

11/05
FF

4,434

11/08
FF

3,300

11/12
T

7,995

27,208

Tutor 2 11/16
T

797

10/09
T

3,247

10/09
FF

2,668

10/09
FF

3,874

10/16
FF

1,496

11/16
T

627

12,709

Tutor 3 10/05
T

1,174

10/22
T

3,858

10/29
FF

1,920

11/05
T

3,676

11/06
FF

2,957

11/06
FF

3,160

16,745

Tutor 4 10/12
FF

5,393

10/16
FF

2,380

10/22
T

2,600

10/29
FF

2,262

11/02
T

830

11/05
T

3,115

16,580

Tutor 5 10/16
FF

3,159

10/22
T

3,040

11/06
T

1,522

11/12
T

5,736

11/13
FF

1,458

10/29
FF
907

15,822

Total 89,064
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Table 18. Tutor Words

Tutor 1 10/22
FF

3,896

10/29
T

2,897

10/29
T

2,524

11/05
FF

3,744

11/08
FF

1,899

11/12
T

6,719

21,679

Tutor 2 11/16
T

553

10/09
T

2,946

10/09
FF

2,217

10/09
FF

2,876

10/16
FF

1,228

11/16
T

542

10,362

Tutor 3 10/05
T

1,044

10/22
T

3,752

10/29
FF

1,460

11/05
T

3,108

11/06
FF

2,468

11/06
FF

1,973

13,805

Tutor 4 10/12
FF

3,232

10/16
FF

1,891

10/22
T

2,173

10/29
FF

1,672

11/02
T

440

11/05
T

2,453

11,861

Tutor 5 10/16
FF

2,243

10/22
T

2,917

11/06
T

1,197

11/12
T

5,239

11/13
FF

1,136

10/29
FF
642

13,374

Total 71,081

Table 19. Student Words

Tutor 1 10/22
FF
201

10/29
T

911

10/29
T

1,050

11/05
FF
690

11/08
FF

1,401

11/12
T

1,276

5,529

Tutor 2 11/16
T

244

10/09
T

301

10/09
FF
451

10/09
FF
998

10/16
FF
268

11/16
T
85

2,347

Tutor 3 10/05
T

130

10/22
T

106

10/29
FF
460

11/05
T

568

11/06
FF
489

11/06
FF

1,187

2,940

Tutor 4 10/12
FF

2,161

10/16
FF
489

10/22
T

427

10/29
FF
590

11/02
T

390

11/05
T

662

4,719

Tutor 5 10/16
FF
916

10/22
T

123

11/06
T

325

11/12
T

497

11/13
FF
322

10/29
FF
265

2,448

Total 17,983



All of the high numbers come in face-to-face sessions and all the low numbers come 

in telephone sessions.

On the whole, Tutor words represented 79.8% of the total number of words 

spoken during tutorial sessions. Students words represented 20.2% of the total words 

spoken. Tutors 1 and 4, who used the highest frequencies of affective strategies and 

dedicated the most time to the Warm Up also elicited more words from students than 

any of the other tutors. Figure 4 illustrates the ratio of student words to tutor words by 

tutor.

■  Tutor 
□  Student

Tutor 1 Tutor 2 Tutor 3 Tutor 4 Tutor 5

Figure 4. Student Words to Tutor Words

Tutors words represented 74.5%, 77.3%, 78.7%, 60.2% and 81.7% of the total words 

spoken during the tutorial sessions. All of the tutors spoke more than students during 

the tutorial sessions. Tutor 5 had a higher percentage of words as compared to his 

students than any of the other tutors. This may be a reflection of his low use of



affective strategies. He uses few affective strategies in general and very few that focus 

on the student as a person. His lack of emphasis on the student is revealed in the ratio 

of his words to the student's words.

Again, Tutor 4 contrasts with Tutor 5. Tutor 4 devoted 60.2% of the words in 

her tutorial sessions. Her use of affective strategies is also reflected in the ratio of her 

words to her student’s words. Her high frequency of using affective strategies that 

focus on the student as a person seems to also influence the number of words the 

student devotes to the tutorial session.

I speak more specifically about the ratio of student words to tutor words in 

Research Question 2, where I compare face-to-face and telephone tutorial sessions. 

Nonverbal Strategies

In analyzing nonverbal strategies during face-to-face sessions, I tallied the use 

of nonverbal communication between tutors and students. The data shows that tutors 

tend to use four nonverbal strategies, pointing, underlining, creating visual 

representations (usually to demonstrate organizational elements), and using reference 

books. Table 20 describes the coding scheme for identifying nonverbal strategies 

along with the frequencies tutors use each nonverbal strategy.

S®S0NJUBRARY
SKA-FA»R8ANKS
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Table 20. Coding Scheme for Identifying Nonverbal Strategies

Code Description Frequency Percentage

Point Pointing 215 47.5%

Underline Underlining 214 47.3%

VIS Visual Representation 11 2.4%

RB Using Reference 
Books

13 2.8%

Total: 453 100%

As a whole, the five tutors demonstrated 473 instances of nonverbal strategies. 

Pointing and Underlining represent 94.8% of the nonverbal strategies tutors used.

Less frequently, tutors sketched visual representations for students (11) and used 

reference books (13). In this study tutors used three reference books, The APA Style 

Manual The MLA Style Manual, and A Writer’s Reference. Appendix H details the 

frequency of pointing, underlining, visually representing, and using reference books 

by tutor. The use of nonverbal strategies during face-to-face sessions highlights one 

of the key differences between face-to-face and telephone tutorial sessions. I discuss 

nonverbal strategies further in the next section on Research Question 2.

Conclusion

While individual tutors were largely consistent in their strategy use, they 

differed in their choice of strategies. Figure 5 compares strategy use by tutor.
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Figure 5. Comparison o f Strategy Use by Tutor

The figure highlights the individual differences between tutor strategy use. Namely, 

Tutors 1 and 4 use much higher frequencies o f Affective Strategies than the other 

tutors and Tutor 1 identified errors and used teaching strategies far more frequently 

than the other tutors. I now move on to discuss Research Question 2, where I 

highlight key differences between face-to-face and telephone tutorial sessions.



Research Question 2

How are Face-to-face and Telephone tutorials similar/ different?

This section highlights the differences between face-to-face and telephone 

tutorial sessions. All of the tutors expressed that face-to-face tutorial sessions and 

telephone tutorial sessions are different in significant ways. The UAF Writing Center 

Director noted that one of the biggest differences between telephone and face-to-face 

tutorial sessions is that the writing center provides time, usually about 15 minutes, for 

the tutor to read the student’s paper before calling at the appointed time.

The Director also pointed out that there is a difference in the types of errors 

students who come into the UAF Writing Center make than students who utilize 

telephone tutorial sessions. He also indicated that rural student seem to have a 

different perception about what actually happens during a tutorial session and tend to 

be primarily concerned with Lower-Order Concerns. He stated,

often [students in telephone tutorials] from the rural campuses have more 

lower-order issues and it is in fact often the lower-order issues that those 

students are most concerned about so that if you were I think to ignore that I 

mean sometimes in a face-to-face tutorial you . . . just wind up talking about 

organization and you say you know we’ll get to this and maybe you can worry 

about these other issues in a different session but I think that in the telephone 

session you feel as more obligated to address higher and Lower-Order 

Concerns.



I will now discuss key differences between the two modes and compare and contrast 

the strategies tutors use.

Nonverbal Strategies and Place Markers in Telephone tutorial Sessions

All of the tutors indicated that they sometimes make use of nonverbal 

strategies in face-to-face sessions. In the total data from face-to-face sessions, tutors 

used 473 total instances of nonverbal strategies. All tutors and the Writing Center 

Director stated in the member check that the inability to use visual representations was 

a major difference between telephone tutorial sessions and face-to-face tutorial 

sessions. Table 21 shows the use of nonverbal strategies by tutor. See Appendix H 

for the total frequency of Nonverbal Strategies in each tutorial session.

Table 21. Frequencies of Nonverbal Strategies by Tutor

Pointing Underlining Visual
Representations

Reference
Books

Total

Tutor 1 53 32 0 8 93

Tutor 2 39 83 7 5 134

Tutor 3 38 40 0 2 80

Tutor 4 63 39 4 11 117

Tutor 5 22 20 0 7 49

Total 215 214 11 33 473

Tutor 2 used the highest total frequency of Nonverbal Strategies during face- 

to-face sessions (134). He used Underlining 83 times, while the other tutors



underlined 32, 40, 39 and 20 times respectively. In the member check Tutor 2 

commented that his inability to use nonverbal behaviors is one of the biggest 

challenges for him in telephone tutorial sessions. His use of the Underlining Strategy 

goes along with his Read Silently strategy. In face-to-face sessions, Tutor 2 typically 

reads the student’s work silently, underlines the areas he wants to discuss and then 

reads the underlined text aloud to the student. He used the Pointing Strategy 53 times 

in face-to-face sessions. Tutor 2’s use of the pointing strategy follows his use of 

examples (for a more thorough discussion of Tutor 2’s use of examples, see Teaching 

Strategies under Research Question 1), and he frequently points to a place in the 

student’s work and they uses examples to teach the student how to improve the area.

When I asked Tutor 2 how he compensates for nonverbal strategies in 

telephone tutorial he responded that he has to rely on his voice,41 [in telephone 

tutorials] you don’t get to look at the person which means that you can’t rely on you 

know hand movements and gestures . . .  I find that I have to use my voice to 

compensate.” The other way Tutor 2 compensated for a lack of nonverbal 

communication was to replace pointing and underlining with place markers.

To indicate the place a tutor was focusing on in a text during telephone tutorial 

sessions, tutors used place markers. Place Markers indicate a specific place in the text. 

Tutors might tell a student “okay now we’re on page two second paragraph line one.” 

Table 22 shows the frequency of place markers in telephone tutorial sessions.
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Table 22. Frequency of Place Markers in Telephone Tutorial Sessions

Tutor 1 11

Tutor 2 32

Tutor 3 39

Tutor 4 15

Tutor 5 18

Total 115

Even tutors who read the student’s work aloud frequently used place markers 

during the tutorial session to ensure that the student and the tutor were looking at the 

same place in the text. Tutor 3, who read the student’s work aloud during telephone 

tutorial sessions used the highest frequency of place markers. Tutor 2, who did not 

read aloud, but focused on fewer errors than the other tutors, use the second highest 

frequency of place markers in telephone tutorial sessions. Tutors 1 and 4 used the 

lowest frequencies of place markers, but were more likely than the other tutors to read 

passages of the text aloud more than once.

Tutor 4 used the second highest total frequency of Nonverbal Strategies. 

During the member check, Tutor 4 expressed that she feels more comfortable 

discussing Higher-Order Concerns, especially organization, during face-to-face 

sessions than in telephone tutorials because she can sketch an outline for students. 

Tutor 4 is the only tutor who stated that she sometimes tries to dictate an outline to



students over the phone, but expressed that she does not feel certain that the students 

are following along as she dictates outline structures. Tutor 4 is the only tutor who 

used a reference book in a telephone tutorial. In one session she asked the student if 

he had a copy of A Writer’s Reference with him. He happened to have a copy of the 

text. Tutor 4 went on to give the student important page numbers that would provide 

the student with a visual representation of a References Page in MLA Style. Again, 

this is the only instance of using a reference book during telephone tutorials.

Tutor 1 expressed that she has a difficult time conveying information over the 

phone because she cannot see the student. According to Tutor 1,

I think that the language you use is different because uh you don’t have 

somebody right there so you are um everything you want to communicate to a 

student has to be verbal and you know you don’t have the gestures . . .  I think a 

big part of a tutor session for me is always sort of monitoring a student's 

comfort level especially when you’re critiquing something or suggesting kind 

of big changes and you always want to make sure that you're not freaking 

somebody out but in [telephone] sessions it’s really difficult to do that you 

know you’re really kind of on your own you just lay it out there and um you 

need sort of verbal assurances that they understand what you’re talking about 

whereas if you’re sitting with them you can kind gauge the student’s ability 

and comfort level.

Tutor 1 used 93 instances of nonverbal strategies during tutorial sessions.



Tutor 5 detailed the importance of nonverbal communication. In the member 

check he indicated that the lack of face-to-face interaction with the student makes 

telephone tutorial sessions more difficult for him. He stated.

Well probably the most salient difference [between face-to-face and telephone 

tutorial sessions] is uh you know having both of us in side by side so that if I 

want to point something out to [the student] in the paper . . .  I can literally 

point at it on the paper otherwise I’ve got to you know describe where it is and 

sometimes it just kind of clogs up the communication having to do it that way 

on a telephone.

Tutor 5 indicated that the use of place markers makes telephone tutorial sessions 

"more clumsy” and “disrupts the flow of the tutorial session.” Tutor 2 was the only 

tutor who did not indicate that having to use place markers makes the telephone 

tutorial sessions uncomfortable for them in some ways. Yet because of the nature of 

telephone conversations the use of place markers seems to be the only strategy a tutor 

can use other than reading aloud to ensure that the student and the tutor are looking at 

the same place in a text.

Length Face-to-face vs. Telephone

Throughout the course of this study, tutors spent slightly more time (5 minutes 

40 seconds) engaged in face-to-face tutorial sessions than they did in telephone 

tutorials. These results are surprising, especially considering that appointment times 

for telephone tutorial sessions are 15 minutes longer than face-to-face tutorial 

sessions. This also is counter to the results from Price et al. (2007) which showed that



those who tutor by distance tend to spent more time tutoring by distance than during 

face-to-face sessions. Price et al. (2007) compared online tutoring to face-to-face 

tutoring and this study compares tutorial sessions that take place on the telephone to 

face-to-face tutoring. It is also important to note that these numbers do not reflect the 

time tutors spent reading the student’s work before calling them on the telephone. 

Table 23 compares the length of face-to-face sessions with telephone sessions.

Table 23. Length Face-to-face vs. Telephone

Face-to-face Phone Total

Tutor 1 101:26 114:03 215:29

Tutor 2 64:21 43:24 107:45

Tutor 3 72:06 74:58 147:04

Tutor 4 97:54 72:15 170:09

Tutor 5 61:58 87:25 149:23

Total 397:45 392:05 789:50

While tutors as a whole spent relatively the same amount of time in face-to- 

face and telephone tutorial sessions, some tutors spent more time engaged in face-to- 

face sessions while other spent more time engaged in telephone sessions. Tutors 1, 3 

and 5 spent more time engaged in telephone tutorial sessions than in face-to-face 

sessions. Tutors 2 and 4, on the other hand, spent more time engaged in telephone 

tutorial sessions.



Tutor 2 consistently had the shortest overall session lengths. He stated in post

session evaluations and in the member check that he feels it is important to keep 

tutorial sessions short. He rationalized this strategy by stating that he thinks students 

learn best when the tutor limits suggestions.

I feel like when I’ve had tutorial sessions that were long, say 30 to 45 minutes I 

can just tell the students aren’t following me as well as they were at the 

beginning of the session I think there are some students who are able to follow 

along for longer periods of time but I can tell especially with telephone 

tutorials that I’m starting to space out after about 30 minutes so I can imagine 

that the students are too.

Here Tutor 2 indicates that keeping sessions short is a strategy he perceives as 

important.

Tutor 1, on the other hand, expressed an obligation to help the students as 

much as they need. This is reflected in the fact that she spent more time engaged in 

tutorial sessions than any of the other tutors. It seems that the tutor’s individual 

strategies and attitudes toward the tutorial sessions influence the amount of time they 

spend in tutorial sessions.

Identifying Errors Face-to-face vs. Telephone

Tutors tended to use directive strategies more often than nondirective strategies 

in telephone tutorial sessions. Table 24 shows the frequency of identified errors in 

face-to-face sessions as compared to telephone sessions and shows that tutors
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face-to-face sessions as compared to telephone sessions and shows that tutors 

consistently identified errors more frequently in telephone tutorial sessions than in 

face-to-face sessions.

Table 24. Frequency of Identifying Errors Face-to-face vs. Telephone

Face-to-
face

Phone Total

Tutor 1 122 125 247

Tutor 2 36 40 76

Tutor 3 59 63 122

Tutor 4 48 53 101

Tutor 5 32 66 98

Total 297 347 644

In the member check all of the tutors and the Writing Center Director indicated 

that students who participate in telephone tutorial sessions seem to have more errors, 

especially sentence-level errors, in their work than students who come into the writing 

center. Each tutor attributed the higher frequency of errors in telephone tutorial 

sessions to the fact that many of the students speak a variety of nonstandard English. 

Table 25 shows the frequency of editing in face-to-face sessions as compared to 

telephone sessions and demonstrates that tutors do tend to use the directive editing 

approach more often in telephone tutorial session than in face-to-face sessions.



Table 25. Frequency of Editing Face-to-face vs. Telephone

Face-to-face Phone Total

Tutor 1 43 50 93

Tutor 2 3 10 13

Tutor 3 28 29 57

Tutor 4 20 33 53

Tutor 5 9 28 37

Total 103 150 253

The Writing Center Director pointed out that tutoring via distance can become 

awkward as a consequence of the distance and result in the tutor becoming a line-by- 

line editor.

. . . because of the awkwardness of not being face to face sometimes the 

tendency is to start saying you know turn to page two look at paragraph three 

can you read that aloud to me I think you can employ many of the same 

techniques that you do in face to face but I think it’s the telephone tutorials 

lend themselves a lot more to finding out page two line two change this I think 

the tutors have to for themselves often kind of fight against that the ease with 

which you can approach the tutorial that way.

Of the 103 instances of editing in face-to-face sessions, 52.4% of the time tutors edited 

by marking the student’s work. The other 47.6% of the time tutors edited orally,



sessions they had to alter their editing strategies because they could not edit by simply 

marking the student’s work.

In the member check I posed the question “Do you ever find yourself 

becoming a line by line editor during telephone tutorial sessions?” Four of the five 

tutors (tutors 1, 3, 4, 5) indicated that they sometimes become exclusively directive 

during telephone tutorial sessions and become line-by-line editors. Tutor 3 in 

particular discussed the temptation to edit heavily during telephone tutorial sessions 

comes from a feeling of obligation to literally fix errors for the student,

I think there’s a risk for [to become an editor] on some papers um and it’s hard 

especially ones that have lots of errors because and I think as a tutor it’s just 

instinct that the person can’t come to you to get help and this is maybe sort of 

the only chance to help the person so it’s really a risk to try to correct 

everything uh and then give it back to them because you want kind of want 

them to succeed and do well so uh yeah I think it’s um it’s always a risk or it’s 

always tempting to [edit] if the paper has a lot of errors.

Flere, Tutor 3 shows that he is aware of the risk of becoming an editor rather than a 

tutor in telephone tutorial sessions. Of all the tutors, Tutor 3 showed the most 

consistency in his use of the editing strategy between face-to-face and telephone 

tutorial sessions (28 and 29 instances). It seems his awareness of the risk of becoming 

an editor helped him to avoid the temptation to simply edit in telephone tutorial 

sessions.



Tutor 2 was the only tutor who said he never becomes a line-by-line editor. In 

the member check he stated that he “absolutely never” edits errors. While he does 

sometimes use a strategy I identified as editing, the results show that he indeed edits 

less frequently than the other tutors.

The Writing Center Director empathized with Tutor 3. He explained, 

often the writers [in telephone tutorial sessions] are um particularly concerned 

about [Lower-Order Concerns] especially such issues as verb tenses sentence 

fragments um punctuation things . . .  I think there’s just a way in which I feel 

like you know this is my I need to make sure that you are aware of these issues 

we . . .  we lack that face-to-face contact and it feels like I have this one way I 

have to compensate for that.

While tutors did use the editing strategy more often in telephone tutorial 

session than in face-to-face sessions, tutors also used the nondirective approach, 

leading students to their own conclusions more often. Table 26 compares the use of 

the Leading Students to Their Own Conclusions strategy in face-to-face and telephone 

sessions.
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Table 26. Leading Students to Their Own Conclusions

Face-to-
face

Phone Total

Tutor 1 72 82 154

Tutor 2 33 30 63

Tutor 3 31 34 65

Tutor 4 28 20 48

Tutor 5 23 38 61

Total 187 204 391

Tutor 1 used the Lead Students to their Own Conclusions Strategy more than twice as 

frequently as any of the other tutors in telephone tutorial sessions (82). In the member 

check Tutor 1 spoke of the importance of enlisting the help of the student during the 

tutorial sessions, especially during telephone tutorial sessions.

Tutor 1 expressed that she perceives nondirective approaches as more effective 

in facilitating student learning than directive approaches. Her use of the Scaffolding 

Strategy (discussed in Research Question 1 under Teaching) helps to explain the high 

frequencies of both directive and nondirective strategies. Tutor 1 tended to begin with 

a directive strategy and then gradually shift the responsibility to the student. Across 

her tutorial sessions, both face-to-face and telephone, Tutor 1 often approached one 

type of error by editing it the first time. As she continued to approach errors she 

tended to ask the student questions such as, “how might you fix that?”



Overwhelmingly, students responded well to her questioning. It is likely that students 

responded well to her nondirective approach because she tended to use Scaffolding 

and begin with a more directive approach. In this way, the students have seen her 

model what she asks them to do first, so they have a good idea of how to respond to 

her questioning when she shifts into a more nondirective role.

Teaching Errors Face-to-face vs. Telephone

While tutors tend to employ both directive and nondirective strategies in 

identifying errors, they are less likely to take the time to teach students about their 

errors and how to avoid them in the future in telephone tutorial sessions. Table 27 

shows that tutors attempt to teach students how to fix an error more in face-to-face 

sessions (471) than in telephone sessions (312). Appendix G shows the frequencies of 

the use of the teaching students how to fix errors strategies, using prescriptive advice, 

using example, scaffolding, and clarifying in each tutorial session.

Table 27. Total Frequency of Teaching Errors Face-to-face vs. Telephone

Prescriptive
Advice

Example Scaffolding Clarifying
Advice

Tote
each

il in 
Mode

Total

FF T FF T FF T FF T FF T
Tutor

1
20 10 20 19 50 37 23 20 113 86 199

Tutor
2

14 9 28 58 18 3 18 16 78 86 164

Tutor
3

19 8 16 24 1 2 19 10 55 44 99

Tutor
4

30 13 13 11 38 8 33 17 114 49 163

Tutor
5

28 10 23 16 23 1 37 20 111 47 158

Total 111 50 100 128 130 51 130 83 471 312 790
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Of the four teaching strategies, tutors used Prescriptive Advice, Scaffolding 

and Clarifying Advice more frequently in telephone tutorial sessions than in face-to- 

face sessions. However, tutors used Examples more frequently in telephone sessions 

than in face-to-face sessions. Tutor 2, in particular, used far more examples (58) than 

any of the other tutors (19, 24, 11, 16).

Tutor 2 is the only tutor who used more teaching strategies in telephone 

tutorial sessions than in face-to-face sessions. All of the other tutors used more 

teaching strategies in face-to-face sessions. Tutor 2 is the only tutor who conveyed to 

me that he actually prefers telephone tutorial sessions over face-to-face sessions. He 

stated that he prefers the telephone tutorials because he can take time to prepare 

himself for what he is actually going to focus on with the student. Tutor 2 also seems 

to take his role as a tutor very similar to his role as a teacher. He likes to have time at 

the beginning of a tutorial session to prepare his lessons for the student. He only 

begins teaching after he finishes reading a text silently.

The use of Clarifying Advice between modes is surprising. It seems likely that 

because the tutors indicated that they are often unsure whether students in telephone 

sessions are following their advice that they would use more clarifying advice to 

compensate for the uncertainty. This turns out not to be the case. In fact, tutors used 

clarifying advice 130 times in face-to-face sessions and only 83 times in telephone 

tutorial sessions. All of the tutors used more clarifying advice in face-to-face sessions 

than in telephone sessions.



Reading Face-to-face vs. Telephone

Tutors read the student’s work aloud in telephone tutorial sessions more often 

than in face-to-face sessions. It seems tutors used the Read Aloud Strategy during 

telephone tutorials as one way to compensate for the lack of nonverbal 

communication. The tutors who read aloud used 74% fewer place markers during 

telephone tutorial sessions than tutors who did read aloud. Table 28 compares reading 

strategies in face-to-face and telephone tutorial sessions.

Table 28. Frequency of Reading Aloud Face-to-face vs. Telephone

Tutor Reads Student Reads
Phone Face-to-face Phone Face-to-face

W s W S W s W S
Tutor 1 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0

Tutor 2 0 3 0 0 0 0 0

Tutor 3 3 0 0 'j 0 0 0 0

Tutor 4 3 0 2 0 0 0 0 0

Tutor 5 2 0 2 0 1 0 1 0

Total 10 3 6 6 1 0 1 0
W = Whole; S = Selectively; 0 = No Reading

Tutor 3, who does not read aloud in face-to-face sessions, conveyed that he 

does read aloud in telephone tutorial sessions because the read aloud strategy is a tool 

to help the student and the tutor stay at the same place in the text. Yet Tutor 3 still 

used the highest frequency of place markers in telephone tutorial sessions. In the 

member check he expressed concern that students in telephone tutorials sometimes are



not looking at the same place in the text when the tutor is tutoring. His awareness of 

the risk of not looking at the same place in a text lead him to both read aloud and 

frequently use place markers to ensure that the student is following along.

Tutor 2 was the only tutor who never read the student’s work entirely aloud.

To Tutor 2, the fact that he has time to read the student’s work before the tutorial 

session even begins makes him a more effective tutor. According to Tutor 2,

it’s actually kind of nice that’s one thing I like about the [telephone] tutorials 

that I get to read when it’s a face to face I always you know the person sits 

down you say how are you what am I looking at and you have to read their 

their thing while they’re standing sitting there kind of uncomfortably for about 

10 minutes where you know they don’t know what to do with themselves and 

you’re writing on their paper and then flipping it over so that they can’t look at 

it quite yet and going into the [telephone] tutorial you have it already read and 

you have all your comments ready and before I even pick up a phone I have 

you know the list of things what I’m supposed to talk about so I can be much 

more composed before I get on the phone.

Tutor 2 stressed that he felt that having time to read a student’s work before beginning 

a tutorial session make him more effective. He stated in this quotation that he thinks 

students feel uncomfortable waiting for him to finish reading their work silently. Yet 

the uneasiness he perceives does not seem to make him want to change his tutorial 

style. Tutor 2 used no instances of the Personal Connection Strategy and seems to be



more formal in his tutorial sessions than the other tutors in this study. He is firm about 

his Reading Silently Strategy because he feels it is an effective strategy.

In the data sample, Tutor 5 asked two students to read their papers aloud to 

him. He indicated during the member check that having the student read aloud to him 

is a Strategy he frequently, but not always uses. Occasionally he will read a student’s 

paper silently if the student’s paper is lengthy or simply if he does not have the energy 

to read aloud. In the one instance where Tutor 5 asked a student in a telephone tutorial 

session to read aloud the student did not respond well to the strategy. In the post

session interview the student stated that reading her paper aloud to the tutor made her 

“feel like a child.” When I asked her how her session went, she replied “terrible he 

wanted me to read my paper out loud to him and I am very tired and I just wanted him 

to help me with my grammar so I told him I would just call back tomorrow to work 

with a different tutor.” The student cut the tutorial session short and indicated that she 

would call back at a different time to work with a tutor who would not ask her to read 

her paper aloud. This is the only tutorial session in the data sample in which the 

student did not define the tutorial session as effective. I will discuss this particular 

tutorial session in more depth in Chapter 5.

In contrast, the instance where Tutor 5 asks a student in a face-to-face session 

to read aloud to him, the session went quite well. The student spoke highly of Tutor 5 

and of the quality of the tutorial session. This particular student commented, “it went 

really well Tutor 5 helped me flesh out my ideas you know like I can kind of see what 

I need to do to finish this now he helped me to see things I couldn’t see because I’ve



been working on it for so long now.” It seems that having the student read aloud was 

quite effective with this student.

It seems that all of the tutors believe that reading a student’s paper or parts of 

the paper aloud is useful for the student. Though, more tutors choose to read aloud in 

telephone tutorial sessions than in face-to-face sessions because it helps them to avoid 

having to use place markers frequently. Because the data contains only two instances 

of the student reading aloud to the tutor, the sample is too small to make claims about 

having the student read aloud to the tutor. This study does, however, show one 

instance in a telephone tutorial where having the student read aloud was perceived by 

the tutor, the student and the researcher as ineffective. It also shows one instance in a 

face-to-face tutorial session where having a student read aloud was perceived by the 

tutor, the student and the researcher as effective. I will return to this discussion in 

Chapter 5.

Higher-and Lower-Order Concerns Face-to-face vs. Telephone

In the member check and post-session evaluations, all of the tutors expressed 

that it is more difficult for them to focus on Higher-Order Concerns in telephone 

tutorial sessions than in face-to-face tutorial sessions. The results of this study, 

however, shows that tutors tend to focus on higher-level concerns more often in 

telephone sessions than in face-to-face sessions. Appendix I shows the use of Higher- 

Order Concerns, Lower-Order Concerns and reference focus in each tutorial session. 

While tutors also addressed Lower-Order Concerns more often in telephone tutorial 

sessions, they addressed references less frequently. Table 29 compares Lower-Order



Concerns in face-to-face sessions with Lower-Order Concerns in telephone tutorial 

sessions and shows the frequency of reference focus in face-to-face sessions compared 

with the frequency of reference focus in telephone tutorial sessions.

Table 29. Higher- and Lower-Order Concerns

Higher-Order
Concerns

Lower-Order
Concerns

Reference
Focus

FF T Total FF T Total FF T Total

Tutor
1

45 64 109 57 77 134 48 17 65

Tutor
2

19 20 39 40 30 70 35 14 49

Tutor
3

45 53 98 30 24 54 59 41 100

Tutor
4

25 16 41 26 59 85 68 8 76

Tutor
5

68 62 130 26 46 72 10 63 73

Total 202 215 417 179 236 415 220 143 363

Even though Tutor 1 focused on Higher-Order Concerns more frequently in 

telephone tutorial sessions (64) than in face-to-face tutorial sessions (45), she 

expressed the difficulty discussing Higher-Order Concerns in telephone tutorial 

sessions.

It’s really tough to address Higher-Order Concerns because um a lot of times 

I’ll know something’s not working but not really know um how to suggest 

changes . . . often when I feel like I haven’t really given a student is good



feedback it is on organization cause I never feel okay with just saying look this 

doesn’t work.

Tutor 1 seems to alleviate her concerns by implementing the Scaffolding Strategy and 

beginning by editing for the student and then gradually placing more responsibility on 

the student to make the corrections.

Tutor 4 stated that in face-to-face sessions she tends to make an outline and 

visually represent organization. She stressed the importance of visual representations 

in demonstrating organizational principles in teaching organization. To teach 

organization to students via distance she tends to orally dictate the outlining process to 

the student. However, she expressed that she is often times uncertain whether students 

follow her through the outlining process because she is unable to see their visual 

representations.

Tutor 5 focused on Higher-Order Concerns more frequently than the other 

tutors in both modes combined. But he focused on Higher-Order Concerns a bit more 

frequently in face-to-face sessions (68) than in telephone sessions (62). He confirmed 

his intentions to focus on Higher-Order Concerns in the member check where he 

stated that he thinks students benefit most from discussion of what he referred to as 

“global errors.” He further elaborated that he thinks that tutors should prioritize 

Higher-Order Concerns and only begin working on Lower-Order Concerns when the 

student has enough knowledge of the content and has an organizational plan.

Yet his focus on Lower-Order Concerns (46) and references (63) in telephone 

tutorials is considerably higher than in face-to-face tutorials. He focused on Lower-



Order Concerns and references 26 and 10 times in face-to-face tutorials. In the 

member check he expressed that he feels more drawn to Lower-Order Concerns in 

telephone tutorial sessions because the student’s unfamiliarity with the conventions of 

written Academic English sometimes make the student’s work "unreadable.” 

Therefore, even though he perceives that a focus on Higher-Order Concerns is more 

effective in teaching students writing skills, he feels the need to focus on Lower-Order 

Concerns in telephone tutorials first in order to understand what it is the student is 

saying.

Affective Strategies Face-to-face vs. Telephone

As a whole, tutors used a higher frequency of affective strategies in face-to- 

face sessions than in telephone sessions. Tutors 2 and 5 are the only tutors who used 

more total affective strategies in telephone tutorial sessions than in face-to-face 

tutorial sessions. Table 30 shows the frequency of each affective strategy, making a 

personal connection, praising, using humor, making goals for the session, clarifying 

the assignment and rationalizing the strategy.
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Table 30. Total Frequency of Affective Strategies Face-to-face vs. Telephone

Face-to-face Telephone Total

Tutor 1 98 88 186

Tutor 2 50 54 104

Tutor 3 40 35 75

Tutor 4 163 122 285

Tutor 5 44 52 106

Total 395 351 746



Table 31. Total Frequency o f Each Affective Strategy

Personal
Connection

Praising Humor Goal A
Cl

.ssignment
arification

Rationalize

FF Fax Total FF Fax FF Fax Total Total FF Fax Total FF Fax Total FF Fax Total

Tutor
1

17 18 35 54 31 1 3 4 85 0 7 7 9 14 23 17 15 32

Tutor
2

0 0 0 22 35 4 3 7 57 4 2 6 6 3 9 14 11 25

Tutor
3

4 2 6 13 15 0 0 0 28 0 0 0 4 4 8 19 14 33

Tutor
4

63 41 104 67 39 1 4 5 106 0 3 3 10 7 17 22 28 50

Tutor
5

0 0 0 14 10 8 14 32 24 0 0 0 4 9 13 18 19 37

Total 84 61 145 170 130 14 24 38 300 4 12 16 33 37 70 90 87 177

K>
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The Warm Up Face-to-face vs. Telephone

As a whole, tutors spent slightly more time in the Warm Up during telephone 

tutorial sessions than in face-to-face sessions. Tutors 2 and 4 spent slightly more time 

in the Warm Up during face-to-face sessions, while tutors 1, 3 and 5 spent slightly 

more time in the Warm Up during telephone tutorial sessions. The difference in word 

count between the different modes is not substantial. Overall, the tutors were 

consistent in the number of words devoted to the Warm Up in the two modes. Table 

32 shows the word count tutors used in face-to-face and telephone tutorial sessions. 

Table 32. Warm Up Word Count Face-to-face vs. Telephone

Face-to-face Telephone Total

Tutor 1 717 889 1,606

Tutor 2 402 349 751

Tutor 3 428 475 903

Tutor 4 1,012 958 1,970

Tutor 5 417 429 846

Total 2,976 3,100 6,076

As detailed in Research Question 1 under Warm Up, the Warm Up is built into 

the tutorial session because the tutors must fill out a form at the beginning of each 

session. See Appendix D for the form. The major difference is that in face-to-face



sessions, the tutors all asked the students to fill out the form themselves. But in 

telephone tutorials, the tutor read each line of the form to the student and then filled in 

the student’s information. The fact that the tutor must orally communicate with the 

student when filling out the form explains the reason why, as a whole, tutors devoted 

more words to the Warm Up than in face-to-face sessions.

Word Count Face-to-face vs. Telephone

Even though tutors spent more time in face-to-face than in telephone sessions, 

the word count illustrates that more words were spoken during telephone tutorial 

sessions than in face-to-face sessions. The absence of nonverbal communication 

explains why tutors needed to use more words in telephone tutorial sessions than in 

face-to-face sessions. While the tutors use more words in telephone tutorial sessions, 

students in telephone sessions actually used fewer words than students in face-to-face 

sessions. Table 33 compares the word count in face-to-face and telephone tutorial 

sessions.



Table 33. Word Count Face-to-face vs. Telephone

Tutor Words Student Words Total Words

FF Phone Total FF Phone Total FF Phone Total

Tutor 1 9,539 12,140 21,679 2,292 3,237 5,529 11,831 15,377 27,208

Tutor 2 6,321 4,041 10,362 1,717 630 2,347 8,038 4,671 12,208

Tutor 3 5,901 7,904 13,805 2,136 804 2,940 8,037 8.708 16,475

Tutor 4 6,795 5,066 11,861 3,240 1,479 4,719 10,035 6,545 16,580

Tutor 5 4,021 9,353 13,374 1,503 945 2,448 5,524 10,298 15,822

Total 32,577 38,504 71,081 10,888 7,095 17,983 43,465 45,599 88,293

ho
OO



Tutor 1 is the only tutor who was able to elicit more words from students in telephone 

sessions than in face-to-face sessions (3,237 and 2,292). All of the other tutors elicited 

more than double the amount of speech from students in face-to-face tutorial sessions 

than students in telephone sessions. Tutors 2 and 4 are the only tutors who spoke 

more words in face-to-face than in telephone tutorial sessions. Figure 6 shows the 

differences for each tutor in the two modes. Table 34 shows the ratio of tutor words to 

student words in both modes.
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Figure 6. Word Count Face-to-face vs. Telephone
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Table 34. Ratio of Tutor Words to Student Words in Both Modes

Ratio of Tutor Words 
to Student Words
FF Telephone

Tutor 1 4.16 to 1 3.75 to 1

Tutor 2 3.68 to 1 6.4 to 1

Tutor 3 2.76 to 1 9.8 to 1

Tutor 4 2.10 to 1 3.42 to 1

Tutor 5 2.67 to 1 9.90 to 1

Total 2.99 to 1 5.43 to 1

Put together, the ratio of tutor words to student words in face-to-face sessions is 2.99 

to 1. However, in telephone tutorials the ratio of tutor words to student works is 5.43 

to 1. The difference in tutor words to student words is perhaps the most salient 

difference between the two different modes. As I explain under Intercultural 

Communication in Chapter 2, differences in discourse patterns between Alaska 

Natives and Standard English speakers probably accounts for this disparity.

Tutor 1 is the only tutor whose ratio of tutor words to student words in face-to- 

face sessions is higher than in telephone tutorials. All of the other tutors used a higher 

ratio of tutor words to student words in telephone tutorial sessions. As I have pointed 

out in previous sections, two of the telephone tutorials sessions from Tutor 1 in this 

data are with a student she worked with three times throughout the course of the



semester. The rapport that Tutor 1 built with this student may have helped to bridge 

the gap between her words and the student’s words. I will return to the difference 

between tutor words and student words throughout Chapter 5.

Conclusion

Tutors devoted a fairly consistent number of words to the Warm Up in the two 

different modes. But the difference in strategy use between modes is more salient for 

other strategies. Namely, students tended to speak far more often in face-to-face 

sessions than in telephone sessions. Also, tutors used the Read Aloud Strategy more 

frequently in telephone tutorials than in face-to-face tutorials and they also used place 

markers to compensate for the absence of nonverbal communication. Figure 7 

highlights the key differences in the other strategies tutors use between modes. As 

detailed above in Nonverbal Communication, tutors used a high frequency of 

nonverbal strategies such as pointing, underlining, using visual representations and 

using reference books. Because of the nature of telephone conversations, tutors were 

unable to use nonverbal strategies in telephone tutorial sessions. Also, tutors used 

place markers in telephone tutorials, but did not need to use them in face-to-face 

sessions because they could simply use nonverbal strategies to show the student 

specific locations in the text.
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Figure 7. Strategy Use Face-to-face vs. Telephone

Tutors focus on Lower-Order Concerns more frequently in telephone tutorial sessions 

and focused on Higher-Order Concerns slightly more frequently in telephone tutorial 

sessions. Tutors used a higher frequency of Affective strategies in face-to-face tutorial 

sessions and identified more errors in telephone tutorial sessions. Tutors were far 

more likely to use Teaching Strategies in face-to-face tutorial sessions than in 

telephone tutorial sessions. I now move on to Research Question 3, where I explore 

student and tutor perceptions of effective tutor strategies.



Research Question 3

Which strategies (both face-to-face and telephone) do tutors and students identify as 

“effective? ”

I begin this section by exploring the strategies tutors identified as effective in 

post-session evaluation interviews and in the member check. I also use data from the 

interview with the Writing Center Director. I then explore the strategies students 

identified as effective in the post-session evaluation interviews.

Tutors

In post-session evaluations and the member check, each of the tutors 

highlighted a strategy that seemed to work best for them. For Tutor 1, the Read Aloud 

Strategy was most effective. Tutor 2 perceived that giving students confidence is the 

most effective strategy. For Tutor 3, limiting the number of suggestions was most 

important. Tutor 4 emphasized cultural awareness. Tutor 5 believed that focusing on 

Higher-Order Concerns is the most effective strategy. I will now detail each tutor’s 

rationale for their perceptions of effective tutorial strategies and link their perceptions 

to the literature.

Tutor 1 expressed that the Read Aloud Strategy seems to be particularly 

effective for her. Her perception that reading aloud is an effective strategy is in 

alignment with Chamberlain, 2005 and Ryan & Zimmerelli, 2006, who identified 

reading aloud as an important nondirective strategy that helps students to identify and 

correct their own errors. In the member check Tutor 1 commented,



[reading the paper aloud] makes a big difference I think instead of [using place 

markers and] saying halfway down the second paragraph in [telephone] 

sessions or pointing to something in face-to-face sessions we read through it 

together and I think that the times when I haven’t done that it’s felt like the 

session was a lot more haphazard.

By setting her use of the Read Aloud Strategy in telephone tutorial sessions against the 

times she did not use the Read Aloud Strategy in telephone tutorials, Tutor 1 uses her 

experience as a tutor to define the effectiveness of the Read Aloud Strategy.

Tutor 2 expressed that he feels that giving students confidence is the most 

important strategy for a tutor. This is consistent with Harris (1995a; 1995b) which 

stated that once students gain confidence in their abilities as a writer, they are more 

likely to approach writing tasks with more competence. Tutor 2 echoed Harris’ 

sentiments in the member check,

even if they don’t have the tools even if I know that I just gave them a half 

hour tutorial and explained all these issues about organization how to use 

transitions and they didn’t pick it up I want them to think that they have picked 

it up that they so they can go home and approach their writing confidently even 

if they didn’t learn anything about grammar or organization or content during 

the tutorial session I’m much more happy that they go home and feel confident 

about their writing so that I think that’s the number one key for students at this 

point in their writing careers and their writing education is that they approach it 

confidently.



He further explained that he goes about giving students confidence by pairing errors 

with positive examples and makes a lot of effort to balance errors with positive 

feedback. Tutor 2’s perceptions that giving students confidence is an effective 

strategy is apparent in his use of pairing mistakes with positive features in a text.

For Tutor 3 the most important strategy is limiting the focus of the tutorial 

session. Rafoth (2005) and Ryan & Zimmerelli (2006) support Tutor 3’s claim that 

limiting suggestions is an effective tutorial strategy. In the member check Tutor 3 

suggested that tutors should “isolate uh the two or three uh main problems or main 

issues that [they] want to talk about.” He conveyed that tutors run the risk of tackling 

too many errors at once in telephone tutorial sessions, so after he reads the student’s 

work he creates a list of the most frequent kind of error in the student’s work and tries 

to discuss only those items. Because this study cannot account for instances where the 

tutor ignores errors (see Identifying Errors in Research Question 1 above) it cannot 

make claims about limiting focus as a strategy.

Tutor 4 emphasized that she believes the most important strategy is having 

cultural awareness, especially with students from the villages. Tutor 4’s perception 

that cultural awareness is an effective tutorial strategy is supported by Myers (2003) 

and Powers (1993). As Myers (2003) and Powers (1993) pointed out, tutors should 

approach each session with the expectation that students do not already know the 

philosophies underlying the standards of the academic environment. Tutor 4 feels she 

is able to understand the rural students better than the other tutors because she is a 

Native American and has lived in several different rural villages in Alaska. In the



member check she emphasized that the Warm Up is important for developing a 

cultural understanding.

I’ve lived out in the villages and I understand what life is like out there and I 

really make an effort at the beginning of a tutorial session to get the student to 

tell me a little bit about what their life is like out there and then I share a little 

bit about myself and by the time we start tutoring we have a feel for one 

another I think that if the students know I’ve lived in the villages too then they 

aren’t as intimidated about talking to me about their writing.

Tutor 4’s use of the Warm Up as a time to get to know the student is apparent in each 

tutorial session. Overall, Tutor 4 devoted more words to the Warm Up than any other 

tutor. Like Tutor 1, in the member check Tutor 4 rationalized her strategy use by 

using her experiences as a tutor to point out what seems to be effective to her.

According to Tutor 5, the most important strategy is focusing on Higher-Order 

Concerns. Tutor 5’s perception of a focus on Higher-Order Concerns as an effective 

strategy is consistent with Hawkes (2006), Murray (2000), Ryan & Zimmerelli (2006) 

and Wingate (2005). Each of these authors emphasized that this strategy improves 

student writing because students learn to take an active approach to the writing process 

and learn to figure out strengths and weaknesses on their own. In the member check, 

Tutor 5 expressed that he firmly believes that students need to focus on content and 

think through the bigger ideas before approaching Lower-Order Concerns. In the 

member check he stated,



generally I like to ask students questions like well what are you trying to do 

with your paper you know . . . okay if this is the main idea what kind of 

additional material or you know research material perhaps or you know what’s 

missing here you know um that that you need to include to make this you 

know paper a better paper you know and these are again higher order ones 

these aren’t sentence issues or paragraph issues these are you know conceptual 

issues about what the paper is about.

Tutor 5’s emphasis on Higher-Order Concerns is apparent in his tutorial sessions. He 

focused on Higher-Order Concerns more frequently than any of the other tutors. In 

general, students responded well to this strategy. But in one instance the student 

responded poorly. However, the student’s perception of effectiveness here could be a 

product of several different factors. I discuss this particular tutorial session in more 

depth in Chapter 5.

On the whole, Tutor's perceptions of effectiveness are in line with the 

literature in Writing Center Studies. While tutors varied in their use of strategies, each 

tutor was able to identify and rationalize the strategies they used in tutorial sessions. 

Thus, the strategies the tutors identified as effective tended to be the strategies they 

actually used in tutorial sessions.

Nonverbal Strategies

One of the key differences between modes is that nonverbal communication is 

impossible in telephone tutorial sessions. The inability of tutors to use Nonverbal 

Strategies is one of the most salient differences between modes. In the post session



evaluations and in the member check, each of the tutors mentioned that they think 

using nonverbal strategies is effective in conveying information to students.

According to Tutor 1, “I’m always surprised when I do [telephone] sessions 

how much I communicate in regular sessions with my hands and circling and diagrams 

on the paper and you know and moving things around everything has to be very 

verbal.” Tutor 5 indicated that he believes visual representations (outlining, 

diagramming, etc.) are an important strategy in demonstrating organizational 

information. He echoed these sentiments in the member check

you know sometimes um I’ve very often if I’ve seen a student come into the 

Writing Center um we’ve got some major organizational problems I can flip 

the paper over and take a pencil and sketch out an outline you know or or work 

with them to develop a set of questions that will help them uh organize their 

thinking and organize the thinking in the paper um and that’s that’s a lot easier 

to do with someone sitting beside me you know well let’s see if we can put a 

little outline together or you know what are some of the questions that we 

might ask you know or we’ve got five questions here well what are some of the 

tentative answers that we might um that might work for these questions you 

know and then do they lead to more questions or more answers or you know 

areas where um you know you could do some research or some digging around 

about that and it’s a little bit harder to convey that over the telephone.

All of the tutors mentioned that the inability to use Nonverbal Strategies in telephone 

sessions makes them more difficult than face-to-tace sessions. Tutors attempted to



compensate for the lack of nonverbal communication by reading aloud more often and 

using place markers to help the student stay at the same place in the text as the tutor.

Students

As Bell (2000) pointed out, assessments in writing centers tend to be 

“overwhelmingly positive.” This investigation of tutorial strategies also demonstrates 

that, overwhelmingly, students express that that their tutorial sessions were positive 

experiences. In post-session evaluations, 29 out of the 30 students conveyed to me 

that they felt their papers had improved as a result of the tutorial session, that they 

would receive higher grades on their papers as a result of the session, and that they had 

acquired writing skills that they would be able to apply in the future.

Eight students specifically commented that the use of the Read Aloud Strategy 

was effective for them. After a session with Tutor 1, one student explained, “I really 

like it that she read aloud to me I think I’m going to do that next time by myself 

because when she was reading for some reason I could spot my own errors that I 

didn't catch before.” When I asked the student to describe for me what she had 

learned from the session she said, “oh well now I think I understand how to use a 

semicolon I used to be really unsure how to use them but now I get that you know they 

have to go between two sentences where you could put a period.”

Six students commented that the Writing Center is a place they can go to for 

help without the high stakes associated with meeting with their instructors. In the 

post-session interviews students expressed to me that they like the Writing Center 

because they do not have to feel bad about themselves for not knowing something.



One student stated, “I always bring all of my papers to the writing center it’s like you 

get the same kind of feedback that you’d get from your professor but it’s so laid back 

in here it’s okay to ask the tutors questions.”

Four students told me they use the Writing Center most as an editing service. 

These students come to the Writing Center for a “grammar check” before turning in 

final drafts. One student said, “you know I just like to come in before my paper is due 

to make sure the grammar and punctuation and stuff are okay because I can’t catch 

that kind of stuff on my own.”

On the whole, student perceptions of effectiveness are consistent with tutor 

perceptions of effectiveness. Like tutors, students believed that reading aloud and 

having a comfortable environment are part of what makes tutorial sessions effective. 

However, it is apparent that some students perceive the role of the writing center 

different than the tutors. While tutors tend to see the tutorial session as focused on the 

writer, at least some students perceive the tutorial session as focused on the writing 

itself. I will now discuss the findings of the research.



Chapter 5 Discussion 

The Social Constructivism Model (discussed in Gillespie & Lemer, 2003; 

Bruffee, 1984; Ede, 1989) and the Affective Filter Hypothesis (defined by Krashen,

1982) provided theoretical foundations for this research. In this chapter, I synthesize 

and discuss the results described in Chapter 4. I also provide theoretical, 

methodological, and practical implications of the research and outline directions for 

future research.

This study examined three research questions. The first research question 

serves to identify the strategies tutors actually use during tutorial sessions. The second 

research question serves to compare the strategies tutors use in face-to-face tutorial 

sessions as compared to the strategies tutors use during telephone tutorial sessions.

The third research question examines which strategies tutors and students identify as 

effective. I will now discuss the findings for each question.

Discussion o f  Findings fo r  Question 1

Research Question 1 examines the strategies tutors use in tutorial sessions, 

both face-to-face and telephone. As a whole, I identified 4,340 quantifiable strategies 

that tutors used in the 30 tutorial sessions. The frequencies of these strategies derive 

from coded and tallied transcripts. Additionally, each of the tutors began each session 

with a Warm Up, and, at least occasionally, used the Read Aloud Strategy. These 

codes cannot be quantified in terms of frequency. Rather, I discuss the Read Aloud 

Strategy in terms of whether a tutor or the student reads the work, whether they read 

aloud, read silently, or read silently and then read particular sections aloud. I discuss



the Warm Up by counting the number of words the tutor and student devote to the 

Warm Up. Chapter 4 discusses each of these strategies.

Table 35 shows the frequencies of the categories of quantifiable strategies 

tutors used throughout the data collection and compares the two modes. Appendix K 

shows the frequencies of each strategy individually. Appendixes G, H, I and J show 

frequencies of individual strategies individual tutor. I will now discuss the findings 

for each category.

Table 35. Frequencies of Categories

Category (if 
applicable)

Strategies Face-to-face Telephone Category
Total

Teach an 
Error

LSOC, EX, 
PA, SCA, 

CLAR

658 523 1,181

LOC LOC, RF 399 379 778

Affective P, PC, AC, 
GOAL, 
HUM

381 327 708

ID EDIT, LOC 282 382 664

Nonverbal POINT, 
UNDER, 
RB, VIS

473 N/A 473

N/A HOC 202 215 417

N/A PLACE N/A 115 115
Total 4,340

Teach

On the whole, tutors used teaching strategies more than any other type of 

strategy (1,181 times). Interestingly, this is not a strategy mentioned specifically in



the literature on Writing Center Studies. Tutor 1 used strategies to teach students how 

to correct errors more frequently than any of the other tutors, 353 times total, 185 in 

face-to face sessions, 168 in telephone sessions. She used this type of strategy far 

more often than the other tutors (T2, 227; T3, 164; T4, 211; T5, 219). This is more 

than twice the number of times T3 used strategies to teach errors.

Students responded well to Tutor 1 when she attempted to teach them how to 

fix their errors. In the post-session evaluation, one student commented that he really 

liked working with Tutor 1 because she helped him to make his stated more clear on 

paper. This student commented to me, “it was like I knew what I wanted to say all 

along but she just helped me to put it down on paper.” Here, the student indicates that 

Tutor 1 acted as a facilitator between his ideas and the text itself.

It is important to note also, that, on the whole, Tutor 1 spent more time 

engaged in tutorial sessions than any of the other tutors. Therefore, the fact that the 

frequencies of some of her strategies are higher than the other tutors may be because 

she simply had longer tutorial sessions. It is important to note also, that while students 

responded well to Tutor 1 ’s attempts to teach them how to fix errors, the high 

frequency here does not by itself indicate that she is a more effective tutor than the 

others.

Higher-Order and Lower-Order Concerns

The second most frequently used type of strategy was addressing Lower-Order 

Concerns. This is interesting because several pieces in the literature (Ryan & 

Zimmerelli, 2006; Murray, 2000; Wingate, 2005; Hawkes, 2006) advise that tutors



should focus on Higher-Order Concerns more often than Lower-Order Concerns.

Here I am combining what I have defined as Lower-Order Concerns with Reference 

Focus.

In general, students seem to be much more concerned with Lower-Order 

Concerns than Higher-Order Concerns. In the literature on Writing Centers, a large 

number of articles mention that, frequently, students sit down with a tutor and ask for 

a “grammar check” (see, for example, Powers, 1993). Therefore, just because a tutor 

focuses on Lower-Order Concerns, does not necessarily mean that the tutor wanted to 

focus on Lower-Order Concerns. It may be the case that the tutor is simply catering to 

the goals the student expressed for the session. The focus on Lower-Order Concerns 

also reflects the attitudes of individual instructors on Lower-Order Concerns.

In this study, Tutor 1 focused on Lower-Order Concerns more frequently (199) 

than the other tutors (T2, 119; T3, 154; T4, 161; T5, 145). However, Tutor 3 had the 

highest frequency of Reference Focus. Tutor 5 focused on Higher-Order Concerns 

more frequently than the other tutors (130 times). In the member check and post

session evaluation interviews, Tutor 5 stressed the importance of focusing on Higher- 

Order Concerns. I discussed this more in-depth in Chapter 4. He conveyed that he 

felt this strategy worked better in face-to-face than in telephone tutorial sessions and 

better with upper-division students than lower-division students. He expressed that 

students in telephone tutorial sessions often want him to focus on Lower-Order 

Concerns.



Affective Strategies

The literature in Writing Center Studies highlights the use of affective 

strategies as important (for example, Harris, 1995a, b; James & Gardner, 1995; 

Polochanin, 2007. Pages 29 and 30 provide a list of affective strategies mentioned in 

the literature, along with citations for each). Overall, Tutors 1 and 4 used the highest 

frequencies of affective strategies. While the sample population of this study is too 

small to make significant claims about the role of gender in tutoring, it is worth noting 

that Tutors 1 and 4 are the only female tutors in this study. They are also the tutors 

who have spent the longest amount of time in the state of Alaska (Tutor 1 is the only 

tutor who grew up in state) and spoke about having cultural understanding for rural 

students more often in post-session evaluations and in the member check than the 

other tutors. In the data, Tutor 4 showed the highest frequency of Personal 

Connections (104) and Tutor 1 followed second (35). Tutor 3 had 6 instances of 

making Personal Connections, while Tutors 2 and 5 had none.

Tutors 1 and 4 also devoted more words to the Warm Up than any of the other 

tutors (1,606 and 1,970, respectively). Both Tutors 1 and 4 devoted over twice the 

number of words to the Warm Up than Tutor 5, who used only 846 words total in the 

Warm Up. See Table 16 for the Warm Up Word Count for each tutorial session. 

Tutors 1 and 4 also had the highest frequencies of the Praising and Goal strategies.

Throughout the data collection, several students called to make appointments 

for telephone tutorial sessions specifically with Tutor 4. When I asked students why 

they specifically requested Tutor 4 some replied that they liked working with her.



Others replied that their instructor recommended her specifically. When I asked Tutor 

4 why she thought students she had not even worked with were requesting her, she 

said she did not know any instructors who taught distance classes, but believed that 

students told their instructors they enjoyed working with her, and so the instructor 

recommended her to other students.

Also, during my data collection one particular student made appointments 

specifically with Tutor 1 twice, after they worked together the first time. I discuss this 

particular Tutor, Student relationship more thoroughly below in Longitudinal 

Evidence. The fact that students requested Tutors 1 and 4, and no students specifically 

requested the other tutors seems to indicate that students identify Tutors 1 and 4 as 

tutors who uses effective strategies. And. because the use of Affective Strategies is 

the most salient difference between Tutors 1 and 4 and the rest of the tutors, the use of 

Affective Strategies, especially those that focus on the student as a person, seem to be 

effective strategies.

Identify Errors

As described in Chapter 4, tutors identified errors by either editing or leading 

students to their own conclusions. Tutor 1 identified errors with the highest 

frequency. She edited 93 times total, while Tutors 2-5 edited 13, 57, 53 and 37 times 

respectively. Editing errors is a directive approach. While the literature argues that 

non-directive approaches are more effective strategies than directive approaches,

Tutor 1 also uses the highest frequency of the Lead Students to Their Own 

Conclusions Strategy, a non-directive approach. Tutor 1 used the Lead Students to



Their Own Conclusions Strategy far more frequently than the other tutors (154 times). 

Tutors 2-5 used the strategy 63, 65, 48 and 61 times, respectively. Again, it is 

important to note that Tutor 1 also conducted the longest tutorial sessions.

Nonverbal Strategies

Nonverbal Strategies are the 5th most frequently used type of strategy tutors 

used in this study. This illustrates a significant difference between face-to-face and 

telephone tutorial sessions, as it is not possible to utilize nonverbal strategies over the 

telephone.

Tutor 2 demonstrated the highest frequency of nonverbal strategies. He used 

nonverbal strategies a total of 134 times. Tutors 1, 3, 4 and 5 used nonverbal 

strategies 93, 80, 117 and 49 times, respectively. In all tutorial sessions, Tutor 2 read 

the student’s work silently. As he read, when he chose to identify a mistake to a 

student, he either pointed to the text or underlined the problem. In face-to-face 

sessions, he frequently chose to read aloud from the section he pointed to or 

underlined. Thus, in face-to-face sessions, he used the Read Aloud strategy in 

conjunction with nonverbal strategies.

Discussion o f  Findings for Question 2

Research Question 2 examines the differences between face-to-face and 

telephone tutorials. Table 36 shows the difference in frequencies of the strategies 

tutors used in face-to-face as compared to telephone tutorial sessions.
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Table 36. Frequency of Strategies Face-to-face vs. Telephone

Face-to-face Telephone

Ordering Code Total
Frequency

Ordering Code Total
Frequency

1 ID 297 1 ID 347
2 RF 220 2 LOC 236
3 POINT 215 3 HOC 215
4 UNDER 214 4 LSOC 204
5 HOC 202 5 EDIT 150
6 LSOC 187 6 RF 143
7 LOC 179 7 P 130
8 P 170 8 EX 128
9 SCA 130 9 PLACE 115
9 CLAR 130 10 AC 87
11 PA 111 11 CLAR 83
12 EDIT 103 12 PC 61
13 EX 100 13 SCA 51
14 AC 90 14 PA 50
15 PC 84 15 GOAL 37
16 GOAL 33 16 RAT 24
16 RB 33 17 HUM 12
18 RAT 14 18 VIS 0
19 VIS 11 18 POINT 0
20 HUM 4 18 UNDER 0

21 PLACE 0 18 RB 0

A few major differences stand out here that highlight the differences in the 

strategies tutors used between modes. First of all, tutors provided prescriptive advice 

111 times in face-to-face tutorial sessions, while they only provided prescriptive 

advice 50 times in telephone tutorial sessions. Tutors used 658 instances of teaching 

strategies in face-to-face sessions, while they used only 523 teaching strategies in 

telephone tutorial sessions. This pattern correlates with the frequency of editing



between modes. Tutors edited 150 times in telephone tutorial sessions, while they 

edited 103 times in face-to-face sessions. This confirms that tutors are more likely to 

take directive approaches in telephone tutorial sessions. The directiveness of the 

tutors may also have influenced the fact that students spoke far less frequently in 

telephone tutorial session that in face-to-face tutorial sessions.

Likewise, tutors used the Scaffolding Strategy 130 times in face-to-face 

sessions and only 51 times in telephone tutorial sessions. This may be a strategy 

tutors are more comfortable employing in face-to-face sessions. Tutor 2, in particular, 

tended to use nonverbal strategies like pointing and underlining when teaching errors. 

The fact that tutors were unable to use Nonverbal Strategies in telephone tutorial 

sessions may have influenced the difference between the use of the Scaffolding 

Strategy between modes.

While the frequency of strategies varied between the different modes, some 

strategies were used fairly consistently between the modes. For example, Tutors in 

both modes identified errors more frequently than they used any other strategy. In 

face-to-face sessions tutors talked about the goal of a session 33 times; in telephone 

tutorial sessions they spoke about the goal of a session 37 times.

The first and most obvious difference between these two sessions is that the 

mode was different. One student sat at a desk with Tutor 5 and the other student was 

talking with him on the telephone. Another major difference was that the student 

Tutor 5 worked with in the face-to-face session was taking a 300-level history course; 

the student in the telephone tutorial was in a 100-level composition course.



Discussion o f Findings fo r  Question 3

Research Question 3 examines the strategies that tutors and students identify as 

effective. In addition to the post-session interviews with students and tutors and the 

member check, the frequency of the “Ah-ha Moment”, the point at which a student 

realizes something for the first time, serves to determine a tutor’s effectiveness. I 

coded the data for the “Ah-ha Moment” when students verbalized that they understood 

a concept the tutor attempted to teach the student. The abbreviation for the “Ah-ha 

Moment” was AHHA. I defined the “Ah-ha Moment” as the point where a student 

realizes something for the first time. An example of the “Ah-ha Moment” from the 

data is “oh I see now so the topic sentence of the paragraph is kind of like a thesis 

statement for the paragraph only it is the first sentence.”

Tutors 1 and 4 had the overall highest frequency of the “Ah-ha Moment” 

during tutorial sessions. Tutor 5 is the only tutor who had no students who 

demonstrated having an “Ah-ha Moment” during tutorial sessions. Table 37 shows 

the overall frequency of the "Ah-ha Moment” . It is important to note here that 

students working with Tutors 1 and 4 had the highest frequency of “Ah-ha M omenf’s 

during their tutorial sessions. Again, what Tutors 1 and 4 had most in common is the 

use of Affective Strategies and the longest Warm Up word counts. Therefore, the 

frequency of the “Ah-ha Moment” seems also to indicate that the use of Affective 

Strategies is effective in teaching students writing skills.
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Table 37. Frequency of the “Ah-ha Moment’’

Tutor 1 10/22
FF
2

10/29
T
1

10/29
T
1

11/05
FF
3

11/08
FF
0

11/12
T
0

7

Tutor 2 11/16
T
0

10/09
T
0

10/09
FF
0

10/09
FF
1

10/16
FF
0

11/16
T
0

1

Tutor 3 10/05
T
1

10/22
T
0

10/29
FF
0

11/05
T
0

11/06
FF
1

11/06
FF
1

3

Tutor 4 10/12
FF
3

10/16
FF
2

10/22
T
5

10/29
FF
2

11/02
T
1

11/05
T
2

15

Tutor 5 10/16
FF
0

10/22
T
0

11/06
T
0

11/12
T
0

11/13
FF
0

10/29
FF
0

0

Total 26

Tutors 1 and 4 also elicited more speech from students than any of the other 

tutors. Comparing the total word count of the students in tutorial sessions to the 

frequency of “Ah-ha M omenf’s shows that tutors who elicit more speech from 

students also have the highest frequency of “Ah-ha Moment”s from students during 

tutorial sessions. From this information we can assume that eliciting speech from 

students is an effective tutorial strategy.

Overall, students had a higher frequency of “Ah-ha Moment”s during face-to- 

face tutorials as compared to telephone tutorials. Table 38 shows the frequency of the 

“Ah-ha Moment’- in face-to-face tutorial sessions as compared to telephone tutorial 

sessions.
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Table 38. Frequency of the “Ah-ha Moment” Face-to-face vs. Telephone

Face-to-face Telephone Total

Tutor 1 5 2 7

Tutor 2 1 0 1

Tutor 3 2 1 'j3

Tutor 4 7 8 15

Tutor 5 0 0 0

Total 15 11 26

I discussed distance pedagogies in pages 16-21. Particularly, Meacham & Evans 

(1989) argued that geographic separation between instructors and students in distance 

education programs negatively affects student academic performance. Evidence from 

the frequency of the “Ah-ha Moment” in face-to-face as compared to telephone 

tutorial sessions confirms Meacham & Evans (1989) assertion.

Longitudinal Evidence

While this research does not track the progress of individual students, one 

student in particular worked with Tutor 1 three times throughout the course of the data 

collection process. I was able to capture two of these tutorial sessions in the data.

Both Tutor 1 and the student conveyed to me that they felt that the second and third 

time they worked together were more effective than the first time they worked 

together. They each also expressed that they felt the second and third tutorial sessions



they had together were more effective than other tutorial sessions they have 

experienced. While the evidence here serves only as a short case study of one tutor 

with one student, we can use this case study as evidence that an already existing 

relationship between a tutor and a student improves the effectiveness of a tutorial 

session.

The subject matter this particular student wrote about were somewhat private 

matters. In the two sessions I captured, the student wrote about breastfeeding in 

public and living with a sexual addiction. But, based on the transcripts, the student 

seemed to have no problem discussing either of these issues with Tutor 1.

After the third tutorial session between this Student and Tutor 1 ,1 specifically 

asked the student how the third session with Tutor 1 compared with sessions she has 

had with tutors for the first time. The student expressed, “This was definitely the best 

session I’ve had and I think it’s because [Tutor 1] and I have talked before and we 

kind of like know each other now I’m not embarrassed to ask her questions.”

The post-session evaluation from the tutor confirmed that the tutorial session 

was more effective than most. According to Tutor 1, “having worked with [Student] 

before I remember there are things that she was doing her first paper that she didn’t do 

in this one it was a lot smoother especially the thesis statement and I remember we 

talked about the thesis statement for some time in the last session we had together." 

The student also commented specifically that she felt that one particular area where 

she had improved was in developing a thesis statement.



Tutor 1 attributed the success of the tutorial session to the fact that it was easier 

to communicate with this particular student because of the relationship they had built 

in previous tutorial sessions. According to Tutor 1,

being over the phone is always hard because you have those long silences and 

you don’t know if someone even gets what you’re saying or if they’re taking 

offense to something you’re always not really sure but um but [this particular 

student] is real easy to work with ‘cause she’s just was really dynamic and we 

were talking back and forth a lot because we’d worked together before you 

know.

Theoretical Implications

The Social Constructivist Model of Composition and Social Theories from 

Second Language Acquisition are the most prevalent theories used in Writing Center 

Studies. Underlying assumptions of the social view are that learning and writing are 

essentially social acts, and conversation and collaboration are essential elements to 

promote critical thinking and good writing (Gillespie & Lerner, 2003; Bruffee, 1984; 

Ede, 1989). Peer collaboration, composition strategies, institutional politics, academic 

acculturation, and instructional technology all contributed to the social view. Of these 

methods, peer collaboration has contributed most to the learning that occurs in writing 

centers (Gillespie & Lerner, 2003).

In an attempt to explain individual difference in learning, social theories in 

Second Language Acquisition examine factors including social distance, motivation, 

anxiety, and personality factors. Krashen (1982) accounted for some social factors in



the Monitor Model, which proposed that sufficient quantities of comprehensible input 

must be received for a learner to gain acquired competence. The Affective Filter is 

one of five components of Krashen’s Theory of Second Language Acquisition. 

According to the hypothesis, input is prevented from becoming acquired competence 

if factors like motivation, attitude, self-confidence, and anxiety are high; Krashen 

defined these factors in terms of an Affective Filter. “If the Filter is up, input is 

prevented from passing through; if input is prevented from passing through, there can 

be no acquisition. If, on the other hand, the Filter is down, or low, and if the input is 

comprehensible, the input will reach the acquisition device and acquisition will take 

place"’ (Gass & Selinker, 2001, p. 201). When inhibitions are lowered and students 

are not afraid to make mistakes, acquisition is more likely to take place. Krashen 

predicted, “that all varieties of performers will be helped by a classroom where intake 

for acquisition is available in a low anxiety situation” (Krashen, 1982, p. 171). Even if 

input is abundant, the learner will not acquire language if he is anxious.

While I am not applying the Affective Filter exclusively to second language 

acquisition, the Affective Filter can apply to a student learning a component of 

writing, even if it is in her first language. This can be achieved by sparking interest, 

providing low anxiety environments or bolstering the learner's self-esteem. According 

to this hypothesis, negative emotions activate a filter that prevents efficient processing 

of the learning input.

From the data, we can infer that Tutors 1 and 4 acted more like peers than 

authorities as compared to the other tutors in the study. They each used the highest



frequencies of what I have defined as Affective Strategies, and they elicited more 

speech from students and took non-directive approaches more often than the other 

tutors. Tutors 1 and 4 also had the highest frequency of “Ah-ha M omenf’s. Tutor 4, 

in particular, expressed that she feels a special connection to the rural students because 

she is also a Native American, and has also spent significant portions of her life living 

in rural Alaska. The frequency of the “Ah-ha Moment” in telephone session indicates 

that Tutor 4 is, indeed, more effective in telephone tutorial sessions than the other 

tutors. In fact, of the 11 “Ah-ha M omenf’s that occurred during telephone tutorial 

session during my data collection, eight of them came from sessions with Tutor 4. 

Methodological Implications

While some researchers in education argue against the researcher studying the 

environment where she works, other researchers celebrate the benefits of researching a 

place one knows well. As noted in Chapter 3, the UAF Writing Center is a place I 

know well. Before beginning data collection, I worked at the Writing Center as a 

graduate student teaching assistant for two and one half years. While I chose tutor 

participants based only on whether they conducted telephone tutorial sessions and 

worked during a time when I could actually collect data during their tutorial sessions, I 

know each of the tutor participants in the study well, as they were each my colleagues 

and classmates.

While some researchers in education prefer the use of video recording in 

qualitative research, I opted to use audio recording to capture verbal communication 

and detailed notes to capture nonverbal communication. Detailing nonverbal



communication during face-to-face tutorial sessions might have been more in-depth if 

1 had used a video recorder instead of an audio recorder. However, audio recording 

seems to be an effective way to capture strategies used by tutors in face-to-face and 

telephone tutorial sessions. This option is less intrusive, easier to set up, and allows 

the researcher to use the same mode of data collection in face-to-face and telephone 

tutorial sessions.

My role as a researcher became most problematic for me when it came time to 

be critical of the strategies tutors used. During my weekly meetings with my advisor I 

regularly expressed that I felt uncomfortable portraying my colleagues and the UAF 

Writing Center unfavorably. My dual position as writing center tutor and researcher 

in the writing center often prompted my tutor participants to ask me questions such as 

“how am I doing?” I had to regularly assure them that I wanted my data sample to 

illustrate what actually happens during tutorial sessions and I did not want them to 

alter their behavior in my study.

However, I also believe that my familiarity with the tutors helped to lower the 

observer’s paradox because the tutors were already used to seeing me around the 

Writing Center. However, as my thesis advisor pointed out during one of our weekly 

sessions, during some of the interviews I seemed to talk more than a researcher 

should. The fact that the interviews sometimes became more of a conversation 

between the tutors and myself reflects the relationship we had already established as 

conversational partners, rather than the relationship that defined myself as the 

interviewer and the tutors as interviewees. However, throughout the data collection



process, I was able to establish myself more as a researcher in the Writing Center and 

the tutors and I became more comfortable with our relationship as researcher and 

participants.

One of the recurring themes within Writing Center Studies is the need for 

research that demonstrates the effectiveness of the services writing centers offer. In 

calling for research proposals, Writing Center Directors often need to demand 

something that will show usable results quickly. They sometimes find it difficult to 

grasp that if the research is intended to capture what happens in the writing center it 

often cannot be carried out quickly and may not necessarily have practical results.

Bell (2000) mentioned that the difficulty that arises for the researcher in the 

Writing Center is that, on the one hand, the researcher wants applicable results, and, 

on the other hand, administrators want evidence of success. At times the researcher is 

caught in the middle, trying to produce proposals that satisfy both. When research 

results fail to make any significant impact on the world of practice the response of the 

administration is to stress the need for research that demonstrates the services writing 

centers offer actually helps students.

Unlike many who research Writing Centers, I did not play any kind of 

administrative role at the Writing Center and had no reason to feel rushed or produce a 

certain kind of research. My role as a graduate student researcher allowed me to 

develop my methodology without being constrained by the need to demonstrate that 

the Writing Center offers a valuable service.



While some researchers in education prefer the use of video recording in 

qualitative research, I opted to use audio recordings to capture the verbal 

communication and detailed notes to capture nonverbal communication. Detailing 

nonverbal communication during face-to-face tutorial sessions might have been more 

in-depth if I had used a video recorder instead of an audio recorder. However, audio 

recording seems to be an effective way to capture strategies used by tutors in face-to- 

face and telephone tutorial sessions. This option is less intrusive, easier to set up, and 

allows the researcher to use the same mode of data collection in face-to-face and 

telephone tutorial sessions.

1 used a small digital recorder during face-to-face tutorial sessions. During the 

data collection four students engaged in face-to-face tutorials specifically referenced 

the recorder during the tutorial session. The observer’s paradox seemed to play less of 

a role during telephone tutorial sessions, where I audio recorded the telephone 

conversations. None of the telephone tutorial students specifically referred to the 

audio recording during the tutorial session. However, the recorder did not pick up all 

of the students’ voices as well as in face-to-face tutorial sessions.

Therefore, the data collection method used in this study seems appropriate for 

not only future research in Writing Center Studies, but also in other research modes, 

such as comparing face-to-face classroom instruction with distance instruction. This 

is the first empirical investigation of writing center tutor strategies and the 

methodology used herein provides a model for future researchers to consider as others 

begin to conduct empirical investigations in writing centers.



Practical Implications

Tutoring is a very individual activity. What happens in a session depends 

heavily on the tutor and the tutee. The tutor needs to be flexible and adapt to the 

student’s needs. The complex interplay of the tutorial session seems to revolve around 

four major variables: the text, the student, the tutor and the mode of the tutorial session 

(in this research, the two modes are face-to-face and telephone). Figure 8 graphically 

illustrates the complex interplay of the tutorial session.

Figure 8. The Complex Interplay of the Tutorial Session

Of course there are many variables that influence this model. For example, 

students are always influenced by their own goals, attitudes, discourse types,



personality features and expectations of writing center tutorials. The student’s texts 

are influenced by their individual assignments, their instructor’s expectations, the 

information they learn in class, their attitudes toward the content they are writing 

about and their own abilities. The mode is influenced by available technology, the 

access students have to the technology and cost. Tutors are also influenced by their 

goals, attitudes, discourse types, personality features, knowledge and the training they 

receive.

During my time as a writing center tutor, we received no training specific to 

the writing center. The Teaching College Composition course all English Graduate 

Teaching Assistants take their first semester sometimes covers some tutoring issues, 

but depending on the instructor who teaches the course and the reading the instructor 

assigns, the writing center tutors may have no formal training in writing tutoring. The 

course focuses primarily on issues in Composition Studies. Some Teaching Assistants 

arrive in Fairbanks from outside of Alaska only a few days before the academic 

semester begins and have no experience teaching and no experience with Alaska 

Native Students.

Chamberlain (2005) asserted that tutor training can help tutors to become 

aware of problems that might occur during tutorial sessions and prepare tutors for how 

to approach problems that may occur. At the UAF Writing Center, tutor training 

could also help tutors to understand the unique position of students who come from 

rural Alaska. Training that is specific to intercultural communication can help tutors 

to better reach the rural students. By highlighting learners’ unique needs, training



programs can prepare writing center tutors to be flexible and cater to individual 

student needs during tutorial sessions.

Directions fo r  Future Research

The wealth of data collected during this investigation offers several directions 

for future research. Currently, the number of empirical investigations in writing center 

studies represents a very small proportion of the published literature. This research 

provides a methodological model for future research to build on.

While the data collection for this investigation spanned one academic semester, 

it would be beneficial to conduct research focusing on longitudinal case studies to 

witness the progression of student writing, especially the components discussed in 

tutorial sessions. It would also be valuable to compare student writing pre- and post

tutorial session and throughout the course of an academic semester.

Other, more frequently used modes of distance writing center tutorial sessions 

also need to be further investigated to indicate which strategies are more effective than 

others. For example, many writing centers are beginning to offer online tutorial 

sessions. It would be beneficial to investigate the strategies tutors use in online 

tutorial sessions as opposed to other distance modes, such as telephone 

communication.

Also, it might be valuable to track a single tutor over time to check the 

consistency of the strategy use. A study that focuses on an individual tutor over time 

might offer beneficial insight into what it is that makes an individual an effective tutor.
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Similarly, it would be valuable to track an individual student in tutorial sessions with 

several different tutors.

Conclusion

This research has provided a look into the strategies writing center tutors use in 

both face-to-face and telephone tutorial sessions. While the UAF Writing Center’s 

telephone tutorial session is unique both in terms of its mode of communication and its 

access to students in remote locations, it is possible to apply the findings of this study 

to other student populations, both in face-to-face and distance tutorial sessions. 

Hopefully, this study will lead to an increase in empirical investigations in writing 

center studies in defining effective tutorial strategies and in distance education in 

general.

This investigation has focused on three research questions, but, in the process 

of examining the research questions, other questions have arisen. For example, how 

often do tutors ignore student errors during tutorial sessions? How do they make 

decisions about which errors to ignore? The richness of the data has laid the 

groundwork for future investigations into using empirical research to identify effective 

tutorial strategies. Indeed, Writing Center tutorial sessions are a complex interplay 

between the text, the student, the tutor and the mode the tutorial session is conducted

The one-on-one dynamic of the writing center tutorial provides a unique 

opportunity for the researcher to study not only the tutorial session in particular, but 

student learning in general. The nature of qualitative research is such that the results



derived from this study are transferable; other teachers, tutors and researchers can 

determine from the rich description provided here if their context and students are 

similar to those described in this investigation.
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Informed Consent Form 
The Fax Tutorial: An Evaluation of Effectiveness

Appendix A

You are being asked to take part in a research study focusing on effective writing center tutorials. 
The goal of this study is to identify the strategies tutors use that help students to become better 
writers. You are asked to take part in this study because you are a writing center tutor who tutors 
students both face-to-face and on the phone during the fax tutorial. Please read this form and ask 
any questions you may have before you agree to be in the study.

If you decide to take part, you will be asked to allow me to observe and tape record six tutorial 
sessions (three face-to-face and three fax) throughout the course of the semester. These 
recordings will enable me to review the strategies you used in the tutorial sessions. At the end of 
the semester, you will be asked to participate in a short interview with me. The interview will 
address such questions as to what you think constitute effective tutorial sessions.

Your decision to take part in this study is voluntary. You are free to choose not to take part in 
the study or to stop taking part at any time without penalty to you. The data derived from this 
study could be used in reports, presentations, and publications but you will not be individually 
identified.

If you have any questions now, feel free to ask. If you have questions later, you may contact 
Carrie Aldrich (researcher) or Dr. Sabine Siekmann (faculty sponsor)
PO Box 750767 PO Box 756280
Fairbanks, AK 99775-0767 Fairbanks, AK 99775-6280
907-457-3318 907-474-6580
ftcla@uaf.edu ffss5@uaf.edu

Statement of Consent:
I understand the procedures described above. My questions have been answered to my 
satisfaction, and I agree to participate in this study. I have been provided a copy of this form.

Signature: UAF Writing Center Tutor Date

Signature: Carrie L. Aldrich, Researcher Date

mailto:ftcla@uaf.edu
mailto:ffss5@uaf.edu
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Informed Consent Form 
The Fax Tutorial: An Evaluation of Effectiveness

You are being asked to take part in a research study about effective writing center tutorials. The 
goal of this study is to identify the strategies tutors use that help students to become better 
writers. You are asked to take part in this study because you are a student who utilizes the UAF 
Writing Center. Please read this form and ask any questions you may have before you agree to 
be in the study.

If you decide to take part, you will be asked to allow me to observe and tape your tutorial 
session. These recordings will enable me to review the strategies used in the tutorial session. At 
the end of the session, 1 will ask you a few questions about how you felt the session went. The 
interview will address such questions as to how the tutor helped you.

Your decision to take part in this study is voluntary. You are free to choose not to take part in 
the study or to stop taking part at any time without penalty to you. The data derived from this 
study could be used in reports, presentations, and publications but you will not be individually 
identified.

If you have any questions now, feel free to ask. If you have questions later, you may contact 
Carrie Aldrich (researcher) or Dr. Sabine Siekmann (faculty sponsor)
PO Box 750767 PO Box 756280
Fairbanks, AK 99775-0767 Fairbanks, AK 99775-6280
907-457-3318 907-474-6580
ftcla@uaf.edu ffss5@uaf.edu

Appendix B

Statement of Consent:
I understand the procedures described above. My questions have been answered to my 
satisfaction, and I agree to participate in this study. I have been provided a copy of this form.

Signature: Student Date

Signature: Carrie L. Aldrich, Researcher Date

mailto:ftcla@uaf.edu
mailto:ffss5@uaf.edu
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Oral Script to Students Utalizing Fax Tutorial Sessions

You are being asked to take part in a research study about effective writing center tutorials. The 
goal of this study is to identify the strategies tutors use that help students to become better 
writers. You are asked to take part in this study because you are a student who utilizes the UAF 
Writing Center. Please ask any questions you may have before you agree to be in the study.

If you decide to take part, you will be asked to allow me to observe and tape your tutorial 
session. These recordings will enable me to review the strategies used in the tutorial session. At 
the end of the session, I will ask you a few questions about how you felt the session went. The 
interview will address such questions as to how the tutor helped you.

Your decision to take part in this study is voluntary. You are free to choose not to take part in 
the study or to stop taking part at any time without penalty to you. The data derived from this 
study could be used in reports, presentations, and publications but you will not be individually 
identified.

Appendix C

If you have any questions now, feel free to ask. If you have questions later, you may contact 
Carrie Aldrich (researcher) or Dr. Sabine Siekmann (faculty sponsor)
PO Box 750767 PO Box 756280
Fairbanks, AK 99775-0767 Fairbanks, AK 99775-6280
907-457-3318 907-474-6580
ftcla@uaf.edu ffss5@uaf.edu

Statement of Consent:
I understand the procedures described above. My questions have been answered to my 
satisfaction, and 1 agree to participate in this study.

Signature: Student Date

Signature: Carrie L. Aldrich, Researcher Date

mailto:ftcla@uaf.edu
mailto:ffss5@uaf.edu
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Appendix E

Total Coding Scheme

Code Description Example/ Explanation

T Tutor Denotes all instances in which the tutor speaks 
or uses nonverbal communication in a tutorial 
session

S Student Denotes all instances in which the student speaks 
or uses nonverbal communication in a tutorial 
session

R Researcher Denotes all instances in which the researcher 
poses a question to students or tutors during 
interviews

ID Identifying Error T2: “Okay this is a fragment.”

EDIT Fixing an error for a 
student

T4: “in the early 1920’s comma in late January 
and early February comma Alaskan Eskimos..

LOC Leading students to 
their own conclusions

T1: “can you think of a way to make that 
agree?”

PA Providing 
Prescriptive Advice

T1: “We want a semicolon here rather than a 
comma because each of these (points) is a 
sentence that can stand alone.”

EX Providing an 
Example

T4: (points to the MLA Style Manual) “so here 
is an example of how to cite a book.”

SCA Scaffolding Scaffolding is a strategy whereby the tutor 
models the desired learning task, then gradually 
shifts responsibility to the students.

CLAR Giving clarifying 
advice after 

identifying an error 
or providing advice.

T2: “you are making a list and all of the items in 
the list need to be parallel so really that means 
that all of these should have an 
-ing ending.”

RA Read Aloud This code is used in all instances where a tutor 
or a student reads aloud from a text

RS Read Silently This code is used in all instances where a tutor 
or a student reads silently from a text
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Point Pointing This code is used in all instances where a tutor 
or a student point to a text

Underline Underlining This code is used in all instances where a tutor 
or a student underline anything in a text

VIS Visual
Representation

This code is used in all instances where a tutor 
or a student represent visually

RB Using Reference 
Books

This code is used in all instances where a tutor 
or a student use a reference book during a 
tutorial session

HOC Focus on a Higher- 
Order Concern

T1: “let’s take a look at the organization here.”

LOC Focus on a Lower- 
Order Concern

T2: “okay this is a fragment.”

RF Reference Focus T3: “which style manual are you using?
PC Making a Personal 

Connection
T4: “sounds like you have a cold huh?”

P Praising T4: “I really liked your paper.”
HUM Using Humor T2: “okay so we’re going to ignore this (both 

laugh).”
GOAL Setting the agenda for 

the session
T1: “tell you’d like to work on here.”

AC Assignment
Clarification

T3: “so are you also supposed to explore the 
counter argument in this essay?”

RAT Providing a Rationale 
for a Strategy

T5: “can I ask you to read this aloud. . . the 
reason we do this is because sometimes in 
reading it aloud you will spot mistakes and I 
think you’ve got some here that maybe we'll 
discover.”

WARM The Warm Up This is the time spent at the beginning of the 
session before any tutoring actually takes place.

PLACE Indicating a specific 
place in a text to a 

student on the 
telephone

T3: “okay page two second paragraph line 1
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Unused Codes
Code Description

B Brainstorming Focus

0 Organizational Focus

C Content Focus

TH Thesis Statement Focus

OUT Outlining Focus

SL Sentence Level

FF Formatting Focus

RF Reference Focus

WORD Word Choice

SA Stylistic Advice

SPEL Spelling Focus

AD Advertises the Writing Center

AV Student indicates he always 
visits the Writing Center

IR Instructor required the student 
to come to the Writing Center

SI Student initiated his own visit 
to the Writing Center

CLO Closure of an episode

CON Student indicates he is not 
comfortable with his writing

CONV D Convergent Dialog

DIVD Divergent Dialog
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Table 39. Frequency of Prescriptive Advice

Tutor 1 10/22 10/29 10/29 11/05 11/08 11/12 30
FF T T FF FF T
4 7 6 2 4 7

Tutor 2 11/16 10/09 10/09 10/09 10/16 11/16 23
T T FF FF FF T
5 4 3 3 3 5

Tutor 3 10/05 10/22 10/29 11/05 11/06 11/06 27
T T FF T FF FF
6 7 2 6 2 4

Tutor 4 10/12 10/16 10/22 10/29 11/02 11/05 43
FF FF T FF T T
4 3 17 6 8 5

Tutor 5 10/16 10/22 11/06 11/12 11/13 10/29 38
FF T T T FF FF
6 8 9 11 4 0

161

Table 40. Frequency of Example

Tutor 1 10/22
FF
6

10/29
T
4

10/29
T
7

11/05
FF
2

11/08
FF
11

11/12
T
9

39

Tutor 2 11/16
T
4

10/09
T
16

10/09
FF
28

10/09
FF
19

10/16
FF
11

11/16
T
8

86

Tutor 3 10/05
T

10/22
T

10/29
FF

11/05
T

11/06
FF

11/06
FF

40

8 3 14 5 7 3
Tutor 4 10/12

FF
7

10/16
FF
4

10/22
T
6

10/29
FF
0

11/02
T
5

11/05
T
2

24

Tutor 5 10/16
FF
13

10/22
T
10

11/06
T
5

11/12
T
8

11/13
FF
3

10/29
FF
0

39

Total 228
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Table 41. Frequency of Scaffolding

Tutor 1 10/22
FF
4

10/29
T
3

10/29
T
28

11/05
FF
10

11/08
FF
36

11/12
T
6

87

Tutor 2 11/16
T
7

10/09
T
1

10/09
FF
6

10/09
FF
7

10/16
FF
5

11/16
T
2

28

Tutor 3 10/05
T
0

10/22
T
1

10/29
FF
0

11/05
T
1

11/06
FF
1

11/06
FF
0

3

Tutor 4 10/12
FF
15

10/16
FF
22

10/22
T
5

10/29
FF
1

11/02
T
1

11/05
T
2

46

Tutor 5 10/16
FF
11

10/22
T
0

11/06
T
0

11/12
T
1

11/13
FF
5

10/29
FF
7

24

Total 188

Table 42. Frequency of Clarifying Advice

Tutor 1 10/22 10/29 10/29 11/05 11/08 11/12 43
FF T T FF FF T
7 4 10 7 6 9

Tutor 2 11/16 10/09 10/09 10/09 10/16 11/16 34
T T FF FF FF T
8 6 4 7 5 4

Tutor 3 10/05 10/22 10/29 11/05 11/06 11/06 29
T T FF T FF FF
5 8 4 6 3 3

Tutor 4 10/12 10/16 10/22 10/29 11/02 11/05 50
FF FF T FF T T
6 5 10 6 14 9

Tutor 5 10/16 10/22 11/06 11/12 11/13 10/29 57
FF T T T FF FF
9 12 9 16 8 3

Total 213
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Frequency of Nonverbal Strategies in Tutorial Sessions

Table 43. Frequency of Pointing in Face-to-face Sessions

Tutor 1 10/22
FF
18

11/05
FF
14

11/08
FF
21

53

Tutor 2 10/09
FF
11

10/09
FF
9

10/16
FF
19

39

Tutor 3 10/29
FF
7

11/06
FF
15

11/06
FF
16

38

Tutor 4 10/12
FF
25

10/16
FF
21

10/29
FF
17

63

Tutor 5 10/16
FF
6

11/13
FF
11

10/29
FF
5

22

Total 215

Table 44. Frequency of Underlining During Face-to-face Sessions

Tutor 1 10/22
FF
9

11/05
FF
15

11/08
FF
8

32

Tutor 2 10/09
FF
33

10/09
FF
28

10/16
FF
22

83

Tutor 3 10/29
FF
14

11/06
FF
17

11/06
FF
9

40

Tutor 4 10/12
FF
16

10/16
FF
13

10/29
FF
10

39

Tutor 5 10/16
FF
5

11/13
FF
8

10/29
FF
7

20

Total 214
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Table 45. Frequency of Visual Representations During Face-to-face Sessions

Tutor 1 10/22
FF
0

10/29
T
0

10/29
T
0

11/05
FF
0

11/08
FF
0

11/12
T
0

0

Tutor 2 11/16
T
0

10/09
T
0

10/09
FF
1

10/09
FF
4

10/16
FF
2

11/16
T
0

7

Tutor 3 10/05
T
0

10/22
T
0

10/29
FF
0

11/05
T
0

11/06
FF
0

11/06
FF
0

0

Tutor 4 10/12
FF
1

10/16
FF
2

10/22
T
0

10/29
FF
1

11/02
T
0

11/05
T
0

4

Tutor 5 10/16
FF
0

10/22
T
0

11/06
T
0

11/12
T
0

11/13
FF
0

10/29
FF
0

0

Total 11

Table 46. Frequency of Reference Books

Tutor 1 10/22
FF
0

10/29
T
0

10/29
T
0

11/05
FF
0

11/08 
FF 

APA: 8

11/12
T
0

8

Tutor 2 11/16
T
0

10/09
T
0

10/09 
FF 

WR: 1

10/09 
FF 

MLA: 2

10/16 
FF 

WR: 1 
MLA: 1

11/16
T
0

5

Tutor 3 10/05
T
0

10/22
T
0

10/29 
FF 

MLA: 1

11/05
T
0

11/06 
FF 

MLA: 1

11/06
FF
0

2

Tutor 4 10/12 
FF 

MLA: 8

10/16
FF
0

10/22
T
0

10/29 
FF 

MLA: 2

11/02
T

MLA: 1

11/05
T
0

11

Tutor 5 10/16 
FF 

WR: 5

10/22
T
0

11/06
T
0

11/12
T
0

11/13 
FF 

WR: 2

10/29
FF
0

7

Total 33
APA = Publication Manual of the American Psychological Association; MLA: MLA 
Handbook fo r  Writers o f  Research Papers; WR: A Writer's Reference
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Appendix I
Frequency of Higher- and Lower-Order Concerns in Tutorial Sessions

Table 47. Frequency of Higher-Order Concerns

Tutor 1 10/22
FF
24

10/29
T
20

10/29
T
23

11/05
FF
21

11/08
FF
0

11/12
T
21

109

Tutor 2 11/16
T
5

10/09
T
11

10/09
FF
7

10/09
FF
8

10/16
FF
4

11/16
T
4

39

Tutor 3 10/05
T
14

10/22
T
21

10/29
FF
19

11/05
T
18

11/06
FF
9

11/06
FF
17

98

Tutor 4 10/12
FF
15

10/16
FF
8

10/22
T
7

10/29
FF
2

11/02
T
3

11/05
T
6

41

Tutor 5 10/16
FF
33

10/22
T
21

11/06
T
30

11/12
T
11

11/13
FF
28

10/29
FF
7

130

Total 417

Table 48. Frequency of Lower-Order Concerns

Tutor 1 10/22
FF
25

10/29
T
22

10/29
T
24

11/05
FF
32

11/08
FF
0

11/12
T
31

134

Tutor 2 11/16
T
6

10/09
T
19

10/09
FF
14

10/09
FF
17

10/16
FF
9

11/16
T
5

70

Tutor 3 10/05
T
11

10/22
T
6

10/29
FF
12

11/05
T
7

11/06
FF
8

11/06
FF
10

54

Tutor 4 10/12
FF
13

10/16
FF
10

10/22
T
37

10/29
FF
3

11/02
T
3

11/05
T
19

85

Tutor 5 10/16
FF
5

10/22
T
24

11/06
T
16

11/12
T
6

11/13
FF
15

10/29
FF
6

72

Total 415
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Table 49. Frequency of Reference Focus

Tutor 1 10/22
FF
0

10/29
T
0

10/29
T
4

11/05
FF
10

11/08
FF
38

11/12
T
13

65

Tutor 2 11/16
T
6

10/09
T
8

10/09
FF
19

10/09
FF
12

10/16
FF
4

11/16
T
0

49

Tutor 3 10/05
T
2

10/22
T
15

10/29
FF
20

11/05
T
24

11/06
FF
28

11/06
FF
11

100

Tutor 4 10/12
FF
48

10/16
FF
5

10/22
T
0

10/29
FF
15

11/02
T
6

11/05
T
2

76

Tutor 5 10/16
FF
2

10/22
T
16

11/06
T
10

11/12
T
37

11/13
FF
8

10/29
FF
0

73

Total 363
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Table 50. Frequency of Personal Connection

Tutor 1 10/22
FF
3

10/29
T
12

10/29
T
0

11/05
FF
2

11/08
FF
12

11/12
T
6

35

Tutor 2 11/16
T
0

10/09
T
0

10/09
FF
0

10/09
FF
0

10/16
FF
0

11/16
T
0

0

Tutor 3 10/05
T
0

10/22
T
0

10/29
FF
1

11/05
T
2

11/06
FF
2

11/06
FF
1

6

Tutor 4 10/12
FF
34

10/16
FF
6

10/22
T
19

10/29
FF
23

11/02
T
9

11/05
T
13

104

Tutor 5 10/16
FF
0

10/22
T
0

11/06
T
0

11/12
T
0

11/13
FF
0

10/29
FF
0

0

Total 145

Table 51. Frequency of Praising

Tutor 1 10/22 10/29 10/29 11/05 11/08 11/12 85
FF T T FF FF T
34 8 1 8 12 22

Tutor 2 11/16 10/09 10/09 10/09 10/16 11/16 57
T T FF FF FF T
9 19 8 6 8 7

Tutor 3 10/05 10/22 10/29 11/05 11/06 11/06 28
T T FF T FF FF
1 2 3 12 5 5

Tutor 4 10/12 10/16 10/22 10/29 11/02 11/05 106
FF FF T FF T T
30 22 16 15 5 18

Tutor 5 10/16 10/22 11/06 11/12 11/13 10/29 24
FF T T T FF FF
6 0 0 10 5 3

Total 300
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Table 52. Frequency of Humor

Tutor 1 10/22
FF
0

10/29
T
5

10/29
T
2

11/05
FF
0

11/08
FF
0

11/12
T
0

7

Tutor 2 11/16
T
2

10/09
T
0

10/09
FF
1

10/09
FF
0

10/16
FF
3

11/16
T
0

6

Tutor 3 10/05
T
0

10/22
T
0

10/29
FF
0

11/05
T
0

11/06
FF
0

11/06
FF
0

0

Tutor 4 10/12
FF
0

10/16
FF
0

10/22
T
0

10/29
FF
0

11/02
T
1

11/05
T
2

3

Tutor 5 10/16
FF
0

10/22
T
0

11/06
T
0

11/12
T
0

11/13
FF
0

10/29
FF
0

0

Total 16

Table 53. Frequency of Goal

Tutor 1 10/22 10/29 10/29 11/05 11/08 11/12 23
FF T T FF FF T
2 5 4 6 1 5

Tutor 2 11/16 10/09 10/09 10/09 10/16 11/16 9
T T FF FF FF T
1 1 2 3 1 1

Tutor 3 10/05 10/22 10/29 11/05 11/06 11/06 8
T T FF T FF FF
2 1 1 1 1 2

Tutor 4 10/12 10/16 10/22 10/29 11/02 11/05 17
FF FF T FF T T
5 3 2 2 4 1

Tutor 5 10/16 10/22 11/06 11/12 11/13 10/29 13
FF T T T FF FF
1 2 2 5 1 2

Total 70
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Table 54. Frequency of Assignment Clarification

Tutor 1 10/22 10/29 10/29 11/05 11/08 11/12 32
FF T T FF FF T
7 4 6 6 4 5

Tutor 2 11/16 10/09 10/09 10/09 10/16 11/16 25
T T FF FF FF T
3 4 4 7 '1 4

Tutor 3 10/05 10/22 10/29 11/05 11/06 11/06 33
T T FF T FF FF
5 4 6 5 7 6

Tutor 4 10/12 10/16 10/22 10/29 11/02 11/05 50
FF FF T FF T T
8 10 8 4 11 9

Tutor 5 10/16 10/22 11/06 11/12 11/13 10/29 37
FF T T T FF FF
10 8 4 7 5 3

Total 177

Table 55. Frequency of Rationalizing

Tutor 1 10/22
FF
0

10/29
T
1

10/29
T
1

11/05
FF
0

11/08
FF
0

11/12
T
2

4

Tutor 2 11/16
T
0

10/09
T
2

10/09
FF
1

10/09
FF
0

10/16
FF
3

11/16
T
1

7

Tutor 3 10/05
T
0

10/22
T
0

10/29
FF
0

11/05
T
0

11/06
FF
0

11/06
FF
0

0

Tutor 4 10/12
FF
0

10/16
FF
0

10/22
T
2

10/29
FF
1

11/02
T
0

11/05
T
2

5

Tutor 5 10/16
FF

10/22
T

11/06
T

11/12
T

11/13
FF

10/29
FF

22

3 6 4 4 2 3
Total 38
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Table 56. Frequency of Total Strategies

Ordering Code Total Frequency

1 ID 644
2 HOC 417
3 LOC 415
4 LSOC 391
5 RF 363
6 P 300
7 EDIT 253
8 EX 228
9 POINT 215
10 UNDER 214
11 CLAR 213
12 AC 177
13 PA 161
14 PC 145
15 SCA 188
16 PLACE 115
17 GOAL 70
18 HUM 16
19 RAT 38
20 RB 33
21 VIS 11
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Appendix L 

Sample of Coded Transcript

T2 10/09FF 
Session Length: 27:34
E3
T: this is an article right that you got off 
the website Jtore

T: CR; RF

S: Yeah I got if from off the UAF 
Library Website

S: CONV D

T2: Yeah T: CONV D

S: Is that what that is S: CR; RF

T2: (points to the citation information at 
the top of the article)

yeah that’s probably (pause) where did 
you take it from can you get to Jstore 
from Ebscohost

T: CR; RF

S: I don’t know S: CONV D

T2: so do you have the article 
S: yeah (student produces article)
T2: okay you have a copy of it look at 
article periodical um thing (pointing to the 
appropriate citation form in A Writer’s 
Reference) at this point it’s important that 
you get the name (points to component in 
A Writer’s Reference) date you accessed it 
(pause)

T: CR; RF 

S: CONV D

T: RBWR 

T: PA; RF

S: So you said article S: CR; RF

T2: (nods affirmatively) T: CLO


