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» Abstract

"o In ordex, to évaluate the feasibility of efnploj*ing hearinga college '
gtudents as tu;or/nofetakers for deaf students, a project was initiated “
in the summer of 1975. Following an intensive training program in "
manual communications, notetaking and tutoring, 10 hearing students were
assigned ta.take notes and tutor 25 deaf students enrolled in classes
for the hearing. At the conclusion of Fall Quarter, three parallel
questionnaires were individually administered to participating students;
faculty,.and tutor/nbtetakers. The results showed that participants in
general®viéwed the program to be effective at meeting its objectives.

Ninety percent of the faculty were aighly positive about the program .
continuing. Tutor/notetakers.all felt competent in their ability to .

take quality notes. The four who had significant experience tutoring

also felt confident in thejir ability to aid the students in comprehend-

ing the content of the course, Most students rated their tutor/notes ° .
taker as a competent provider dvf support. It can be concluded that s .
hearing peers can be tfaiped to provide quality educational supports for

deaf college students.
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When a deaf coliege studént enrolls in a course designéd primarily
for hearing students! some type of educational support is usually re-

quired. At the Natidnal Technical Institute for the Deaf {NTID), these

supports fall i,to three categofies: 1) interpreting, 2) notetaking,

PLEY

and Q) tutoring. Interpreting is the ﬁrbéﬁss“pf translating spoken

. i T
language into visual language (usually with "simultaneous communication”

‘which includes signing, lip movement and facial exprqssion). Providing?

an interpreter in the -classroom allows the deaf student to process the

4

' lecture and participqpe'in classroom'Qiscuséions. Notetaking provideé }

ot .
]

- A . i
‘the deaf student with g permanent record of the class proceedings. Most
deaf studénqg have difficulty taking their owm notegffor several reasons.

- ¢ v
f [}

+ _One of the most obvious reasons is that the.deaf student must focus
- attentioﬁ on the interﬁreter and thérefore, cannot I?Ok’doﬁn to write.
Tutering, tﬁ;'ﬁhird t of support, is‘offerea to'students whose lan-
guage development and/or étudy skills have not yet reached 'a level qpat
would allow the students to take full advantage of the notetaking and

interpreting services. In the remainder of this paper, we will focus on

the tutoring and notetaking supports. (Fo¥ further information on

interpreting services. see Nowell andj%guckless, 1974.)

r

Notetaking '
Little gesgarch has been aimed at identifying the characteristics

-3
that distingdish good notes from poor noées. Some writers suggest that
" ) notetaking should involve a form of content analysis in which the note~

taker develops concept trees and dilagrams depicting content structure

R (Carmen and Adams, 1972). -Others intimate that taking notes is essentially

.
4 *
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. the éﬁme'as verPatim transcription (Carter and Van Matre, 1975). Most

such studies have been designed to determine the learning effects of the
[ . )

" notetaking process on the not%takers themselves. Since deaf students

usually do not take their own notes, we are interested in this paper in

, S 1
the "useability" of the notes, once they are taken. In a study designed
" L El L

) , . . ;
to validate an effective pchess for tearing volunteers taking notes for

deaf students, Stuckless (1969) sﬁggested nine characteristics of qual-~

v

ity notes. Included }n these suggestions were that notetakers use

r

. legible handwriting, record important lecture points, and define diffi-

- ‘ ) . k
.designed to assess the relative importance of each of the characteris=

s

1)

cult .vocabulary words. It should ?e remelbered that the study was not

o

tics - but rather to evaluate an overall notetaking process. One 0f the
studx's findings showed that 357 of the.deaf students were not, satisfied
with the quality of the "volunteer" notes.

One obvious alternatibe*to having heafing classmates volunteer to »
take notes for deaf students is to.hire professionéls: At NTID full-
time educational specialists assigned to the various colleéés in gIT
have been able ;o cover many courses as professional notetakers and
resource tutors. As-the enrollment of NTID has increased, howeéer, ic
has been more difficult to cover all of the students needing support
with professional notetakers and tutors. Since it is projected that the
enrollmesit and percentage of cross-registered deéf students will aon-‘
tinue to rise, the need for alternate means o£ supp?rtiye educatiorn is

: i
evident. “ . LI <
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. ~Tutoring oo . ‘
" ¢ : N ’ L1l
' In recent years, educators and researchers have becomecmore inter- 3?2 !

&
ested in the tutorial approach to learming. 1In the context of . ithis ,

‘ paper, we will focus our attention on tutorial approaches which rely on

”»

nonprbfeﬁsionals as the tuﬁors. The effects of using nonprofeasionals

v

as tutors-have been documented with a variety of population§ acting as

1, . .
° tutors and learners (Harrison, 1972; Melaragno, 1976; Osguthorpe, and
rrison, in press). Several'gonclhsions can be drawn from the research

';h.rutoringl . . -

a4

1) 'Nznprofessionals need to be provided with structured

teaching activities (Harrison, Note 2).

o .2) Nonprofessionals need training to use structured activi- B w
i " n ‘s . s
ties (Osguthorpe and Harrison, Note 3). ] .

3) With train%ng and structuredoteaching actf#ities, non-

- -

profesgionals cqﬁ effect significant gains in learners
. *

4 .
(Osguthorpe and Harrison, Note 4). ~ _
~ . : . °
- 4) Management and supervision must be provided to ensure &

. maximum student growth (Miyhall, et al:, 1973; Keele and

¥
~ &

Harrison, Note 5). =

At NTID professionals have usualiy assumed the tutoring responsi-

<

- ‘ bility. With an increasing number of stuﬁents needing tutoring, the
exclusive uséﬂ;f professionals.ﬁas become financially unfeasible. The )
" N purpose of this paper is to evaluate an alternative to professional <
supportive educaFion:, peer tutoring and notegakiné. The suggestion is
not that peer tﬁtor/notetakers reﬁlace professionéi'support personnel,

v -

but rather augment the professional's ability to reach students needing
%

’
° ’ '5 ) i
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"support.' Can hearing students be trained as tutoers for deaf peers? fCan
- [ )

|
they be trained .to take &uality not:es for deaf peers? Can they develop

a working relationship with professors?

- ’ »

Method . )
-t r i
Subjects - . y '
f " Ten college age hearing students were selected to participate as %

' tuter/nol:.etakers (T/N's) during Fall Quarter, 1975. These 1/N's were
chosen from among 25 students completing thertwo week summer training

program on tutoring and notetdking. jﬁch of the students had previcusly °*

completed a gix week interpreter training program. T/N's were selected

on the basis ofr 1) expressed. jnterest to become a T/N, 2} performance

during the summer training program, and 3) willingness to fit tutoring

q @ .
* and natetaking into their personal academic schedules.

, ~
s

a

Summer Training Program

N ) The training prdgram was designed around ; four stage péﬁcess of:
. . o
‘l) explanation, 2) modeling, 3) role-play or simulation and &) applied

- - )
épra&ttce. This process was used to teach T/N's to ‘take motes, tutor, .

and prepare course "Help Packets" for deaf students. T/N's were trajned
to define difficult vocabulary in- the notes, use white space effectively, .

11lustrate with examples, and draw diagrams and other visuals to help
clarify concepts in the notes. T/N's were then trained in general
techniques of tutoring: 1) establishing rapport, 2) keeping records, 35

diagnosing students' needs, 4) remediation and 5) evaluation. The Help

a . ~5- . .
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Packet training consisted of ideads for gathering inform&tion essential

-

for success in a course. T/N's were shown methods for identifying -
. o3 ..

eritical concepts and then defining them for deaf students. Each T/N ‘
’ ¢
was provided with a manual describing each ©f the topics covered in the

training program (Osguthorpe, Note 6). e ) )
il - S
Hanaggmeﬁt System v * -
; ;

A management system was devel&bed for purposes of control and
evaluation. Eaeh T/N reported to the project manager weekly. BDuring

this meeting, additional training was provided the T/N and progress ,

- b
records were maintained. %55
g
( .—1 , = -
Procedures

Kach T/N was asgigned to cover one or two RIT courses containing

deaf studengs. Nine of the ten tutors were assigned to general eduCa%:,-h\\xx.

-

tion cou;se5§!while one was assigned to cover courses In engineering. .1
D;ring the quarter, all original notes mere kept on £ile and used to

help T/N's improve their notet;king‘skills: There éere also recbrd; .

" _kept 5f Fach tutoring s;ssion using the tutor log und procedures devel-

oped for“this project. These logs were discussed periodically with

) 3

T/N's and suggestions were msede for improvement of tutoring techniques.

5

During the final two weeks of the quarter a series of question-

g naires were administered. These questionnaires were designed to answer
“ - 1 ' -
the basicequestions stated earlier. A separate questionnaire was admin-

4

istered to T/N's, students, and professorsl\ Trained int;rviewers admin~ P

Y

istered the questionnaires on a 1l:1 basis to students and faculty. =

-

-H=
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‘among student raters than among T/N's. .

3
- ‘ ®

T/N's completed the sglf-report questionnaires themselves. Each ques-

-

& L]

tionnaire was designed with as similar an jtem pool as possible. In
. - 4 1

w

. % .
this way, it'ﬁgs possible to increase the reliability, and validity of
the data without spending a great deal of Eime-and money on instrument R
* L) . B
development (Van Mondfrans, Note 7). } . N

&

Data Analysis _ . ' Ca

4 . ™.
Since the-n's weré so small and the data were considere&“égntative,

-

no attempt was made “to "overanalvze" the numerical results. It was an-

ticipated that means and standard deviations on the varilables thal were

-

cross-measured would be the most meaningful form of data analysis. .

., , ~ Results ° . 1 . . ]

-

Notetaking -

The results of .the questilonnaire showed that both TIH'q and stu-

dents generally perceived the notes to be of a high quality. Thé dif- -,

+ § LN

ferences between T/N responsés and ‘those of students were relatively

4 o

spmall. In Table 1, it can be seen that the largest difference between

b4

means occurred on the item labeled "worth as a study aid." There was a

trend showing that students saw the notes as less valuable as a study
3.
‘aid than T/N's. The next fargest discrepancy occurred as{%%tafs responded
~ v,
to ‘the “completeness'" of the notes. Students -were apparently *less

confident than T/N's that the notes contained all of the needed informa-

tion. It can also be seen in Table 1’ that there was more qariapilitj

"
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Table 1

- - Notetaking Skills

. - variable measured | possiepunts Tutor Reting Sef ﬁiﬂ?mmu"g .
. E ' "] Mean | 5D, | Mean | SD. ‘
le.g-ibi"ty' . ’ ‘5 3.71’ 1.11 4.107 1-020 -9;--'
t ' - ' 1 -
i 1 |
¢« L completeness 5 - |462].74 (378136
-0 ‘easeof - 5  |4.00/1.00 [3.60 (1.50
' . . comprehension A
0 ’ ; e . o
worth asstudy 5 4,66 .57 (3.57 {1.15
. aid . vl C N "ty
. : e _ B
K  TOTAL 20 [17.62] 2.3*8: 15.46(4.50
o
- 9 -




Eﬁtoring . ' ° ! . ..

R R . :
Six semantic differential itgmsjwere uSed to assesa tutorin sk%}ls.:--
’ . ' 'd ' . - N

In Table 2, it can be seen that hoth T/N's and students rated the tutor-
ing .as generallv positive. Students were most positive about how-“personal“

the tutoring was. They were least positive concerning the'amount of

*

improvemeﬁt the T/N had shown .during the'quéﬁfer. As with the note~ .
tgking items, there was a, high degfee of ag‘gnt between students and

T/N's concerning tutoring skills. = . : -

- v
. -y R 3 N

’ Coﬁmﬁnication Skills
-

One component skill of tutoriﬁg deaf students that is of special

-

. . :
importirce is the ability of the T/N to communicate with the student.
r , i

Students and T/N's were asked to rate both expressive and receptive
- Xp

£ .

-

.Eémmunication_skills. Table 3 shows that the variance among the two .-
rating groups was nearly identigcal. It should be noted that tEe‘stu-
dent$ percelved a smaller difference (.28) betieen expfessive and recep-

tive skills th;h did T/N's as they rated themselves (.67).

- AT I

]
6 + L
L3 u §

Tutor/Notetaker Comggtenéies' %

2
I3

Tﬁrﬁg—itemg‘ﬁﬁ”tﬁﬁ questionnaire were designed to assess the over-

all ability of the T/N's to perform their job funciions. The first of
.. .

the items asked T/N'g, ctudents and teachers to project the academic ’

grade each T/N °would receive if the T/N were taking the course for

credit as a student. As seen in Table 4, the raters were in close
- 3

*

agreement. Most raters predicted that T/N's would receive,A's in thd o

a
»

course in which they were tutoring and’notetaking. The second item was
i

b
s =Ou ) t
.-

(] 4

‘ 10 - ,
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Tutoring Skills

variablemeasured *, | . . o Tutor Ratipg Selt | Stygert rating
- Meap ‘| SD: | mesn | 0.
& . P
¥ - 5. 4,66 | .57-/4.10 |.87
gffective S M P
: | -. 5 ' |4.66 .57 |4.60 |.69
personal - : S SEPU NER
/ 5  14.00°[1.00{4.00 |.94
‘wortkthe time _
‘ 5 4.00 [.00 [4.11 [.78
enjoyable A -
o .5 4.20 |.44 [3.88 |.92
_improving Py _ |
_ | ! 5 14.37 1.51 4.10 |87
available. - . S
. o - 30 25.66:.57 .[24.6€ 4,18
" TOTAL - .8 .
] ° ) . ™~
.. J .
:.‘. . TR
‘:“: A N :
r o~ B ( .
-.)_
, 11 7
- s -100_
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‘Communicition Skills ,
T Of_ I.q-"!t?r:ﬁ‘”smk‘ts Sh : Tuter Rating Sl student rating |
variable measured |posstierns futor

- ‘ Aoan | 5.0, |sMesn’ | 8D,

. . expressive 5 [4.50|.83 [4.28].82
. N .'commumcat§0n . | . :

e receptive E -t P | 1. .
communication -5 7. ]8.83] 1.02{4.00] 1.03|

it Is
. —
- »
- L3
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Tator-Notetaker Competencies

grade projection
i the tutor had taken
_course {or credit

L

Tutor*s grasp of
subject matter

L

tutoras

variable measured

’

""competent’’

ERIC

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.

" Table 4 ’
: ' i Ti ;
Possiblo Points | TutorReting Satl | ovar oY lr e e
Mesn | 5.D. Mean | S.0. MI S.0.
5 |4.62].47 |4.26|.72 (4.66|.57
. . LG
Vs 475|346 4.00]1.24]a.50| .54
. 414|108 | ;l
08 i, 288].74 |4.87] .35
. ‘ &> .
1 - 1 Amy |
0.;
A
13
‘ i
] _12_
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designed to measure the T/N's grasp of the subject matter. Table 4

shows that T/N's were highly copfident in their-own ability to comﬁre—

47
hend the Subject matter of the course. Teachers also perceived the

_T/N's as competent in the course content. Students were generally
v - 8 - .
positive, but varied more than the T/N's or teachers in their ratings.

wt

The final item directed at assessing overall skill of the T/N's

i . -
asked raters to use a scale marked "competent" to "incompetent.” T/N's

-were asked to predict hoy both teachers and'studeqts would rate them on

L]

this item.  Table 4 shows that, in this ‘case, T{N’s were more variable

L4

"

in their responses than were the other rater groups. The T/N mean for
. )
the irem was slightly lower than students and considerably loyer than »

teachers (who nearly all rated their T/N as a "S" in compete3ce). »

’. . ‘o

Tutor/Professor Contact Time . .
- % L

Table 5 displays the results of an item assesSing the amount of

L

time the TZN spent with the {gnstructor going over notes, determining

course objectives,,aﬁﬁ discussing strategies for meeting the needs of

the deaf student(s) enrolled in the course. As seen in Table S, éhis . .

I

+ item produced highly variable results. Certain teachers pérceivedﬁtheir

contact time with the T/N to be much longer than did the T/N. Most
T/N's said they spent about an hour in personal consultation with the

professor during the entire quarter.

Free Respongp Items

¥

Each fgrﬁ of the questionnaire contained several open ended‘ques- )

&

9

>

tions. One overriding concern surfaced wiEhin each rating group < the

-




variable mea_ls'ured

" tutor-prof.
contact time

. Table 5

e. &
- ' Teacher rating:
Possible Points Tutor Rating Self Tutor )
Mean { S.D. | Mean 8.D.
@ ? e 1031 .53 206.0. 3.99 a
i
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T/N's relatjonship with thg professor. Students, T/N's and professors
alike mentioned the needafor more contact time between the professor and

the T/N. There were no other obvious commonalities amorg the raters on

the free{resgonse items. T/N's did voice some concerns about the awk-

»

d wardness of monitoring student progress in the course, the difficulty of
being a friend and a professioﬁal:to the s§udent, find the need to.become\;'
sénsitizéd to each student'; ability levels. Professors were generally “

.positive In thelr. open assessment of the program. They were impressed

with the T/N's skills, the T/N's professional‘ﬁgtiﬁuﬂe, and the effects
. g e i

. -

'thﬁt the T/N's.seemed to have on the students. Some professors thought
th?t tutoring should be mandatory for students. One teacher thought

that he should be the'thtor rather than th? T/N. When asked to suggest

improvements, students most often responded by saying?théﬁ the Tfﬁ:was

Yalready good'™ and could not improve. Some students were concerned that:®

- -

.the notes could be made more complete or more legible and that the T/N

. - -
2 should be more expert in the course content. !

) . -
‘ - ' Discussion ’

The results of Fall Quarter, 1975, indica;e that hearing college

peers ¢ .. be trained to provide quality educational support to deaf -
’ . .

students, The evaluation model uéga_did not allow for traditional
control groups (randomly assigning some deaf students to courses with no
support provided.) For this reasqn we can only speculate (based on
previous experience in supportive educat;on) that the T/8's had some

. positive effects on student growth. We can conclude, however, that most
ah ¥
I "’15-
g 3
¥

‘ f ’ ’ 3 “ 1 6




students receiving supéort from T/N's perceived the support to be of a
high quality and needed. We can also conclude that most participating

p:ofe@sors viewed the T/¥'s as competent providers of support and were

anxious fgr the program to be continued.‘ T/N's, themselves, generally

felt confident in their ability to provide needed support to deaf students.

-

Limications

What can we not conclude from the Eesults of this pilot study?r

-

{K\
First, we cannot say that all deaf college students will have confidence

. =™ .

. fh a peer T/N. There was some evidence to suggest that the most compe-~

-
s L)

“ent deaf'students accept the T{N's notes but would neveghiequesc tutor-
ing: In ;ssencé, this ma? mean that some deaf students see the hearing
pee; gs no m&rg competent than themselves ifi tle course content. Seéond,
we cannot. say that all profesfors wish to have a paraprofessional in
their classroom providing.suppb:t‘to deaf étudents.‘ The ;easona for
this vary. Some professors ﬁgel that the T/N ;ildfes‘the course content
and misinforms the ;tudent. Some feél that paraprofessional support can
never compe&sat; for the deaf student's ;evere lack of prerequiéite
s%ill upon entering the courses Third, we cannot conclude ffom present
dat; that any hearing college stud;nt can become an effective T/N with
the training prograﬁé employed. There is some indication that in order
to be a successful T/N, a hearing peer m;st be 1) an exczllent student”
(high GPA), 2) willing to échedule tutoring in the evenings, 3) willing

to acquire good manual communication skills, and &) willing to be con-

stantly evaluated by professionals and students.

’ ....16... 4

U 3
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The Future ) T .
—_— . " ¢‘ ‘
Peer support will coutinue as an augmentatiort to professional
@ - -
support sérvices at NTID. As the project moves from research and devel~

spment into the implementation phase, project management will be assumed

by profeséional support brovid;fé. Continued emphasis Will be placed on

data collection and program improﬁgment. Part of the management plocess

- R

2will include T/N evaluation (Osguthorpe, Note 8). Since the prograﬁ has
’ N . .
implications for use in other institutions where the deaf are enrolled

with the hearing, a project will soon be initiated outside the environ-

] A
ment of NIiD. . . .

N

SP8585: dmh . ( ,
(3/31/76) L e




Reference Notes -
‘ . . o

L *

.
L

1. Stuckless, E. R. A notetaking procedure for Heqﬁ students in .

regular classes. Occasional papers, National Technical Insti- .

- [

“tute for the Deaf, Rochester; New York, 1969,
2. Harrison, G. V. The effects of- trained and untrained student -

tutors on the criterion performance of disadvantaged first a

m * [} o . .
) graders. Pﬁﬁer presented at the California Educational Research
. ;

o

* Agsociation Annuzl Meeting, Los Angeles, Cazlifornia, Harch,

' =2

1969,

~ ) :
f.x *
' 3. Osguthorpe, R. T. and Harrison, G. V. Training parents in a per- é’éy

sonalized system of reading instruction. Paper presented at |

1}
+ the annual meeting of the National Conference on Personalized

-

Instruction, Washington, D. C.;_l976. ' -,

- *

"4, Osguthorpe, R. T and Harrisom, G. V. Training nonprofessiﬁnatsﬂtg:zj"

tutor low achievers in math. Paper presented at the annual
meeting of California Educational Research Association, San

"Francisco, California, November, 1974..

5. Keele, R. and Harrison, G. V. The Tutor manager: An emerging '
- specialist in the public schools. Paper preéented at -the -
annual meeting of the California Educational Research Associa-

- tion, Los Angeles, California, November, 1973.

b

6. Osguthorpe, R. T. General technidues for tutoring deaf college
. : - I

% students. Internal‘bublication, National Technicalmlnétitﬂte
3

for the Deaf, Rochester, New York, 1975.

-

19
- ~18-

. :




il
Wt
o

e

1

7. Van Mondfrans, A. P. The multiple data po&nt method. Paper pre-
sented at the traveling trainihg inejiiute on educational
, evaluation of the American EducatioAak Research Association,

) Salt Lake City, Utah, November, ¢9?41

d ]

&

. .
8. Osguthorpe, R. T. Tge SuUpport manager: A gnide for the manager

: of peer tutoring.and notetaking for deaf college students.

In;ernafipublicat;on, National Technical Institute for the

' Deaf, Rochester, New York, 1976.




References

|
|
I & €

Carmen, R. A. and Adam§, W, R. Stdﬂy skilis: A student's guide for

survival. New York: John Wiley and Sons, 1972.

+ '

-

' Carter, J: F. and Van Matre, N. H.. Note taking*varsus note having.:

\k : Journal of Educational Psychology, 1975, &7, 900-904. "3

Harrison, G. V. Tutoring: A -remedy reconsidered. Improving Huran Per-
. , .

formance: A Research Quarterly, 1972, i; Yé), 1-5.

Mayhall, W. F., et al. 'Supervisioﬁ and site of instruction «s factors

*Jdn tutorial programs. .Exceptional Children, 1975, 42, 3, 151-154.

Melaragno, R. J. Tutoring with students: A handbook for establishing

‘ tutorial programs in schools. Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey:
N Educatfqnal Technology Publication, 1976. ¢
. [
Nowell, R. C. ﬁnd Stuckless, E, R. An interpreter training orogram.

Journal of Rehabilitation of the Deaf, 1974, 1, 69~75,

3
& F

Osguthorpe, R, T. and Harrison, G. V. The effects of pre-remedial

L

instruction on low achievers' math skills and classroom participa- ¢

. . “tion. Reading Improvement, ih press. ¢

[l

L3




