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ABSTRACT

=l

In a study designed to adjﬁst and improve the policies governing
the E1 Camino College Peer Tutoring program, a surveg'instrument
reflective, of potentiali policy issues and concerns was constructed and

then administered to the entire tutoring population (N=75) in order to

3
"

learn tutors' perceptions concerniny seventeen policies‘and conditions.

I
=i

The study design assumed that if fifty-one percent or more of the
tutors were 1n agreement with a given item on the survey such would

indicate that the policy issue reflective of the item was not worthy

of review or consideration for change. It was also aésuméﬁ that should

a chi-square comparison of the responses of two sub-groups, tutor

:iﬂterﬁs and peer tutors, prove to be significantly different on any

item, priority would be given to the perceptions of the peer tutors,

- who are more experienced.

Treatment of the data revealed that policiles involving (1) tutor--

ial meetings, (2) tutorial pay scales, (33 group tutoring, and (4% .

tutor training were deserving of review and possible revision or

»abané@nméﬁtﬁ Rec@mmgnéatiéns concerning the gréséss through which
policies §§V§Iﬂiﬁ§ these four aspects were made as well as implications
P 4. . : :7 . - h

and recommendations concerning this study's impact upon tutorial /

policies at the regional and national level.’

- - . )
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: INTRODUCTION
Statement of the Problem ' .

For thézgést five years, the p&exAtthring program at El Camiéa
College has daveloped as part of the College's instructional support
system.desigﬂed téghé;g-students survive and succeed in‘academie é§u25é5;
iéé the grggram gfeg in response to student need, insﬁrugtér s&ceptaneé; 
agé admiéist:ative in&ul§en¢ég Variogs policies, Practiéés and gréceéuréé'
hévé been ﬁEVElépeﬁﬂtQ»fEéiiitaté the program anép.fér the éast yéa:;
have reached a seemingly wﬁrkable status to the extent that_gﬁlicg has
bEEgmé recognized as "éstabl;shed." To a great deg:ee, these pﬁlié;es

“have been ;g;ﬁgated and sustained by the Director of Tutoring as he

‘EEIEElVéd the need for their emplayment and as he obtained dlrectian

from other members Qf the California Cgmmurltg Callege Tutorial AESEEIE- -

&

ft;on and the National A55§c1at1an ef Tutorial Sgrvices as well as

. concurrence w;ﬁh thé Vice. Er351i§nt of Inst?uetiﬂﬂ. This process of

'tutarlal policy férmulatiaﬂ is fairly gonsistént‘witﬁ those that have

emerged dn-mang Qtﬁér'cémmunitg;callégé éaﬁpﬁsés thiaughéut the nation ,

and as rggé:ted by E:ager (1973), DEU,, an (19?4), Ludwug and Géld (156§);

Puggles, Bryant and Clark (1975), and Woolley (1976). '
Périadﬁcallgg El Camino College tutees ar% surveyed in order to

evaluate: the tutoring program from their perspective. To some extent,

their collective :esgaﬁsgg have been instrumental in'adjﬂstiﬂﬁ the

e
s
1

2

Q



13
) program to obtain salutary results. In like manner, :instructors have
been solicited for their input. However, except for their spontaneous

* voicing of opinions in tutorial meetings or in their Séﬁi;ﬁéﬂfiaéﬂtial
reports an§~cém§1aint$ to the fut@riﬁg(ﬂiréeéor, the tutors have not
héd an opportunity to be involved in the formulation of policy 4in any

! , fb:mai-féshiéﬂ éhat measures and réfléééé thgii iﬁ&ividual and collec-

i tive concerns. . K o /

o Inasmuch as the peer tutors in the El Camino College tutoring

program are (1) themselves students currently pursulng courses in the

- Coliege cuf:i:uiﬁm, (2) the pa%tiéipanés‘mésf immediately (and inti-
matglg)linV§lge§ in the tutoring prasess;_and (3) therefore thézagggts,
best in a p@sitién to vﬁew tutorial pqliéies and piaeédu:és as they

{ apply at the tutaratutee leval of Qpe;aéion, it is posited that ﬁﬁéir
. : Eércegf;;éms of and Q@lﬂlaﬂ%ﬁfﬂﬂéemlng Present p@llcy should find some
fgrmal#representat;on in and influence upon fhat pallag g E@nt;nuan:e-
~ gndfor g@ssiblé reférmulatign. Such inclusian would also seem to

" addréss itself to éﬁé}gés that students' being systematicallyexcluded
from Pa:ti;ipatiaﬁsin most decisions éansefniﬂ§ educational policy and

‘ ;gé:vernanc:e has ;nh;bltéd the effectiveness of mang instructional
’péraﬁiaﬁs (Armstrong 1972; Stemnock 197G; nglgr'lgé?),
Thé:Sigﬁifi¢§n§g;afrtbiéj5t3§g 

f Aléﬁgvgh tﬁé‘préféégional lité:étugé :efieets ffequént'stuéiés
. repart;ng gvaluatlans of sammun;ty college tutafzng prégrams ;ﬁ te%ms '

Y - of outcomes, indications are that the magoritg of these studies have

producad 1a:gelg,unrewa:diﬁg results (z.. Devirian, 19?4; Eiliatt;liéié;

ERIC
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and Woolley, 1976). Those designs utilized to assess the effective-
. N
ness of cutorial programs and services ;nﬁludg meas resujinvélving o

- N = £

the follawing variables: unitsigémpieted ig tutees; graﬁé p@iﬁt

average for tutored s ”ééﬁts; neas ured ,b*iity of tutees cn standard-

- . 5
- ized achievement tests or surveys of study habits and attitudes,; pre

]

/ . ‘and post test attitudes of tutees as reflected in a standardized
. « _instrumént- persisténse of tutees in currently enrolled courses;
7 . &

- - co mpared performance of tutored vs. non-tutored students tak;ng the

same class; and st 1de ts perceptlﬂns concerning whether the tutérlﬂg

. }* "
process had raised their achievement levels or had kept them from )\E

'drappiﬂg the course(s) .for which they received tutériél support.

1 .
i

'However, even supportive critics of tutoring programs generally agree

- - that the researih va 1ue of these studies is 1imite§; gsga&; 211y because
of the difficulty involved in developing and impigmenting\a research

i

dgsigﬂ which reasonably controls inte:fériﬁg variables (see Agan,

- 1971;: Brager 1973; Cross, 1972; Ru ggles, 1975; Stainback, 1975; and

; -

Woolley, 1976).

But whatever the shortcomings or virtues of evaluative studies
designed to assess the value of tutoring éuﬁ;amggrin Eﬂstssg&énﬁarg
edusatigng this pa?tiéigaﬂt has been unable to locate a régartéa scudy
that measures the Effért veness or viabiiitg‘éf the E:ages% iﬁVQlVEﬁ
in a givgn tutariai program in terms of thérpéréégtisﬂs :egisteréd .

‘by tut@réiémgiaged in that program. Again, altﬁéagh there are studies.

ﬁfﬁat indicate the degree of st&één, 1nva1vement in pal;ﬁg maklng con=-

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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(Reed, 1975; Wassman, 1976) and not uﬁe&itutérial populations as such
(éee Armstrong,*1972; Elliott, 1974; Stgm@gck, }E?Q: and Wooley,

1976) . Thgéeféré; it is proposed that a study désigﬁedffl) to measure
tét@ria} gs;éegfiaﬁs éf;péliéiésf'prastisés; and conditions as these
thaig in a given tutdrial program aﬂé then (2) te {mggément thése‘

i

percaptions so “that they can be used to influence the direction of
- , Hitp
policy formulation represents an effort -of modest significance.

LS

The Objectives of the Study ) N

This study was designed to perform two interrelated functions and

1

therefore was carried out as a two-step process:

1. through the administration of an-anonymous survey instrument
’ =3

‘essentially reflective of concerns currently and Pﬁeviggsly
voiced by tutors, to determine the dégree of agreement or
7 diéagrgément of the entire tutoring staff with established

- policies and procedures as well as prevailing conditions

attending the program so that tutors’ pgrségti@ns can be

reflected in policy férmulatién;

i

2. to separate the réSpQﬂSés of tutor interns and péer tutors
(see "Definitions of Terms," this practicum) in order .that -
data .concerning each group can be collected and %%gpageé to

determine sighificance of difference and so that priority can

be assigned to the perceptions of the peer tutor group and as

explained under "Procedures for Treating Data," this practi-
. \;. o 13

cum. -



. Hypotheses

Two null hypotheses were tested:

HYPOTHESIS ONE: Fifty-one percent or more of the entire tutoring

population do nqt'agr§é with policies, practices
and conditions that are represented 1in itemé
3 ~ 19 of the survey inStrument.

2

HYPOTHESES TWO: There is not a significant difference at the .05

. Assumptions

¥ [}

li

Ly

L=
[

ERIC
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‘peer tutors (seasoned tutors with more than one-semester's

level of confidence on items 3 =~ 19 of the survey

5 i

instrument betweelt the tutor intern. and the EEEI-
, - _
=

tutor group.

The' following assumptions were maéé concerning the validity of

7 -
[

T , , =, . 5
Since the survey instrument is anonymous, tutors would, thus

B

unthreatened, récaré their frank perceptions.

Bésausg all tutors EBgagihégin_thé program were surveyed, the

data g@uld'havg the weight of a comprehensive sﬁrveg; not

‘e ) 7
merely. a sampling:
Since the survey instrument makes provision for separating
the responses of tutor iﬁtg:ﬂéa(firstisemesger_tuté;s) and

%

experience), data derived from peer tutor responses rould
. : o a '
deserve more weight and therefore more serious consideration

)

A §

than the data derived from tutor interns.

Inasmuch as tutors were informed that their collective

:gééaﬂses would initiate serious reconsideration of any

3
&

=

e

L

&

L%
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- . 'policy issues, tutors would respond with enthusiasm and dué

. ' deliberation and reflection.
5. Since the survey made p:avisiaﬁ for written, unframed

responses, it had the capacity to collect information that

would not be otherwise reflected in the'survey design and
thus would expose any Eénsegns that had not beeh anticipated

by the survey's formuldtor. -

Definitions of Terms : .

3 Tutor intern: A currently enrolled student who (1) has received

a B grade or higher in the course(s) for which he tutors, (2) has

abtained_written:iﬂstrugtar“regemmendati@n to tdtor such é@urée?s);
(3) has participated in both & group and individual orientation pro-

- gram, (4) participates in monthly tutorial meetings (one abserice

57
=

allowed per semester), (5) serves assigned tutées\yhéefdthg genera

[

E

supervision and guidance of the Tutorial Director, and (6) receives

: $2.20 per hour for his services. .

5 @ L. - .
Fee;,fhtﬁf; A stuééEt who Eéﬂféfms to the definition of Tutor

L]

involving med;ate& 1nst£ustzan, textual studq; and. persanal suger—
vision, (2) has campleteg at’ leasg one samesté: = tutar;ﬂg during

whiab time he has susggssfullg'tutareé three or moré tutéés fér a -

total of lDD hours or more, (3) has passe&’a wr;tten test ‘measuring .

knawle&gé ‘of tutarlﬂg prccedures and strateg;es, and (4). receiyes

-$2.50 per,hour r his services.

11 .
Tutor: A generic té:m_iééntifging'"ané who has knowledge or
Q ; . . K

':) ‘ : | o - 5 10
ERIC . - ,
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£ expertise in a given area and who assists é@mgané else in getting
< e . . , ) - i , o .
better understanding of the subject by mutually exploring those areas
where learning is being blocked." (Egstrom, 1975)

PROCEDURE

The.Study Design

3

"« The study wds designed to effect tutor participation in tutoriai

policy formulation by implementing the following design:
R i
1. Developing a survey instrument that reflected presumed policy
concerns of tutors; '

ISR S _ ,
27 Field-testing th. Instrument with seven tutors;

5
£

]

v 3. Interviewing the field-test tutﬁrs_téfassure a consistency in

. ' interpretation and to solicit sugyestions for refinement;
4. .Administering the refined tutoridl survey to the entire
= ] i .

‘tutoring population; -
- . 'J - 5 . .
E - _‘ : " . B i _ o .. . o, '\
v » ~ 5. Tabulating the responses of the entire population being . ~,

2

. ' T - .
. . Suﬂgggd; ) U i , M

o /- N ' b )

= * N s
. =
#

E

. 6. Separating the response sheets of peer tutors and tutor

[ N ;
K : i :

; Anterns agdltabula;iﬁg,thé:datagéerivsaksepafatélg;

[3} =

7. Analyzing the data derived from step. 6 above by means of
- ' . I :

= - i
-

ence, by item, between the two groups.'

- 3

*

The Samples

i - L - .

The sample involved a comprehensive population:  the entire tutor-—

. ing corps engaged in the tutoring program at El.Camino College .(N = 75)
oo N .. . .7/ * L : : .- . s
during the Fa ' 1976 semester and at the time of the survey’'s, adminis-=

= 1 4

tration (December 2, 1976).

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Since students involved in this sample are those who operate under
policies governing the program, it is helpful in identifying this popu-

lation to briefly describe ‘tutorial policies and conditions.
If a student, his counselor, and/or his instructor feel that the

student needs tutoring in a particular course, the student fills out

an application for tutoring and 'g:sgnélgitappz@éshes=his instrﬁst@r

for written authorization for tutoring. If approval is granted, the
student returns the approval form to the Tutorial Director, ghal

arranges to procure a tutor whose abilities and éﬁailable'iutaring-
hours best match the specific disciplinary need andiscﬁéduie of (he
V . % C S / .
tutee. Tutoring continues during the semester, but for ho more than

- ] =

t

three hours per week, unless or until (1) the tutee drops the.course
in which he is being tutored, (2) -the instructor or tutee feels that

' tutoring is no longer nécéésarg, (3) the tutor and the Tutorial pirec~

tor agree that the tutee is not benefiting from thé.pf@ééSS;%ér (4).
the tutee fails to show for two scheduled tutoring appointments.

Tutqr-tutee assignments can be changed if-éither Eartg‘feelswtﬁat

the assignment of another tutor would rasult in more effective tutor-

ing. Also, the tute~ has the opportunity to submit a "Tutor Csmglimeﬁt/
Complaint" form when ne chooses to register his opinion. Further, every ?

paid tut@ringzsessgén»is verified in writing by a member of the staff.

Finally; either in response to.the instructor's request érftheftuto:'sa .
o . need for information or direction, instructor-tutor meetings are «°’

£y

aggaﬁgéd; usually during the Instructor's office hour. A
T A tutor's agssignment to tutees-ié‘éetérminéﬂ by tutee demand for
the éréalaf the tutor's competence, the tutor's priority in terms of .

ERIC -# - - - ,
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pregeretlen and tre;ﬂ;ng, and hle heure eve;;eble fer schedu 1 od t tor-

ing. When fEeeib;ef ege tutor elee engegee 1nggreup tuter;ngAftwe or.
three tutees) rfor whicli he reeeieee the typical heu;ly compensation.

C oy . .

o . ‘ - _ .
: * Data CelleetienCPreeeduree e : oo

— At a. Deeember 2; 1975, tuter;ei meetings the eurveg 1nstrument /

X

- (eee Appeﬂdix a) wee edmln;ete:ed to el; tute:e etten&;ngi Abeent
‘ ~ . : —
tutors eer% contacted end weré éim.lﬂlstérEd the survey the fellewg.ng

&

degg" o
£ B B N
< . . = : . :
- E%ﬁbleteé eegiee of the survey were eelleeﬁed; and all items
‘,.’\‘{'-', {/ .
the:eln were mEIESSEHSEd on. epp:eg:;ete eemputereeempat;ble ‘sheets.

5 n

e Elee; ell eemments*wriﬁten ehjthereu:vege were reeerdeﬂg

.o
1] £

2

Procedure for Treeting,ﬁetéﬁ”f;,‘ L,

+*The ebjeetive Eeté’éerivee from thg mark-sepsed survey sheets

fWEre treated as: fellewe.‘
3 . - K :

1. " Sheets representing all tutere respenees were eubm;tted in

order te leerﬂ the. pereentege ef respenees ‘of etudeﬂte in the

LB R . e

'six geeeible reepenee eetegeriee fez each’ ltem on. “the. eu:vey_
?fﬂéfi Vé:‘_ .f These data are tabuleted in ﬁgpeﬂdix B. Aeeezaiﬂg to theee
e L. 'deta, ngetheeie Qne wasz rejeeted, exeep; thet items 4, 5,9,
16, 17, end 18 dlﬁ gield ge:eentegée lesa than the fifty—ene |
pereent e:iterien eteteﬂ inthe hyPﬂthesie- The:z efeze, items

4, 5, 9, 15, 17, end ;5 were tempere:ily identified as iteme

s 7 13

”:epeeeenting policy and Ereeedure ieeues that éeeerved reeeﬁeid—

eration and possible resolvemant.

"
-

]
&
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. ‘ .

RESFEHSES to item 4 Qﬂﬁthé survey made 1t poss;ble te déter=
mine that the number éf tutor 1nterns :eg:esenteﬂ was 44 or

59 percent of the tstal,g@gulatlan and thab the number of -

'!é

peer tutors was 31 or 41 percent @flthe total population.

" Survey sheets for each group were separated and responses

" (on items 3 - 19) for'each group were recorded and tabulated
, | , ‘ . e - .
separately (see ggpén§ﬁ§ C) and arranged in cells.

&

In’ order to treat the data described in item 3 above, in

* items in which the volume of responses were not sufficient

5.

= ) . . . o E2
to obtain-numbers that are-appropriate for chi-square

analgsis_purp;ses (minimum desirable N =‘5)'agpraprféte

1

cells were coalesced. in cases where such augmentation would
! L3
not viaiaté thefintent of t@e’su:ﬁéy'(seé Appeﬁdix_é)-

° P

The data derived from the treatment désgiibed in item 4 above

- was key-punched andESubmitteé'fb§=chiaéguaré ;§mputef com-

¥

- parison analysis to learn th?t, except for %tems 9, 12, and

15, there was no signifisant difference between.the two groups

(see Appendix cl.: The itemiéiéamgarisah Was'dstérmihea to .’

be signifi&ant at the .05 lével of canfidenés; item 12 at the

.01 1%?&1, and ‘item 15 at the 05 12?&1. Therefore, Hyp@the'
p . :

esis Two was r335§téd except far ;tems 9, 12, and 15; aﬁd
Er%gédu:e,issuss that,deserved :esens;daratian and gﬁssiblg‘

resolvement in favor of the perceptions registered by the

i

eer tutor group (N = 31) insgegé;af'thasa of the entire

tutoring staff (N = 75) in the event that the perceptions

oo

-

G



of the peer tutoring group and the tutor intern group were
i§j§§gfliét; '
6.. To determine whether 'the EEzéepZiéns of the peer tuéar aﬁﬂ

tutor intern 1 group witb rgsgéét to items 9, 12; and 15 we:e

g
L]

liﬁ"cgn?iiét; these respanses ware camgared {see Appendix D).
'It can be nated that on iten 9 only 35 percent of the tutér
'_1ﬂt§:ﬂs respended ta -responses A and E_ HQWE?Efg 68 pe:sent

Of the peer tutéfs responded in these éatégafiés;‘indiéatin§
a E@nfiisti The item 12 camga:;san reveals that 50 pEIEEﬂt
éf the tutar interns respéndéd to 1téms A and B, and 81 per-

zéﬁt.af thé geé; égﬁgzs résgﬂnﬁgdg indisating a Eénfliét;;

The'item 15 zcmparisaﬁ‘inéicatés that the~tyajg;§ups are in 
esséﬁtial:égzéémént'iﬂasmﬁeh gé the §§ percent Qf:théltétéf
iﬁgé;ns anﬁ 97 ﬁeféent of the peér tutors :esﬁgﬁd&& to

&

reéﬁaﬂses hbénd Bi- Therefareg althaugh thé peer tq;ﬂring
group :égistéréé stron errsgréement thaﬂ the tutor intern
- . . gfaup on item 15, the twa.graups reg;sterea §éreepti§ns that
-are not in conflict. Accordingly éniy items 12 and 15 were =
saﬁ#iéé:édras g@liég issues that deserved pfié:iﬁg considera-
tion in favor af“fheppgerétutar group. . o “
. \ o The last steé‘in the d%ta ;éllgctign process was thexrgsarﬁing and
‘llsting af writtan respenses on the surveys. iHESEwére‘r§E§réea ?ééf
batim in Appen&;x B. With thé.PﬁSS;blé exsegtiéﬂ aﬁwtwatgammégts
indicating that tutors favor pay for attendance at ;étafzagemeeéihgsy

these comments do not reveal any significant consistency.

Q
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y;sgﬁssign, Implications, and Rec mméndatiéng;
BJ.SC;‘UW F;rjn '
The data derived from adminiét:atieﬂ of the tutorial éurvég)té
the entire tutoring staff as well as the data giél& d after chi-square

/

'camparissﬁzﬂf the two tutoring sub-groups indicates,. then, that, items

4, 5, 16, %7; and 18 on the Shr?ég-fe?réggnt policy or Prcsada:s
. i . T . . . -
issues that deserva‘reviéwi However, it should be noted that fﬂrtyé

nine percent.of the ent;:e tutoring staff respandea tﬁ resp@nse i o

on item 18, indicating that these tutors had no bas;s for ggln;an or

that thg item gas not'appli:able; Thus, the frequency of these

responses uncovered. a flaw in this study's design. Since only ten

i

.-

percent of tutees had beeﬂ-assigné§‘§éé: counselors, it was not

-likely that many of the @thrs would have haéiexpe:iéngg‘witb peer -

counselors assigned to their tutees. Therefore, obtaining the fifty-

k"

) EﬂEﬁPEfééﬂt response criterion stated in Hypothesis ‘One became diffi-

£

;icult if not impossible to achieve. It would appear p;uientg';béréfb:é;

" not ta iﬁciuéé*item 18 as one of thasé warthy of accésigning review

v
of pﬂl;clés that involve interaction between tut@:s and gear caun-
selors. ‘ '
N
Impl;;;a tiéns

If tutorial policy at the local level is to be responsive to.
the observations and opinions of the tutoring stéff; then it is clear

that gﬂii&ies and procedures :epféﬁented by items é; 5, 16, and 17

on theasurvey nead to be analgs&d and rsvianad.

Since only 29 tdtars or 47% respﬂnded affirmativaly to item 4,

13

apparently tutars feel that the content, stgle and/ér f:egueney of
m@nthlg tutarial meatings do not serve them well. It also 1s guite



obvious that there is little satisfaction with the pay rate provided
tutors, an attitude that is emphasized by the fact that two tutors

wrote comments concerning this condition. Egaing siﬁge on item 16 -

tutors indi cated more. disagreement k.l’-naﬁ ag:gémeﬂt in thezr reaction

to tﬁé‘value of g:aug tut@ring;qsggh data givé rise to the notion that

;;a¥3ub'tantial number of tutors either have dévéléped éﬁ=aééisian'£é
this p;ésess or that thezrrexperlénce 1n graup tute:;ng has praved»ta
be ineffective or uﬂmaﬂageablé in thé;r éges; F;nally! palzcy can-
cerning the tra;nlng of tutor lﬂterns bg peer tut@:s eanst;tutes an
issue 1nasmuﬁh as only 32 tuta:s sr 43 EEICEBt ;nﬂzcate ag:eement and
25 ar 33$ ;nd;gate &;sagreement with 1tem 17.

To the extent that items 4, 5, 16; and 17 reflest Ealz:;es an&
- procedures that are fa;r;g can51steﬂt w1th thasg rep@rted an the
=re§13n§l and nat;anal level (see Devirian, 1974; Hublng 1976; Reed,
1575, Wassmang 19?5 and Wballey; 1975)dir ather tutaziai directors
:mlght be Encaurageé to review their prag:ams w;th ; viewata adjustln§
like p@lieies;an§ Pfﬂéedﬂfésg

Egg mm2ﬂ§atians

s, ’ s

« The fbllawing :ecsmmegéat;ans are made concerning tutg:ialxggliéy
at the local level. * | | | o . f
1. Sinsag admittedly; PEEVIGHE tutarial meefings havs téﬁdéd té
¢y o
dwell on procedural and Eapgzwark ma;te:sg emphasis should #e
given to the in-service aépest of tha program in'futuzs-maéts
ingsg Further, tutors %bsuid be saliéitsd‘in order to lagiﬁ
haw‘the”styleg §§ﬂ§3ﬂtx ané'freguénsg of thesd maétings saﬁ

be adjustadlié'meﬁt their needs. _ =

17
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°» 2. After a survey of tutorial pay scales in other comparable

community colleges.is ef‘ected jﬁstifigatiaﬁ should be
‘sought to raise the pay aof tutors and to otherwi:.e adjust the
pay inereﬁénts. o C e

-3_. Pallclés gavernlng graup tuta:;ag sh&uld be reviewed with a

Eﬂmm;ttéé Qf tutars and, if. EQSSlblE; a studg shauld be con-

ducted to gvaluate*thé efféct of g:aup tutar;ﬁg versus

&
. individual tutaring;
K 4, Pclléy éﬂncg:nlng the tr aln;ng of tutar interns shauld be
. 'rétriewedjwiﬂ; a committee com mpose c? of equal tutor intern
‘and peer tutor representation to consider policy revision
; .- .. or. abandsﬁment. :
E ; A=J
At the reglanal aﬂﬁ ﬁat;anal levels, it is :ecammendgd that th;s
study be repl;:atéd to deternuné wﬁéther the study des;gn is general—
1gable and whether it has utility w1th :espeet to tutorial gellcg
.!;';‘
B . revision anqther campuses. .
P P _ . - - .
i =
f"’ ) ’ i
. &".‘ﬁ: 2 JJ.’
|i ). i i- N
i i ¥y ‘
: ’
, )
18 <
o ‘ o S

ERIC 2

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



I

t.. ; ,,‘1- . ‘ ) : y

REFERENCES

Agan, D. "A Study of the Achievement of Tutored éér5us=N6§%Tﬁtsr§d
College Freshman," Dissertation Abstraéts,=32; lS?Ii‘lgg?.A

Armstrong, R. StudéﬂtﬁfﬂVQlVEMEﬂt.EIAﬁélySlS and B;bl;ag:aphg SEIJES,
No. :14. Oregon UﬂlVEISlty- Eugene, 1972, ED 060 510

£

Bouchillon, B. "College Student Experiences 1n Eutarzng," Tennessee
Educatisn, 3 .February 1573, 19-21 -

. Bragér, G. "The Tutorial Project: A Successful School Experience,” . Lo s

Journal of the International Association of P 511 Persanné; §§§g§a
Wﬁrkers, 17, Harah 1973, 35—99 . ; - . ~

®

CIQSé, P, and Jgnes, P. "Problems of Access," in Explorations in Non-.
Traditlonal “Study, Samuel Gould arid K. Patricia Cr@ss (Eds ),
jassey—Bass. San Franeisco, 19?2, 35 61 ‘ R /,

a . PO

D§v1rian, M. "Survey of Funétlﬁns of Learning Programs at Two and ?

* Four Year Public Colleges and Universities in Cal;fbfnla," Abaut
Iutor;n ’ l; Navember lS?é 5=g . :

Elliott, D. "The Fullertan Cbllege Student. Tutorial Ass;stance Program:

An Evaluatlan,” Dlssertatlon Abstrasts Ihte;nat{qgslr 35, Aggust
1974, ‘836 A

Engstrom, H.- "Tutoring--a- Pracess of Iﬁvalvement," Abeut Tutgrlng: 2,
Feﬁrua:y 1975, 1 and 4 « : -

Gleasez;vE_ .This i the Community Coll“g .  Houghton Mifflin: Boston,
1968 g - )

13

+°

' Huﬁin, Dg '"SubjEGt hrea Tutariﬂgg A'Wild Card in the Zea:ﬁihg Céntér;"

Rc:!y Sug;im:to (Ed. ), Lnng Béat:hi The Assoezatian, s 19?5, 94 =99

-mentgl Studiesrand,futarial

Ludwig, L. ‘and Gold, B. ‘T-e Devela

P:égrams A Progréss ReEart, U.S. Educational Rgsbu:ees Informa—e S
; tian Center, April"1969, ED 031 231 o B . e

The Peer Teaching Program of Cammun;thCﬂllgge Studigs. U.S. Educa-

tiepal Resources Information Eente:g March, 1572, ED 060 53?

B

19



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

”Wassman; R. "Revelatlgns from Statewzde Readlng Erog;am Vls;tatlensg

Waailey, Js "Iutarlai Serv;ces ‘at California Cammunltg C@llegés

Reed R. Peerafutsrlng Pragzams for ‘the Aéadem;callg Deficient.

Student in Higher Education. Eérkeléy.xﬁénter far Eeseazgh and

Develapmeﬂt in H;ghér Edusatlan, 1975

RQUEChE, 7. "Aécountabll;tg for Studentfieaznlng lﬂ the Commun;tg
Callége," Educational Technology, 1ll, January 19?1, 45 47

'Ruggles, D;;.Ergant,_J; and Clark, W. "Tutariﬂg and Américan Higher

Education: An' Historical Perspective and- Cur:ent Respgnse," About
Iuﬁgring, 2, March 1975, 2-7 .

e

2

Stemnﬂck, S. §{§mewark Ffor Student Iﬂvalveme

1t.
‘tion of School Administrators: WﬁShLﬂgfan, D.C., National
Educatlon ASSGElEtiQﬂ; 1970, ED 047 384 ‘

American Associa—

- Stainback, W. "The Résearch Evidence Regardlng the Student- tgﬂstudent

Tutoring Approach to Individualized Instruction," Educational
Technology, 15, February 1975, 54-56 ' :

.

Taylor, H. "Unmuffling Student Influence,” Change, §J"SEptember 1976,

17-19 o S :

in Ninth Pracéedlngs of the Western College Reading Ass@szatlonp

Rag Sug;mate (Ed.),. Long Beach: The Assaciatlon, §, ~1976, 204- -208

Ungubl;shéd Doctoral D;ssertatlan, B:;gham Young Unlversitg, 1976

g .



(]
]

ENDIX A - S

hﬂ‘
"U

i

(PLEASE DO NOT SIGN THIS SURVEY).

e B . X £ 3 i
g ° ’ — : ¢ ’ ‘ : .
' [

INDICATE YOUR TUTORING. EXEERIENCE BY CIRELING THE APPROPRIATE
LETTEES FQR ITEMS (l) AND (2). o

(1) You have been tutaring_f@: (a) QHEESEméstE:;’CB),TW§ semesters

or more. . : / . AB
V(E) Your tutarzng time averages (3) Between 1 & 4 hours per Wéékf ;
.(B) 5 & 10 hours; (C) 11 & 15 hours; (D) 16 & 20 hours per week. ~ A BCD

ANSWER EACH OF THE FOLLOWING BY CIRCLING THE RESPONSE THAT BEST
" REPRESENTS YOUR OPINION: A ' ' . ’
. A. $tranglg agree, B.. AgrEE; €. Neutral, D. Disagree, E. St:anglg d;sagrge,:"
g F Nat apgl;aable or no baszs far opinion. ‘

&

(3)':The system for SElEEtlng futars is’ fazr and effeet;ve. ‘ §A;B CDE
(4)° Tutorial meetings ére helpful and relevant - " A EEQAE
(5{  Téé tutérlél pay scale is adeguaté ‘and fair. - 'j:: . » ABC b"ﬁ
(§f¢ The'égstem uéédlta ass;gn tutegs ;E tutors is falr and effestive. :_ A B E-P

(7) You are able to get all of the tutérlng time that yeu can .
légltlmatelg perform. . , . ABCD

,CS)Q'Yaur tutees deserve and need the. tutar;ng that they are gett;ng. f "ABCDE

'(9) When gauxappea: to diséusg tutar;ng st:ategigs with.an 1ﬁst:u§te:,;

he is'évailabie for col f erence. = - ) o , ABCD
s L Ty @, 5 ) .
(10) Tutees are as serious and IéSpéﬂSlblé abaut the tutc:ing Era:éss ' .
- as yau aré."; S : v ‘ABCD
:(11)- The Léafﬂlﬁg Asslstangg Gente: lenés 1t5§lf to the kind af
L atmasphe:s cénﬂusive to tutaring. . L . ABCD
(li)ﬁ Ebu ‘feel camfartable absut :es@mmending changés in thé tutg:ing :
wpolicy or the p:agram ABCD
_(lS) .You bél;evé that yaur tutéés would not succeed as wgll in thei:
courses without your assistan;e. - S ABCD

(14) Faculty believe that tutaring is effactive and support thé
: , pragram. .

B :
B : . S ] ! Aok
\ : o

st

B
o
Ty
o

s

I



" (15)

(16)

(17)
(18)

(19)
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- APPENDIX A (Continued) v , ; ’ T =

Tutaring is a learning EEGEEES far géu-aS'W§ll.as the tutee.

(tWQ or threg tutees) is as efféctlve as lndlv;dual tuta:;ng.

£

It is helpful to have
- tutor. .

an gxgerienééd*tutér train an ;nexpgrlénééd 0

Pea: counselors aré effeat;ve in céunsellng tutéES wha encaunter

fp:ablams receiving tutérlng.

The Tutorial Handbook 15 helpful té ‘me.
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APPENDIX B . . ' 19

¢ .

'TUTORIAL SURVEY RESPONSE TABULATION.

s ] .
You have been tutoring for (A) One semeste., (E) Two Semesters--.
(C) Three dr more semesters. - -

Your tutarlﬁg time averages (A) Between 1 & 4 haurs per week; .
(E) 5410 haurs, (CY 1T £ 15 hours; (DL 16 & 20 heurs per week.

L

Answer each of the Fe119wing by circ1ing the response that

- best represents your opinion:

(3)
(4)

(5)
(6)°

(7)
(8)
“(9)

(10)

(1)

(13)

8

(15)

(16).

(17)
(18)

(19)

_iAg Strongly agree, (B) Agree, (C) Neutrai (D) Disagree,

Strongly dieegree. (F No basis for Qpinien ar net

applicable.

&

The system for Se1eetiﬁg tutors is fair and effective.
Tutariei meetings ere helpful end:reievant,

The tﬁfﬂrieiépey scale 15 adeguate and fair. A
The system used to assign tuteﬁs ‘to tutors works well.

You are ehle to get all of the tufﬁring time that. yeu can
1E§itimate1y perform.-

The tutees that you tutor deserve and ﬂeed the tuturing that-
they are gett1ng. - s

¥hen you.appear to discuss tuteezstretegiee with an instructor,

- he/she is ava11ab1e for eanferenee. . -

Tutees are as serious end respensib1e about the tutering pre= s, 18
e 18.66 -

cess as you are

The Leerning A;sistance Center lends. {tsel)f- %D the kind ef
atmesphere ::andm:j.ve to tutord ng. .

‘You feel eemfartah1e about recammending changes in the
tutoring policy or- the program. .

You believe that your tutees. would net succeed as well 1n
their courses without your nelp. -

Feeu1ty believe that tutering is effective and suppﬂrt
the pragram. ) ]

'Tutnring 15 a 1eaFn1ng prueess for yeu as we11 2s the tutee.

Hhen it is passib1e to make sueh an arrangement, group

" tutoring (two or three tutees) is as effective as: individuel

tutaring-

1t {5 helpful to have an experieneed tuter treiﬁ an 1n-
experieneed tutor. (

?Peer counselors are helpfuT in eaunseling tutees who en-
counter problems receiving tutaring.

The Tutorial Handbook s heIpful to me.

"

(N

(R)
58.66

37.33

16.00
8.00
1.33

9,33

20.00 °

40.00

21.33
18.66
26.66

14.66
66.66

. 8.00

10.66

8.00
9.33 .

3;;
75) -

(8) . .(c) (o) (€) (F)
22.66 ' 1B.66 =me=  mome  =men
3866 17.33  6.66 -m-=  =ese
60.00 16.00 1.3 2.66 ¥a.
38.66 . 24.00 10.66  5.33° 13.33

25.33 20.00 21.33 30.66 ' 1.33
49.33 20.00 13.33 2.66 5.83
' N fl =, s B
42.66. 9.33 10.66 14.66  2.66
'48.00 .00 4.0 00.00 00.00
33.33 26.66° 4.00 1.33 18.66¢
41.33 18.66 20.00 1.33 00.00 -

52.00 ' 18.66  6.66- 1.33 00.00

48,00 " 21.33 4,00 " 1.33 10.66

67.33  9.33 6.3 00,00 - 1.33°

43,00 22.66 1.3 00.00 17.33.

28.00  4.00 00,00 :00.00 1.33

18.66 20.00 22.66  8.00 . 22,66 -
/32,00 20.00 18.66_ 4.00 14.66.

16,00 22,66 4,00 00.00 °49.33

52,00 17.33 10.66. 9,33

1.33

'5heu1§ get pﬁid for" time spent in tuteria1imeetingsi

'Wymm@mmWﬂ

“Please give more notice as to when \he tutor meetings are.”

i | iish an experieﬁeed tutor were available to help a-iitt1e with the nev tuters.'

w~

*Question 3. Hhat 1s the system of choosing tutnrs? Not aiphﬁheti:al erder. 1 hupe.

" "6 ==, only 1f thay have the same instructorl” . . 287

[P
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APPENDIX C- , . AR v
. . 9 : ) & ‘
" CHI-SQUARE COMPARISON . o
OF TUTOR INTERN GROUP = i , ~
AND PEER TUTOR GROUP : . 3

I
h
"o,
L

Significance

Mg

]
-
i
N
tn
]

[X]
]

™
B
[
<"
L
o
Lw

a

Item #4 ,
sa.a’nN "D sp NaA - ST, o

1. | 4| 28] 20| 4| of e | o

c20 | 2)a1] sl 4| 4| 2. o | S

&

3 3 gl .8 ' ' Not Significant o

sa° A N -D SD NA .
1. ol 14] 9] 10] 10| 1
2. | 2l 6l 6l 6| 23] o )

SA/AL N D SD g

1. |14] 9] 20| 20
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1. 21) 9} 10

2. 23] 6] 2

2. |12} 12| . &
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Ce ST . Significance

Item #6 . LT

21 4

N 2,
SA/A N D/SD

- Not Signjificant

Item #7
Sa 2 N D SD NA

aly

SA A D/SD : Y

 Not Significant

s4 A

1. |18} 22 s

w.

255



APPENDIX 'C }CQntinuedé; L o

" Item #9 <

. - A T ' / <k

S I [

= . =

Significance

N D sp ya i,

18 2{ o} s o S oy

g |13 )

o 2| 2| & -

s £ . .

‘N D SD _NA

*glaof 1| o . T

6l 51 ol ol = TR 2

8|17 10
6 |14

6l 5 . Not Significant

- Item #11 o e

N D SD NA

91 41 11 ©

5] 1y 0 O

5 © Not Significant

mapld
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APRENDIX C (Continued) .23

* . . : Significance

Item #12 - ‘ -
v sA A~ N D SD NA

- R — . . e

1. | 3| 19] 24| 2} 1| s

2. |11| 24| 2| 1| of 3

&

o ‘ . Item #13
SA A N D Sbh-NA

1. | 8| 28] 6} 1] of 1

" =+ = . y . H . .
. : L . =

= v 27 |uz2]1sf 1] 3] - Not Sighificant ! .

. ‘Ytem #14- .. °
Y . !sA. A N D 5D NA
' 1. |" 51 28] 22]-0| o] 9

P ety s asfaz| - | . .

% : =) * : ’ a
7 oy = 4
. ' ;

=
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Significance

Item }15
. SA A N D SD NA

1. 24|17 2 o o] 1

2. |2¢| 41| o] of o

sA A N
1. 24 |17 2

2. |26 4| 1 ~°  Significant at the .05 Level

’ - ~ Item #16
SA A N D SD NA

1l. 3t 6] 101 10 3112 | »

2. 3 8 5 7 3 5

A

SA/A N D/SD NA

1. 9} 10) 13| 12| ' s

2. |12] s| 20l s} Not Significant

Item #17
SA A’' N 'D SD NA

1. 3l 15l 9 71 2| &

7. 5 9 6 71 1 3

1. |18] 9} 9 o Not Significant

28
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Significance

N
)
o
in
W
Q
[
rat

2. 71 51 18 Not Significant

Item #19
SA A N D SD NA

1. 31 26 9] 31 1 2

Iy
[ ]
(%
b
m
Wy,
(5]

o 5

2. |17} 4| 5 Not Significant
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APPENDIX D

COMPARISON OF TUTOR INTERNS' (N = 44)
- AND PEER TUTORS' (N = 31) PERCENTAGE OF RESPONSES
ON ITEMS 9, 12, -and 15 OF TUTORIAL SURVEY
; Ttem #9
a B c D E E
Tutor Interns 9.09 27.27 - 40.90 4.54 . . 0.00 18.18

Pear Tutors 25.80 41.93 6.45 " 3.22 3.11 19.35

Item #12

EY
o
e}
| bl
It

+y

Tutor Interns . 6.81 43.18  31.81 ° 4.54 2.27 11.36

Peer Tutors 35.48 '45.16 6.45 . 3.22 0.00 - 9.67

Item #15
A B c D E . F
Tutor Interns 59.54 38.63 4.54  0.00 0.00 2.27

Peer Tutors 83.87 12.590 3.22 "0.00 0.00 0.00
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