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ABSTRACT

In a Study designed to adjust and improve the po a ies governing

ehe El Camino College Peer Tutoring program, a survey instrument

flective, of potentia:!. policy issues and cOncerns wa t. constructed and

then administered to the entire tutoring population 611.7,75) in order to

learn tutors' perceptions concerning seventeen policie and conditions.

The study design assuMed that if fifty-one percent or more of the

tutors were in agreement With a given item on the Survey such would

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

f review or consideration for change. It was also aksumed that should

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

interns and peer tutorJ prove -o be significantly different on any

ite- prio ity would be given to the perceptions of the peer tutors,

who are more experienced.

Treatment Of the data revealed that policies involving (1) tntor-'

ial meetings, (2) tutorial pay scales, ) group tutoring, and (Al)/

tutor trainang were deserving of review and possible revision or

abandonment. Reconm-endations concerning the process through which

policies governing these four aspects were made as well as imPlications

4

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 the pa t five years, the peer tutoring program at El Camino

College has developed as part of the College's instructional suppor

system designed to,help students survive and succeed in academic courses.

As the program grew in response to student need, instructor acceptance,

and administrative indulgence, various policies, practices and p ocedures

have been developed to faci/itate the program and, for the past year,

have reached a seemingly workable status to the extent thac .pclicy has

become recognized as "establ shed." To a great degree, these policies

have been initlated and sustained by the Director of Tutoring as he

perceived the need for their employment and as he obtained direction

from other members of the California Coiunity College TUtorial Associa-

ition and the National Association of TUt rial Services as well as

ncurrence with the Vice,President of Instruction. This process of

tutorial policy formulation is fairly consistent with those that have

emerged on many other community college campuses throughout the nation

and as reported by Brager (1973), Devirian (1974), Ludwig and Gold (1969),

Ruggles, Bryant and Clark (1975),. and Woolley (2970)._

9 PeriodicallY, El Camino Coilege,tutees are surveyed in ord - to

evaluate:the tutoring program from their perspective. To

their collective responses have been instrumental an adjusting the



program to obtain salutary results. In like manner, 'instructors have

been solicited for their input. HoWeVers except for their spontaneous

voici y-of opinions in tutorial meetings or in their semi-confidential

ports and complaints to the Tutoring Direcior, the tutors have not

had an opportunity to be involved in the formulation of policy in any

formal fashion that measures and reflects their individual and collec-

tive concerns.

Inasmuch as th -peer tutors in the El Camdno College tutoring

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

College curriculum, (2) the paliticipants most ipmediately (and in

mately) involved in the tutoring process and (3) therefore the agents

best in a position to view tutorlial policies and procedures as they

apply at the tutor-tutee level of operation it is posited that the'

perception- of and opinion concerning present policy should find some,

for 1 representation in and influ nce upon that policy's continuance

and/or possible reformulation. Such inclusion would also seem to

address tself to charges that students' _being -tematicallexcluded

from participation in most decisions concerning educational policy and

&governance has inhibited the effectiveness of many instru tional

operations (ArmStrong 1972; Stemnock 1970; Taylor 1967).

The Significance this Study

Althovgb the professional literature reflects frequent studies

porting evaluations of community college tutoring progr in terms

of outcomes, indications are that the majority of these studies have

produced largely, unrewarding results Devirian, 1974; Elliott, 1974;



andWoolley, 1976). Those designs utilized to assess the -ffective-
-

nese of tutorial programs and services include measure 'involving

the following variables: units.completed by tutees; grade point

C

average for tutored students; -easured ability of tutees cn standard-

ized achievement test- or surveys of -tudy habits and attitude pre

and post test attitudes of tutees as reflected in 'a standardized

instrument; persistence of tutees in currently enrolled u ses;

compared performance of tutored vs. non-tutored students taking the

same class; and students' perceptions concerning whether the tutoring

process had raised their achievement levels or had kept them fro

dropping the couree(s) for which they received tutorial support.

However, eVen supportive critics 4of tutoring programs generally agree

that the research value of these studies is limited, espeCially because

of the difficulty involved in developing and implementing a research

design which reasonably _ontrols interfering variables (see Agan,

1971;1 Brager, 1973; Cross, 1972; Ruggles, 1975; Stainback, 1975; and

Woolley, 1976).

But whatever the shortcomings or virtues of evaluative tudies

designed to assess the value of tutoring outcomes in post-secondary

education, this participant has been unable to locate a reported study

that measures the effectiveness or viability of the process involved

in a given tutorial program in terms of the,perceptions registered .

'by tutors employed in that program. Again, although there are studies

'Mat indicate the degree of student involvement in policy making con-

cerned with tutoring and other in tructional supportive services, these

have been based upon student populations involved in student government -



(Reed, 1975; Wassman, 1976) and not ujori tutorial popula ions as such

(see Arm.t ng,1972; Elliott, 1974; Stamnock, 197a; and Wooley,

1976). Therefore, it is proposed that, a study desighed (1) to measure

tutorial perceptions of:policies practices, and conditions as th_

obtain in a given tutorial gral and then (2) to imppment these

perceptions so that they can be used to influence the direction of
ri

-

policy formulation represents an effort of modest significanCe.

The bbjectives he Study

Th s study was designed to perform two interrelated functions and

therefore was carried out s a two-1step process:

1. through the administration of an nonymous survey instrument

'essentially reflective of,conc:-ns currently a_d pzeviously

voiced hy tutors, to determine the degree of agree ent or

disagreement of the entire tutor ng staff with established

policies and procedures as well as prevailiig conditions

attending the program So that tutors perceptions can he

reflected in policy formulation,

2. to separate the responses of tutor interns and peer tutors

"Definitions of Terms, this pr oticum) in orde :that-

data concerning each group can be collected and oonlpazed to
,4

determine significance of difference and so that priority can

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

explained under "Procedures for Treating Data " this practi-



. Hypotheses

.- Two null hypotheses were te ted:

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

popula,aon do not agree with polacies, practices

and conditions that are represented in items

3 - 19 of the survey inttrument.

HYPOTHESES TWO: There is not 'a significant d.fference at the 5
_

A

level of confidence dh tems 3 - 19 of the su-

lnstruMent between the tutor intern.and the peer

tutor 5roup.

, Assumptions
_

Th& following assumptins were made concerning the va/idity

this study.

1. Sincethe survey instrument is anonymous, tutors would _us

unthreatened, record their frank perceptions.

Because all tutors engaging:in the program were surveyed,

data vould have the weight of a comprehensive survey, not

m rely a sampling.

3. Since the survey instrument makes provision for separating

the re ponses of tutor irsterns: (first-semester tutors) and
,

peer tuto (seasoned tOtors, with mo _ than one7semester's

experience) data derived from peer tutor responses ould

dese ve more weight and therefore more serious consideration

than the data derived from tutor interns.

Inairuch as tutors were informed that their collective

responses would initiate serious reconsideration of any



policy issue tutors would, res d with enthusia-m and due

deliberation and reflection.

Since the survey made provision for written, unframed

responses, it had the capacity to collect information that

would not be otherwise reflected in y design and

thus would _ pose any concerns that had not beeh anticipated

by the survey's formulator.

Definitions of Terms
0

Tutor intern; A currently enrolled student who (2) has receiVed

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

obtained written instructcr'recommendation to tOtor such cpuree(s),

( ) has participated in both a group and individual orientation pro-

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

allowed per semester), (5) serves assigned tutees under"the general

_pervision and guidance of the Tutorial Director, and (6) receive,s

$2.20 per hour for his serVices.
0

Peer TUtor: A student who conforms to the definition of Tutor

intern and'who also (1) has-completed an inservice training program

involving mediated instruction, textual study, and personal sup_

vision, (2) _has compaete4 t:41east one semeste _utoring during

which tIme he:has successfully tutored three o= mor4 tutees for a-

total of 100 hours or more, (3 ) has pasSeda written test:measuring.:

knowledge'of tutoring procedures and strategies, and --q

-$2.50 perohour for hid

Tutor: A generic term identifying "one who has knowledge or



expert -e in a given area and who asist5 someone else in getting

better und -rstanding of the subject by -utually exploring those areas

where learning is being blocked." (Egst 1975)

PROCEDURE

TheStudy_pgflgp

The study was designed to effect tater participation in tutorial

po icy formulation by implementing the following design:

1. Developing a survey instrument that,reflected presumed policy

concerns of t tors;
4

Field-testing t_L. :nstrument with seven tutors;

3. Interviewing the field-test tutors to assure a consistency in

interpretation and to soli-bit suggestions Yor nnement;
-

4. -Administering the refined tutorial sUrvey to the entire

tu2OrLriJ population;
-

Tabulating the res.e.onses 0

surveyed;c

he entire population being

6. Separating the response sheets of pe r tutors and tutor
-
interns and tabulating the data-derived separately;

LI

Analyzing the data derived from step 6 above by me:ans of
-3

the ciii-square .qtais.tica2 t chhigue to 'determine any differ-
Q'

encet by item, between the two groups.

The Samples

The sample involved a comprehensive population: the entire tutor-

ing corps engaged in the tutoring progkam at El.Camino College N 75)
.

7

during the fel- 1976 semster and at the time of the survey's dminds-

tratiori (December 2, 1976).-

ii



Since students involved in this sample are those who operate under

policies govern ng the program, it is helpful in identifying this popu-

lation to briefly des.7ribe tutorial licies and conditions.

If a student, his counselor, azd/or his intructor feel that the

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

an application for tutoring and personally approaches his instructor

for written authorization for tutoring. If approval is granted, the

student returns the approval form to the Tutorial Director, who

arranges to procure a tutor whose abilities and available tutoring

hours best match the specific disciplinary need and 'scheduie of Lhe

tutee. Tutoring continues du ing the se er, but for no more than

three hours per week, unless or until l) the tutee drops the-course

in which he is being tutored; (2) the instructor or tutee feels that

tutoring is no longer necessary, the tutor and the tutorial Direc

tor agree that the tutee is not be efiting fr the press, or (4)

tutee fails to show for two scheduled tutoring appointments.

Tutor-tutee assignments can be
r,

ged if either party 'feels that

the assignMent of another tutor would result in more effective tUtor-

ing. Also, the tutee' has the opportunity to submit a Tutor Compliment/

Complaint" form when De chooses to register his opinion. Further, every

-
paid tutoring sessibn is verified in writing by a member of the staff.

Finally; either in response to.the instrUctor guest or the tutor's

n ed for information or direction, instructor-tutor meetings are

arZanged, usually during the instructor's office hour.

A tutor's @ ssignment to tutees is determined by tutee demand for

of the tutor's competence, the tutor priority in terms of

12
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preparation and training, and his hours available for scheduled tutor-

ing. -When feasibl e tutor also engages inzgroup tutoring o OE

three tutees) for whicl1 he receives the typical hourly compensation.

e
Data 'collection Procedures

_

0

At_aDecember 2t_ 1976, tutorial meeting, the survey instrument

(gee Append X) was administered to ala tutors attending. Abs nt

tutors wer contacted and wer administered tlie survey the following

day.

6m-pleted copiqs of the survey were collected, and all itegg

edn were mark-sensed on.appropriate compu tér-compatibiè sheets.

AlSo, all corzinentwritten oh)the,Surveys were rbcorded:

for Treating Da

obje'cti,ve 'data 4qrived from the ma k-sensed survey sheets

treated as:follo-
V

,

Sheets representing all tutors' responses were submit ed in

t

order to learn the percentage of responseslof students in the

slx possible response categories for each item on'the.s

These data are tabulated in Appendix B. According to thes

data, Hypothe Is One was rejected, except that items 4. 5, 9,

16, 17, and 18 did yield pércentas less than the flit onq

percent criterion stated in7the hgpothesis. Therefore' items

4, 5, 9 16 17, and 18 were temporarily identified as-Items

representing policy and procedure issues that deserved reconsid-

eration and possible r solvement.

13
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2. Responses-to item 1 on he survey made it possible to deter-

41,..

mine that the number of tutor interns represented was 44 or

0

59 percent of the total population and thab the number of

peer tutors was 32 or 41 pe-cent of_the total population.

Survey sheets for each group were separate# and responses

_n items 3 - 19). for/each groUp were recorded and tabulated

separately (see Appendik C) and arranged in cells.

In' order to treat the #ata described in item 3 above in

items in which the volume of responses were not sufficient

to obtain-number- that are.appropriate for chi-sgu_-e

analysis purposes (minimum desirable N = 5)'appropr

cells were coalesceerin cases wh _ such augmentation would

not violate the intent of the survey (s e Appendix C).

The data derived from the treatment described in item 4 above
A. .

was key-punched and submdtted for ch --gua.re,computer com-

parison analysis to learn thft, except for i:tems 9, 12, and

15, there was no significant difference betwe n the two groups

(see Appendix C). The item 9 comparison was detexuuned to

be significant at the .05 level of onfideneel item 12 at the

.01 level; and-item 25 at the .05 level. Therefore, Hypoth-'

esis Two was rejected except for items 9, 12, and 15, and

these itms were identified:as items representing policy and
. _

prcedureissues that deserved reconsideration and possible

resolvement In favor of thp perceptions registered by the

N,A

pear Autor_yroup (M = 31) Instead of those of the entire .

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

14



of the peer tutoring group and the tutor intern group were

conflict.

6- To determine whether the perceptions of the peer tutor and

tutor intern group with respect to items 9, 12, and 15 were

in'conflict, these responses were compared (see Appendix D).

It can be noted that on item 9 only 38 percent of the tutor

interns responded to responses A and B. However, 68 percent

of the tutors responded in these categories, indicating

a conflict. The item 12 compazisbn reveals that 50 percent

of the tutor interns responded to items A and B and 81 per

cent of the p_
,Y

tutors responded, indicating conflict.

The item 15 comparison indicates that the two groups are in

es ential agreement inasmuch as the 98 percent of the tutot

interns and 97 percent of the peer tutors responded to

responses A and B. Therefore, although the peer tuporing

group registered stronger agreement,than the tutor intern

group on em 15, the two groups registered perceptions that

are not in conflict. Accordingly only items 12 and 15 were

considered as policy issues that deserVed priority considera-

tion in favor ot"the peer tutor group.

The last step in the data collection pr the recording and

listing of written responses on the surveys. Thaseate recorded ver-
,

batim in Append.0 With the possible exception of tiwo comments
c.

indicating that tutors favor pay for attendance at tutorial meetin

these comments do not reveal any significant consistency.

5
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Discussion, Impdications, and Recoirmiendations

Discussion

The data derived from administration of the tutorial survey to

entire tutoring staff as well as the data yielded after chi-squa

comparison of the two tutoring Sub-groups indicatesthen, that,items

4, 5, 16, 17, and 18 on the sbrvey represent policy or procedure

issues that deserve review. However', it should be noted that forty-

nine percent of the entire tutoring staff responded tei response "F"

Ler,"

on item 18, indicating that these tutors had no basis for opinion or

that the item was not applicable. Thus, the frequency of these

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

, s
percent of tutees had been,a signed peer counselors, it was not

'likely that many of the tutors Would have hadexperience with peer'

counselors assigned to their tutees. Therefore, obtaining the fift-7

.

one,percent response criterion stated in Hypothesis One became diffi-

cult if not impossible to achieve. It would appear prudent, therefore,

ot to include item I8 as one of those worthy of occasioning review

of policies that involve interaction between tutors and peer coun-

selors.

Implications

If tutorial policy at the local level is to be responsive to

the observations and opinions of the tutoriny staff, then it is clear

that policie_ and procedures represented by items 4,

on the, -urvey need to be analyzed and reviewed.

16, and 17

Since only 29 tUtors or 47% responded affirmatively to ite- 4,

apparently tutors feel that the content, style and/or frequency of

monthly tutor-Lai moetins de) not serve them well. It also is quite

16
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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. Again, since on item 16

tutors indicated more disagreement than agreement in their reaction

to the value of group tutoring, such data give rise to the notion tha

a substantial number of tutors either have developed an av rsion to

this process or that their experience in group tutoring has proved to

be Ineffective or unmanageable in their eves. Finally, policy con-
0

cerning the training of tutor interns by peer tutors constitutes an

issue inasmuch as only 32 tutors or 43 percent indicate agreement and

25 or 33% indicate disagre ment with item 17.

To the extent that items 4, 5, 16, and 17 reflect policies and

procedures that are fairly consistent with those reported on the

regional and national level (see Devirian, 1974; Hubin, 1976; Reed,

1975; Wassalan, 1976; and Woolley, 1975) ether tutorial dir ctors
.

-

might be encouraged to review their programs with a view to adjusting

like policies and procedures.

Recommendations

4
The following recomwendaions are made concerning tutorial policy

at the lodal level.

2. Since, admittedly, prevlous tutorial meetings have tended tso

dwell on procedural and papermark matters emphasis Should be

given 63 the in.-Service aspect of the prog am In future meet7

ings. Further, tUtors should be solicited'in order to learn

hoi- the Style' COntent, and frequency of these, meetingS can

be adju ted to meet their needs.

17



14

After a survey of tutOrial pay scales in other comparable

community colleges,a- ef;ected -justification should be

sought to raise the pay of tutors and to otherwie adjust the

pay increments.

Policies governing group tiatorang should be reviewed

committee of tutors and, if possible, a study should be con-

ducted to evaluate the effect of group tutoring versus

individual tutoring.

Policy concerning the training of tutor interns should be

reviewed with a c02mitt6e composed of equal tutor int: -n

and peer tutor representation to consider policy revision

, or abandonment.

At the regional and national levels, it 1 ecommended that this

7-
study be replicated to determine whether the s udy design is general-

izable and rihether it has utility with respect to tutorial policy

revigion on (other campuses.
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PEER TUTORING SURVEY

(PLEASE DO NOT SIGN THIS SURVEY).

INDICATE YOUR TUTORING. EXPERIENCE BY CIRCLING THE APPROPRIATE
LETTERS FOR ITEMS (1) AND (2).

You have been tutoring f (A) OneSemester, B Two samestars

or more. I
.. . A B

YoUr tUtoring time act'4, (A) Between 2 & 4 hours per wee)g
,(B).5 A 10 hours; (C) 11 & 15 hours; (D) 16 & 20 hours per Week. A B 6 D

, .

ANSWER EACH OF THE FOLLOWING BY cxRcLrNG THE RESPONSE THAT BEST
REPRESENTS YOUR OPINION:

A. Strongly:.agree,.B.,Agree,,C. Neutral, D. Disagree, E. Strongly disagree.'

F. Not applicable or no basis for opinion.

(3) The system for selecting tutors is fair and effective. ABCDEF

(4). Tutorial meetings are helpful and relevant A B:C.L. E F

The tUtorial pay Scale is adegUStp'and fair. A p C D'E F

Thesystem used to,aSsign tuteesto tutors is fair and effectiV-. A B C,D BeF

(7) You are able to get all of the tutoring time that you can
legitimately perform. ABCDEF

( ) 'Your tutees'des_ -e and need the.tutoring that 'they are getting. 'A B'C D E F

When you appear to discuss tutoring strategies with,an instructor,

he is 4vailable for conference . ABCDEF

(10-4 TuteeS are as serious aad responsible.a :ut the tutoring prOcess
'A C D E P.as'you are.

(11)- The Learning Assistance Center lendS it e f to the kind of
- atmosphere 'conducive to tutoring. A B C

,

(12) You'fee1 comfortable about reOommending ohanges in the tutor: ng

-policy or the program. ABCDEF

(13) You believe that yoUr tutees woUld net succe_- as well in eir

courses Without your assistance. A B

(14)- Faculty heileve that tutoring i- ef,

program

21

support the
ABCDEF
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2

(15) Tutoring is a learning process for you as well.as the tutee. A B C,p E

(16) When it is possible to make such an arrangement, group tutoring

(two or three, tutees) is as effective as individual tutorihg. 'ABCDEP

( 7_ It ls helpful to have an experienced'tutor train an inexperienced

tutor. ABCDEP'

(18) Peer cou- elors are effeCtive in counseling tutees who encounter

problems receiving tOtor4g. ABCDEF

(19) The Tutorial Handbook is helpful to me. ABCDE.P.

22
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TUTORIAL SURVEY RESPONSE TABULATIOV 75)

You have been tutoring foe (A) One semesW. (B) Two semesters,
(C) Three dr more semesters. .

12 Your tutoring time averveii (A) Between 1 & 4 hours per week;
(8) 5 & 10 hours; t _11Ul5 hours; (0)-16 & 20 hours per week.

Answer each of the following by circling the response that
best represents your opinion:
(A). Strongly agree, (8) Agree, (C) Neutral. (0) Disagree,
(E) Strongly ditagree, (F) NO baSis for opinion or not
applicable.

The system for selecting tutors is fair and effective.

4) Tutorial meetings are helpful and relevant.

The ttitorial pay scale is adequate and fair;

(6) 'The system used to assign tutees to tutors works Well.

You are able to get all of the eutoring time that:you can
legitimately perform,-

The tuteeS that you tutor deserve and need" e tutoring that.
they are getting.

When you-appear to discuss tuteestrategies with an instructor,
he/she is available for conference.

(10) Tutees are as:sericos and responsible about the tutoring pro-
cess as you are

(7)

(II) The Learning Assistance Center lends itself-,q the kind of
atmosphere coriducive to tutoring.

(I2) You feel ComfOrtable about recommending chang in the
tutoring PoliCY orAhe'program.

) You believe that your tuteeswould not suCceed as well in
their courses without your help.

(14) Faculty believe that tutoring is effective and support
the program.

(15) Tutoring it a learning process for yOu as well As the tutee.

(16), When it is posSible to make such an arrangement, group
tutorim(two or three tUtees) is as effective as.individual
tutoring.

(17) It is helpful to,have an experienced tutor train an in-
experienced tutor.

(18) 33eer counselors are helpful in counseling tute _ who en-
counter problems receiving tutoring.

(19) The Tutorial Handbook is helpful to me.

(A)

58.66
(B)

22.60

Percentages

(E)(C)

18.66

37.33 -38:66 17.33 6.66
/

16.00 60.00 16.00 1.33 2.65

8.00 38.66 24.00 10.66 5.33

1.33 25.33 20.00 21.33 30.66

9,13 49.33 20.00 13.33 2.66

20.00 42.66 9.33 10.66 14.66

40.00 '48.00 8.00 4.00' 00.00

16.00 33.33 26.66 4.00 1.33

18.66 41.33 18.66 20.00 1.33

21.33 52.00 18.66

18.66 44.00. 21.33

26;66 57.33 9.33

14.66 44.00- 22.66

66.66 28.00 4.00

8.00 18.66 20.00

10.66 32.00, 20.00

,

8.00 16.00 22.66

9.33 52.00 17.13

(F)

1.33

5.93

2.66

00.00

18.664

00:00

6.66- 1.33 0.00

4.00 1.33 10.66

5.33 00.00

1.33 00.00 17.33,

00.00 00.00 1.33

22.60 8.00 22.66

18.66 4.06, 14.66.:

4.00 06.00 -49.33
0

10.66u 1.33 9.44.

The f011owipi. Notes Were Written On The SorveY _Sheets:

"Should get piid fortime spent in tutorialmeetings."

"Pey for Tutor meetings."

"Please give more notice as to when t.he tutor meetings are."

"I wish an experienced tutor were available to help a little With thenew

"QUeStiOn" 0. Nliat is the system of choosing,tutors Not,alphabetical ord r. I hope.

6 ontv If therhave the pm. I structori" 23'

. 3
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CHI-SQUARE COMPARISON
OF TUTOR J-NTERN GROUP - 1
AND PEER -TUTOR GROUP = 2

Item #3

. SA A N D SD NA

25 8 1 1
6 20

SA

25 8

6 20

SA

4 18 10. 4 0

2 11 8 4 4 2

SA A N SD

1.

2.

1.

Item_#5

SA° A N -D SD- NA

14 9 10 10

0

SA/A N -D SD

14 9 10 10

6 6 6 13

Silnificance

Not Significant

`..Not Significant.

Not Significant

2 4
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Significnce

Itern#5

SA A N D SD NA

1.

2.

rnrnmmu

si/A N fl/SD .1

1.

2.

1211 91101

LL6E 21 Not Signficant
C,

Item#7

SA A N DSDNA
1. 5 18 5 Jio 1

2. 10 14 2 311 1,

SAA fl/SD

1.

2.

EI18L

I

Not Significant

Item#8

SA A NDSDNA .

=i.

2.

18 22 2 12 0 0

12144 1 0 0

1. ;[22 ..

2.
r221 l4"J

Not Significant
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2.

2.

2.

1.

2.

Item #9
A N D SD

--I12 la 2
.

13 '2

SA LVSD NA

4 12 18

13

SA

10

6 14

SA

8 17 8 10

6 14

SA

Item #11
A N D SD NA

4 -22 9 4 1 0

17 5 1 0

SA

, 8 22

8 17

Siinificance

'Si nificant at .051 Level

Not

Not Signi cant
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2.

2.

SA A N

#12

D SD NA

19 14 2, 1 5

11 14 2 1 0 3

Dial) NA

3 19 14

11 14 2 1

Item #13
SA A N D SD, NA

2

2 15 1 3 0
.
.,

SA A

8 28 6 1

12 25 1 3

e / 4
'Si A D SD NA

18 12 0
,

6 155 1

5

56 15

Si nificance

Significant at the .01 Level

Not Significant

Not Sigra cant

27
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2.

2.

2.

2.

SA

I em 1115

N D SD NA
-

24 17 2 0 0

26'41 0

SA A

24 17

26 4

SA

Item #16_

A N 1) SD NA

3 6 10 10 3 12

3 8 5 7 3 5

SA/A N D/SD NA

9 10 13 12

11 5 10 5

SA

#17

A , N 'D SD NA

9

6 7 1

SA/A N D/SD

Significance

Significan at the .05 Level

Net Significant

Not Si9nificant

28
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1.

2.

2.

1.

2.-

SA

Item
A N D SD NA

6

6

12 0 0 21

6

40'

A/A N NA

ii 22 21

7 5 16

SA

Item #19

A N D SD NA

26 9 1 '2

4 13 sot
SA/A N D/SD

29

17 4 5
I

Not Significant -

Not Sign icant

2 9
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APPENDIX D

COMPARISON OF TUTOR INTERNS' (N 44)

AND PEER TUTORS' (1I = 31) PERCENTAGE OF RESPONSES
ON ITEMS 9, 12, and 15 OF TUTORIAi SURVEY

A

Item #9

C D E FB

Tutor Interns 9.09 27.27 40.90 4.54 0.00 18.18

Peer Tutors 25.80 41.93 6.45 3.22 3.11 19.35

Item #12

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 5

A

Tutor Interns 59.54 38.63 4.54 0.00 0.00 2.27

Peer Tutors 83.87 12.90 3.22 0.00 0.00 0.00

UNIVL:OTY Of CALIF.

LOS ANGELES

Y 197?

CLEARINGHOUSE FOR
11-11NIOR COLLEGES
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