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This study investigates EFL Saudi male and female learners’ and tutors’ attitudes and practices
in the Writing Centers at the College of Languages and Translation (CLTWCs) at Al-Imam
Muhammad Ibn Saud Islamic University to determine the effectiveness of such centers. In
fact, understanding EFL learners’ needs is believed to eliminate some of the persistent writing
challenges for such learners; and therefore this study seeks to explore the relatively new
established CLTWCs to improve their services. Thus, in order to answer the study’s two questions
regarding the attitudes and practices of both tutors and learners, a cross-sectional quantitative
research design was adopted by designing and administering two questionnaires among 29
faculty members (F = 18, M = 11) working in the centers and 217 students (¥ =112, M=105)
visiting them. These questionnaires addressed demographic information, attitudes, and practices
in the form of open-ended and/or closed-ended questions along with five Likert-Scale statements.
The results showed that learners expressed a highly positive attitude toward the centers which
could be attributed to the tutors. These tutors were reported to have excellent performance and
professionalism during the sessions they had with the learners in question. Additionally, the
findings cautiously suggest the importance of regular visits and motivation for students in order
to obtain the desired and expected benefits of the centers.
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INTRODUCTION

In recent years, there has been a growing shift at universities
to improve learners’ writing and employ teaching strategies
that develop the writing quality of learners. Such a shift con-
tributes to providing EFL learners with support and assis-
tance. Establishing writing centers (WCs hereafter) is one
of the dramatic shifts that is considered a driving force for
producing positive change in the area of developing writing
(Myatt & Gaillet, 2017). Although WCs were founded more
than forty years ago, researchers are still trying to enhance
their effective role. In fact, EFL university learners are con-
sidered a vocal source of shaping the optimal learning envi-
ronment (Dafouz & Camacho-Minano, 2016).

Generally, most research on WCs has investigated the
role of WCs, the relationship between WCs and libraries,
learners’ attitudes and the development of WCs (e.g., Gal-
braith, Merrill, & Kline, 2012; McNatt, 2010). These stud-
ies were applied to native English speakers only. Recently,
the growth of WC in the EFL environment has become
extremely prominent, which has led to the need for more rig-
orous research on this area (Tiruchittampalam, Ross, White-
house, & Nicholson, 2018). Therefore, the aim of this study
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is to investigate the attitudes of both tutors and learners, and
to explore tutors’ practices at the College of Languages and
Translation Writing Centers (CLTWCs). While these two
issues have been highlighted often separately in different
studies, this study examined both tutors’ and learners’ atti-
tudes and practices in the CLTWCs. Handling such issues
is thought to yield fruitful results since the existence of the
CLTWOCs is considered relatively new. As for the Saudi Ara-
bian context, there is no published study in this regard (Bar-
nawi & Christie, 2018).

LITERATURE REVIEW

Writing Centers: Theoretical Background

Blazer (2015) stated that WCs are places where students can
investigate confusing or challenging educational issues. This
suggests that these centers are places that learners go to when
facing educational problems. The idea of WCs is based on
Vygotsky’s zone of proximal development (Vygotsky, 1978)
and Puntambekar and Hiibscher’s (2005) scaffolding theory.
These two approaches provide a theoretical framework for

Copyright (c) the author(s). This is an open access article under CC BY license (https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/)

http://dx.doi.org/10.7575/aiac.alls.v.11n.4p.62



EFL Tutors’ and Learners’ Attitudes and Practices in the Writing Centers at the College of Languages and Translation 63

understanding how WCs facilitate the process of learning
writing. A Vygotskyan approach shows that learning is a
social process in which learners and instructors communi-
cate socially to attain understanding and learning. As for the
second approach, tutors scaffold learners when they begin
the session with a purpose and collaboration and examine
the writing text which involves ongoing diagnosis through
conversation (Vygotsky, 1978).

The Role of EFL Writing Centers

EFL learners constitute the majority of WC visitors since
they learn English as foreign language (McHarg, 2014).
Moussu (2013) stated that the biggest challenge EFL learn-
ers face is the emphasis on writing where form and grammar
are the focus. LaClare and Franz (2013) confessed that this
skill, writing, specifically requires learners to seek help from
official sources such as WCs which highlights the impor-
tance of such centers. In fact, Nakatake (2013) mentioned
that EFL learners are in excessive need to learn appropriate
writing strategies and resources. Thus, WCs often provide
advice regarding the content and organization of writing.
Moussu (2013) admitted that what EFL learners learn in
their classes is considered insufficient; and therefore, the
WC is their main source of writing assistance.

Assessing Attitudes Towards Writing Centers

A learner’s satisfaction with the writing session can sug-
gest how confident the learner is (Harrington et al., 2017).
Sommers (2006) acknowledged that teachers usually don’t
care about students’ feedback although it plays an important
role; a “social role, especially in large lecture classes, to help
students feel less anonymous and to give them a sense of
academic belonging” (p. 251). Cooper (1994) discussed the
tutor’s role in changing learners’ attitudes toward WCs and
writing as a skill. If tutors in WCs provide useful knowledge,
then they create intimate cooperation with WCs visitors.

Harrington et al. (2017) admitted that it is easy to create
a friendly relationship between tutors and WCs visitors. If
WC administrators accessed both learners’ and tutors’ atti-
tudes toward the center, it is likely that the WC will improve
greatly as a result of feedback and become a source of
change. Finally, based on the studies that were conducted on
WCs (e.g., Blazer, 2015; Bredtmann, Crede, & Otten, 2013;
Palacio, 2010), learners who visited these centers expressed
a highly positive attitude toward them.

EFL Tutors’ Role

Tutors can accelerate the process of fostering the advanta-
geous outcomes of the WC. The work they do is completely
different from their role as an instructor or professor; they
are consultants. This means that tutors do not edit, correct,
or tell learners how to fix their mistakes. Instead, WCs are
based on the idea that tutors and learners work together to
investigate the appropriate writing strategies that benefit
learners (McNatt, 2010). Murshidi and Abd (2014) declared
that guiding EFL learners in the WC involves knowledge

of some important guidelines that should be stringently fol-
lowed during the session.

Blau, Hall, and Sparks (2002) offered some suggestions
that tutors should adhere to when discussing EFL writing
problems in the WC. For them, a tutor should establish a
positive relationship, respect cultural differences and other
beliefs, elicit learners’ expectations, identify problems
directly, direct learners to summarize, outline and formulate
the thesis, be informative, and be sensitive to learners’ emo-
tions. In addition, Ab Kadir (2015) declared that tutors are
responsible for developing critical thinking of learners in the
WC. Learners, thus, will be logically able to evaluate infor-
mation, present their own point of view and convince the
tutors of their opinions. Recent research (e.g., Blazer, 2015;
Condon & Olson, 2016; Ede, 1989; Mackiewicz & Thomp-
son, 2018) emphasized the role of tutoring strategies, such as
think aloud and outlining; to encourage learners to activate
their minds while formulating their ideas in the text.

Writing Centers in Saudi Arabia

WCs were originally established in North American edu-
cational institutions to assist native and non-native writers
in the institution. The idea of WCs then became popular
worldwide (Raforth, 2012). A number of WCs were opened
in higher education institutions. Saudi Arabia is among the
top Gulf region countries that established some WCs at sev-
eral universities (Koch, 2014). Barnawi and Christie (2018)
initiated a study to investigate the history of WCs in the
region. In particular, the purposes of the study were to deter-
mine the factors that led to the emergence of WCs in Saudi
Arabia and to explore how such centers worked. Data were
collected from various sources such as WCs’ manuals, web-
sites, mission statements, newsletters, and tutors working
there. The results of the study showed that not only are there
four WCs (two in Riyadh and two in Jeddah and Yanbu), but
what also led to their establishment are the shifts in the eco-
nomic and educational situation of Saudi Arabia. However,
the researchers suggested developing the role of these WCs
by adopting a suitable writing methodology that is appropri-
ate to the needs of Saudi learners. Table 1 is a detailed list of
these WCs in Saudi Arabia.

Table 1. List of WCs in Saudi Arabia

Name of  Host institution  City Established
the WC

1 Writing Princess Nourah Riyadh 2011
Studio

2  The WCin King Saud Riyadh 2012
English University

3 WC King Abdulaziz Jeddah 2012

University
4 WC Royal Comission ~ Yanbu 2014

Yanbu

College of Languages and Translation’s Writing Centers

The College of Languages and Translation (CLT) at
IMSIU (Imam Mohamed Ibn Saud Islamic University)
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has recently established a WC (split into two for gender
separation) under the assumption that “writing skills help
the learner to become independent, comprehensible, flu-
ent and creative in writing “(Ariana, 2010, p. 134). The
center is open to all the university students with differ-
ent proficiency levels and with any type of writing: aca-
demic, personal, or professional. The writing session is
a dialogue-based, one-on-one consultation with about 25
minutes for each student. With the aim of developing EFL
learners’ writing strategies, tutors focus on higher-order
concerns (focus, organization, development, argumenta-
tion) over lower-order concerns (grammar, punctuation,
mechanics, spelling, usage). According to Missakian
(2015), WCs in general should provide different models
(services) to their students; most of which have been pro-
vided by CLTWCs (Table 2).

Table 2. CLTWCs services

Service Availability
Workshop instruction v
Mandatory design

Voluntary design \
Walk-in conference (face-to-face conferencing) \
Appointment needed \

Peer tutor

Instructor \
Online component \

CLTWCs have employed different models to facilitate
tutoring. The available services are establishing workshops
and tutor training. In addition, it offers voluntary visits in
which students can visit the center in their free time and meet
tutors face to face (walk-in conference). Though the centers
are open during all work hours, students should make online
appointment to ensure their reservations.

Research Questions

1. What are the EFL Saudi male and female tutors’ and
learners’ attitudes toward the CLTWCs?
2.  What are the EFL tutoring practices in the CLTWCs?

METHODOLOGY

Research Design

This research adopts a cross-sectional quantitative research
design.

Settings

This research was undertaken at the College of Languages
and Translation at IMSIU during the second semester of the
Academic year 2018-2019. Specifically, at that time, the col-
lege has been running a writing center in the female sec-
tion for three years whereas it has just established one for
the male section. The duration of the research lasted for one
whole semester (almost 16 weeks).

Participants

The participants were 29 faculty members (females = 18 and
males = 11) working in the CLTWCs, as well as 217 students
(females =112 and males=105) who visited the CLTWCs.
The demographic information of all such participants is pre-
sented in Table 3.

Table 3. Participants demographic information

Participants Gender Age Academic Number
types and range ranks
number
Faculty Female - Teaching  Female (0)
Members (N: 18) 26-45 Assistant Male (2)
Mal
(Na:;) 36 EFL Female (1)
31 Instructor Male (1)
27-50  Lecturer Female (15)
- Male (0)
42-50 Assistant  Female (2)
37-62 Professor Male (7)
- Associate  Female (0)
49 Professor Male (1)
EFL Students  Female 19-23  Level One Female (10)
(N=105) 1826 Male (15)
Male (N=
112) 19-22  Level Two Female (17)
20-24 Male (12)
20-23  Level Female (15)
20-25 Three Male (15)
20-33 Level Four Female (11)
21-26 Male (15)
20-23  Level Five Female (16)
21-26 Male (16)
20-25 Level Six  Female (10)
21-28 Male (14)
21-29  Level Female (11)
21-29 Seven Male (11)
21-24  Level Female (15)
Eight
21-25 Male (14)
Instruments

Students’ and tutors’ questionnaires

Because of the specificity of the topic, and the fact that -
based on the researchers’ knowledge - it was not investigated
in such settings (context and time) before, tutors’ question-
naire and students’ questionnaire were written and designed
by the two researchers. The formulation of the question-
naires’ questions was not only short, direct to the point,
and easy to understand, but they also elicited participants’
demographic information, age, gender and some general
information about the CLTWCs. They were then followed
by a number of items (26 items for students and 5 items for
tutors) using Likert Scale that required participants to mark
their level of agreement with questionnaire statements by
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checking one of five response categories: strongly disagree,
disagree, neutral, agree, and strongly agree. The students’
questionnaire was categorized into three domains: pre-visit
attitude (5), during-visit attitude (10), and post-visit attitude
(11). However, before transferring these questionnaires into
electronic versions (i.e., via Google Forms), some reliability
and validity statistical tests were undertaken.

Questionnaire reliability

In order to determine the reliability of the two types of ques-
tionnaires, they were piloted on 20 students and 20 tutors
before conducting the experiment. The measure of reliability
known as Cronbach’s Alpha was used (see Table 4). The val-
ues can be between 0 and 1. An acceptable value of an alpha
ranges from 0.70 to 0.95 (Cohen & Swerdlik, 2010).

Table 4. Cronbach’s alpha

Type of Domains No. of Cronbach’s
questionnaire items Alpha
The students’  Pre-visit attitude 5 0.640
questionnaire  pyyring_visit attitude 10 0.897
Post-visit attitude 11 0.938
General reliability 26 0.937
for the students’
questionnaire
The tutors’ Tutors’ Practices 5 0.670
questionnaire

As shown in Table 4, the general reliability coefficient
of the students’ questionnaire was 0.937 while the reliability
coefficient of the tutors’ questionnaire was 0.670. Thus, it
can be safely said that both questionnaires are reliable, as
the alpha scores for all of the questionnaires are considered
acceptable.

Questionnaire validity

Validity is a crucial measure that depends on the degree
to which “a measurement instrument actually measures
what it purports to measure” (Oliver, 1998, p. 91). Valid-

ity depends largely on the context in which a measurement
is used and on the inferences that can be drawn from the
results (Jaeger, 1990). In this research, face validity was
achieved for both questionnaires. For Gravetter and For-
zano (2012), face validity “refers to the transparency or
relevance of a test as it appears to test participants” (p. 30).
Therefore, the two questionnaires were thoroughly evalu-
ated by professors in the field. Their comments, sugges-
tions, and corrections were taken on board to improve the
quality of the questionnaires.

Table 5 shows that the correlation coefficients of each
item of the students’ questionnaire and the total score of the
domain are significant at 0.01 or 0.05. This indicates that
the internal consistency coefficients of the questionnaire
items are high. It can be safely said that the correlation coef-
ficients are highly reliable and the questionnaire can be used
in this study.

Table 6. Correlation coefficient of the students’
questionnaire between each domain of the questionnaire
and the total score

Domain Correlation coefficient
1 Pre-visit attitude 0.705%%*
2 During-visit attitude 0.869**
3 Post-visit attitude 0.877%*

** Significant at the 0.01 level of significance or less

Table 6 shows the that correlation coefficients between
each domain of the questionnaire and the total score of
the students’ questionnaire are significant at a significance
value of 0.01. This indicates that the internal consistency
coefficients of the questionnaire domains are high. It can
be safely said that the correlation coefficients are very

reliable.
Table 7 reveals that the correlation coefficients between

each item of the tutors’ questionnaire and the total score are
significant at a significance value of 0.01 or 0.05. This indi-
cates that the internal consistency coefficients of the ques-
tionnaire items are high.

Table 5. Correlation coefficient of the students’ questionnaire between each individual item and the total score of the domain.

Items Correlation coefficient Item no. Correlation coefficient Items Correlation coefficient
Pre-visit attitude During the session Post-visit attitude

1 0.575%* 1 0.816%* 1 0.606**
2 0.612%* 2 0.797%* 2 0.817%*
3 0.708** 3 0.571%** 3 0.760%*
4 0.653** 4 0.756%* 4 0.809%**
5 0.702%%* 5 0.737%%* 5 0.797%%*
- - 6 0.757** 6 0.818**
- - 7 0.816%* 7 0.825%*
- - 8 0.839%* 8 0.778%*
- - 9 0.766%* 9 0.825%*
- - 10 0.695%* 10 0.820%**
- - - - 11 0.784%*

** Significant at the 0.01 level of significance or less, * Significant at the 0.05 level of significance or less
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Table 7. Correlation coefficient of the tutors’
questionnaire between each individual item and the total
score of the questionnaire

Item Correlation coefficient
1 You listen to students carefully 0.470%*
2 You are usually receptive to 0.845%%*
what students say
3 You usually talk more than 0.458*
students do
4 You usually encourage 0.777%*
students to speak and ask
questions
5 You frequently ask students 0.743%%*

what they think

** Significant at the 0.01 level of significance or less, * Significant
at the 0.05 level of significance or less

Procedures

At the beginning of the semester, each of the researchers met
with the faculty members assigned to work in the CLTWCs.
They received detailed instructions regarding when, how and
for whom the questionnaires were designed. Moreover, two
laptops were put in both CLTWCs sections, and the instruc-
tors were asked to allow the students to use them to fill in
the questionnaire after they finished their private tutoring
session. The completion time of such a task amounted to 10
to 15 minutes. On the other hand, at the end of the semester,
the EFL tutors’ questionnaire was administered to all tutors

Table 8. Tutors’ qualifications

working in the WC. The completion time for this question-
naire was 10 to 15 minutes.

Data Analysis

The data were analysed using SPSS in terms of means, stan-
dard deviation, ranks, frequencies, and percentages. How-
ever, some of the tutors’ and students’ demographic variables
such as age, academic ranks and levels were deemed ineffec-
tive and, therefore, were disregarded in the analysis.

RESULTS

The results of the study are described in terms of tables.
They included the required information for analyzing the
findings of the study.

Table 8 shows the following:

1. It was found that 67.8% of female tutors and 18% of
male tutors had taught writing courses three times or
less. The rest had taught writing courses four or more
times.

2. All male tutors taught writing at different levels, while
44% of female tutors taught at only one level, and 56%
of female tutors taught at different levels.

3. 54.5% of male tutors and 38.9% of female tutors are
interested in teaching writing skills. The rest of the
tutors showed no interest in teaching writing.

4. The majority of male tutors, 63.6%, and some female
tutors, 44.4%, enjoy teaching writing whereas the other
tutors did not enjoy teaching writing.

Questions Males Females
Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
How many times have you taught Three times or less 2 18 12 67
writing skills courses? Four times or more 9 82 6 33
Total 11 100.0 18 100.0
Males Females
Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
How many academic levels have you One level - - 8 44
taught writing skills courses for? Two or more levels 11 100 10 56
Total 11 100.0 18 100.0
Males Females
Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
Are writing skills one of your YES 6 54.5 7 38.9
teaching interests? NO 5 455 11 61.1
Total 11 100.0 18 100.0
Do you enjoy teaching writing skills? YES 63.6 8 44.4
NO 36.4 10 55.6
Total 11 100.0 18 100.0
Have you ever attended any writing YES 6 54.5 5 27.8
teaching workshops, online courses, NO 5 45.5 13 7222
conferences, and/or websites to help
Total 11 100.0 18 100.0

you with the tutoring?
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5. 54.5% of male tutors and 27.8% of female tutors had
attended some writing teaching workshops, online
courses, and/or used websites as an assistance tool for
tutoring. The remaining tutors had not received any
training.

Table 9 shows that all male tutors worked in the CLTWCs
once only. On the other hand, 39% of female tutors worked
once, 50% worked twice, and 11% worked three times or
more in the CLTWC. As for students, 60% of male students
visited the CLTWC once, 7% visited the CLTWC twice, and
33% visited the CLTWC three times or more. Furthermore,
26% of female students visited the CLTWC once, 28% vis-
ited the CLTWC twice, and the majority, 47%, visited the
CLTWC three times or more.

Table 10 revealed that 36% of male tutors think that
research and study strategies are the most important
reasons for visiting the CLTWCs, while 28% of female
tutors agree that critical thinking and critical reading are
both important reasons. However, proofreading assignments
occupied the lowest position in tutors’ priorities (male= 0,
female = 11%). As for students, the majority (male = 46%,
female = 34%) agree that understanding writing and other
courses assignments are the most important reasons for vis-
iting the CLTWCs. On the contrary, the lowest percentage is
for critical thinking and reading (male = 4%, female = 2%)).

Table 11 revealed learners’ pre-visit attitudes towards
the CLTWCs. The male learners’ responses (i.e., strongly
agree and agree) fell on the agreement continuum of the
scale in which a general mean score is 3.66. The means for
the items range between 4.14 and 2.89 and that indicates
agree to natural for the Likert scale responses. Item (1) /
expect the tutors to edit, correct (grammar and spelling)
and paraphrase has the highest mean score (4.14), followed
by item (2) [ expect the tutors to provide assistance regard-

Table 9. Learners’ knowledge

ing writing strategies (4.09), followed by item (3) I expect
the tutors to rewrite odd sentences (3.63), followed by item
(4) Writing is a difficult task (3.56), whereas item (5) My
teacher required me to visit the writing center has the lowest
mean score (2.89).

As for female responses, they also fell on the agreement
continuum of the scale with a general mean score (3.77).
Their means ranged between 4.44 and 3.10. Item (1) /
expect the tutors to edit, correct (grammar and spelling)
and paraphrase has the highest mean score (4.44), followed
by item (2) I expect the tutors to provide assistance regard-
ing writing strategies, (4.33), followed by item (3) / expect
the tutors to rewrite odd sentences (3.74). Item (4) Writing
is a difficult task has the lowest mean score (3.10), followed
by item (5), My teacher required me to visit the writing cen-
ter (3.25).

Table 12 shows that male learners’ responses (i.c.,
strongly agree and agree) fell on the positive continuum of
the scale in which their mean ranged between 4.03 and 3.66.
Item (5) The tutors are flexible and friendly has the highest
mean score 4.03, followed by item (1) The tutors usually
listen to me (3.98), followed by item (4) The tutors usually
encourage me to speak and ask questions (3.97), followed by
item (6) The tutors frequently ask me what I think (3.70). The
mean for other items continues to be lower until it reaches
(3.66) for item (3) The tutors usually talk more than I do,
which has the lowest mean of all items.

In the same vein, female responses reported positive atti-
tudes towards tutors’ practices in the WC with an overall
mean of 4.20. The means for the item ranged between 4.46
and 4.36. As seen in the table, item (1) The tutors usually
listen to me has the highest mean score (4.46), followed by
items , that have the same mean (4.41), (5) The tutors are
[fexible and friendly and (9) I feel comfortable when discuss-

Questions Tutors Students
Males Females Males Females
Freq % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. %
How many Once 11 100 7 39 67 60 27 26
times have Twice - - 9 50 8 7 29 28
you worked Three ti 2 1 3 33 49 4
at/visited the ree times or more - - 7 7
writing center? Total 11 100 18 100 112 100 105 100
Table 10. Tutors’ and learners’ priorities
Question Item Tutors Students
Males Females Males Females
What are the Critical reading and thinking 2 18 5 28 4 4 2 2
most 1m?0rtant Learning and practicing writing mechanics and strategies 3 27 4 22 9 8 7 7
reasons or Proofreading assignments before submitting them - - 2 11 7 6 33 31
visiting the
writing center Research and study strategies 4 36 3 17 34 30 26 25
by students? Understanding writing and other course assignments 2 18 4 22 52 46 36 34
All of the above - - - - 6 5 1 1
Total 11 100 18 100 112 100 105 100
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Table 11. Pre-visit attitudes of male and female learners

Item Freq. Strongly Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Mean SD Degree
% agree disagree
1. I expect the tutors to M Freq. 45 40 25 2 0 4.14  0.826 Agree
edit, correct (grammar and A 402 35.7 223 1.8 0
spelling) and paraphrase.
F  Freq. 55 41 9 0 444  0.649 Strongly
% 52.4 39 8.6 0 Agree
2. T expect the tutors to M Freq. 40 47 20 0 4.09  0.844 Agree
provide assistance regarding A 357 42 17.9 45 0
writing strategies.
F  Freq. 50 43 9 3 0 433  0.755 Strongly
% 476 41 8.6 2.9 0 Agree
3. I expect the tutors to M  Freq. 29 30 40 8 5 3.63 1.08  Agree
rewrite odd sentences. % 25.9 26.8 35.7 71 4.5
F  Freq. 25 43 26 7 4 3.74 1.01  Agree
% 23.8 41 24.8 6.7 3.8
4. Writing is a difficult task. =~ M Freq. 29 30 31 19 3 3.56 1.12  Agree
% 259 26.8 27.7 17 2.7
F  Freq. 12 31 33 13 16 3.10 1.22  Neutral
% 11.4 29.5 314 12.4 15.2
5. My teacher required meto M  Freq. 20 20 28 16 28 2.89 1.42  Neutral
visit the writing center. % 17.9 17.9 25 143 25
F  Freq. 29 29 11 11 25 3.25 1.54  Neutral
% 27.6 27.6 10.5 10.5 23.8
Mean 3.66 0.739 Agree
F 377  0.658

ing my writing problems because there are no evaluation or
marks. On the contrary, item (3) The tutors usually talk more
than I do has the lowest mean score (3.46), followed by item
(10) The tutor guided me with all the writing tasks: planning,
brainstorming, writing, proofreading and final drafts (4.08).

Learners’ positive attitudes toward the center are reflected
in the above Table 13. Their satisfaction is expressed in their
agreement with tutors’ practices and the center’s services. The
general male learners’ mean score of this domain is 3.98. The
mean scores for the items ranged between 4.19 and 3.89. Item
(1) Students should visit the writing center weekly to get the
most effective assistance has the highest mean score (4.19), fol-
lowed by item (5) The session was useful and helpful and item
(7) Ladvise my friends to visit the writing center (4.04), whereas
item (10) 1 feel confident afier the witting session guidance and
item (11) I will visit the writing center regularly because I bene-
fit from its services have the lowest mean score (3.8).

Similarly, the female responses reveal their positive atti-
tude toward the center with a general mean score of 4.26.
The mean scores for the responses ranged between 4.38 and
4.17. Item (7) I advise my friends to visit the writing center
has the highest mean score (4.38), followed by item (5) The
session was useful and helpful (4.35), and item (4) I'm sat-
isfied with the support I received at the center (4.35). Item
(3) As a result of the session, I have a plan for the next step
in my writing process has the lowest mean score (4.17), fol-
lowed by item (9) Visiting the writing center changed my
attitude positively toward writing (4.18).

The Table 14 shows tutors’ agreement regarding suc-
cessful tutoring practices. Male tutors marked their approval
of all the items in the questionnaire with a general mean score
of 3.78. The mean range for the items was between 4.45 and
3.45. Ttem (1) You listen to students carefully has the highest
mean score (4.45), followed by item (4) You usually encour-
age students to speak and ask questions (3.82), followed by
item (3) You usually talk more than students do (3.64). Item
(5) You frequently ask students what they think has the low-
est mean score (3.64), followed by item (2) You are usually
receptive to what students say (3.55).

Female responses are in line with the aforementioned
male responses with a general mean score of 4.27. The mean
range for the items fell between (4.67) and (3.50). Item (1)
You listen to students carefully has the highest mean score
(4.67), followed by item (2) You are usually receptive to
what students say (4.50), followed by item (4) You usually
encourage students to speak and ask questions (4.33). How-
ever, item (3) has the lowest mean score (3.50), followed by
item (5) You frequently ask students what they think (4.33).
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Table 12. During-visit attitudes of male and female learners

Item Freq. Strongly Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Mean SD Degree
% agree disagree
1. The tutors usually listen M Freq. 42 37 25 5 3 398 1.013 Agree
to me. % 37.5 33 223 4.5 2.7
F Freq. 66 25 11 2 1 4.46 .832  Strongly
% 62.9 23.8 10.5 1.9 1 Agree
2. The tutors are usually M Freq. 37 42 27 5 1 3.97 915 Agree
receptive to what I say. % 33 37.5 24.1 4.5 0.9
F Freq. 54 36 13 1 1 434 807 Strongly
% 51.4 343 12.4 1 1 Agree
3. The tutors usually talk M Freq. 25 35 43 7 2 3.66 954  Agree
more than I do. % 223 313 38.4 6.3 1.8
F Freq. 23 24 39 16 3 346  1.083 Agree
% 21.9 22.9 37.1 15.2 2.9
4. The tutors usually M Freq. 40 39 24 8 1 3.97 972 Agree
encourage me to speak and % 357 348 214 7.1 0.9
ask questions.
F Freq. 49 30 19 4 3 4.12 1.026 Agree
% 46.7 28.6 18.1 3.8 2.9
5. The tutors are flexible and M Freq. 46 31 30 2 3 4.03  1.000 Agree
friendly. % 41.1 277 268 1.8 27
F Freq. 60 31 12 1 1 4.41 .805  Strongly
% 57.1 29.5 11.4 1 1 Agree
6. The tutors frequently ask M Freq. 29 33 41 5 4 370  1.021 Agree
me what I think. % 25.9 29.5 36.6 45 3.6
F Freq. 49 32 18 4 2 4.16 972 Agree
% 46.7 30.5 17.1 3.8 1.9
7. The tutors are qualifiedto M Freq. 41 33 30 7 1 3.95 985 Agree
help students with their % 36.6 295 26.8 6.3 0.9
writing problems.
F Freq. 52 34 14 3 2 4.25 928  Strongly
% 49.5 324 13.3 2.9 1.9 Agree
8. I communicate freely with M Freq. 36 38 30 7 1 3.90 958  Agree
the tutor. % 32.4 33.9 26.8 6.3 0.9
F Freq. 57 29 16 2 1 432 .872  Strongly
% 54.3 27.6 15.2 1.9 1 Agree
9. I feel comfortable when M Freq. 44 31 25 8 4 392 1.108 Agree
discussing my writing % 39.3 277 223 7.1 3.6
problems because there are
. F Freq. 62 27 14 1 1 4.41 .829  Strongly
no evaluation or marks.
% 59 257 13.3 1 1 Agree
10. The tutor guided me with M Freq. 34 42 29 5 2 3.90 949  Agree
all the writing tasks: % 30.4 375 25.9 45 1.8
planning, brainstorming,
. . F Freq. 44 35 19 4 3 4.08 1.007 Agree
writing, proofreading and
final drafts. % 41.9 333 18.1 3.8 2.9
Mean M 3.90 740 Agree

F 420 622




70

ALLS 11(4):62-75

Table 13. Post-visit attitudes of male and female learners

Item Freq. Strongly Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Mean SD  Degree
and % agree disagree
1. Students should visit the M Freq. 51 37 18 6 0 4.19 896  Agree
writing center Weekly % 45.5 33 16.1 54 0
to get the most effective
. F  Freq. 51 35 13 4 2 4.23 943 Strongly
assistance.
% 48.6 333 12.4 3.8 1.9 Agree
2. T have a better M Freq. 40 38 28 6 0 4.00 910 Agree
understanding of my % 357 339 25 5.4 0
writing task after the
. F  Freq. 51 31 18 4 1 4.21 927  Strongly
session.
% 48.6 29.5 17.1 3.8 1 Agree
3. As aresult of the session, M  Freq. 37 39 30 4 2 3.94 952 Agree
I have a plan for the next % 33 34.8 26.8 3.6 1.8
step in my writing process.
F  Freq. 48 33 19 4 1 4.17 925  Agree
% 45.7 314 18.1 3.8 1
4. I'm satisfied with the M Freq. 39 37 25 11 0 3.93 984  Agree
support I received at the % 34.8 33 223 98 0
center.
F  Freq. 55 37 10 1 2 4.35 .843  Strongly
% 52.4 35.2 9.5 1 1.9 Agree
5. The session was useful M Freq. 44 35 27 5 1 4.04 948  Agree
and helpful % 39.3 313 241 45 0.9
F  Freq. 58 33 10 1 3 4.35 909  Strongly
% 55.2 314 9.5 2.9 Agree
6. I discover my common M  Freq. 42 33 32 4 1 3.99 944 Agree
mistakes after the writing % 375 205 28.6 3.6 0.9
session
F  Freq. 53 33 15 1 3 4.26 941  Strongly
% 50.5 31.4 14.3 2.9 Agree
7.1 advise my friends to visit M  Freq. 41 40 25 6 0 4.04 900 Agree
the writing center % 36.6 357 223 5.4 0
F  Freq. 62 25 15 2 1 4.38 .870  Strongly
% 59 238 14.3 1.9 1 Agree
8. The writing center helped M Freq. 38 35 33 5 1 393 946  Agree
me with all what I want % 3.9 313 29.5 4.5 0.9
F  Freq. 58 26 17 3 1 4.30 911  Strongly
% 55.2 24.8 16.2 2.9 1 Agree
9. Visiting the writing center M  Freq. 38 36 30 7 1 3.92 969  Agree
changed my attitude % 33.9 321 268 6.3 0.9
positively toward writing.
F  Freq. 47 35 19 3 1 4.18 896  Agree
% 44.8 333 18.1 29 1
10. I feel confident afterthe M  Freq. 35 39 30 7 1 3.89 953 Agree
Writing session guidance. % 313 34.8 26.8 6.3 0.9
F  Freq. 47 41 15 1 1 4.26 .809  Strongly
% 44.8 39 14.3 1 1 Agree
11. I will visit the writing M Freq. 42 28 32 8 2 3.89  1.051 Agree
center regularly because | A 375 25 28.6 71 1.8
benefit from its services.
Freq. 53 30 15 6 1 4.22 961  Strongly
% 50.5 28.6 143 5.7 1 Agree
Mean M 3.98 734 Agree
F 4.26 714
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Table 14. Male and female tutors’ practices in the CLTWCs

Item Freq. %  Strongly Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Mean SD Degree
agree disagree
1. You listen to students M  Freq. 6 4 1 0 0 445  0.688 Strongly
carefully % 54.5 36.4 9.1 0 0 Agree
F  Freq. 13 4 1 0 0 4.67 0.594 Strongly
% 72.2 222 5.6 0 0 Agree
2. You are usually M  Freq. 4 3 1 1 2 3.55 1.57 Agree
receptive to what % 36.4 273 9.1 9.1 18.2
students say
F 10 7 1 0 4.50 0.618 Strongly
55.6 38.9 5.6 0 Agree
3. You usually talk more M  Freq. 5 2 1 2 3.64 1.62  Agree
than students do % 455 182 9.1 9.1 182
F  Freq. 4 5 5 4 0 3.50 1,098 Agree
% 22.2 27.8 27.8 222 0
4. You usually encourage M Freq. 6 1 1 2 1 3.82  1.537 Agree
students to speak and ask % 54.5 9.1 9.1 18.2 9.1
questions
F  Freq. 9 7 1 1 433  0.840 Strongly
% 50 38.9 5.6 5.6 Agree
5. You frequently ask M  Freq. 4 2 1 3 1 345 1.508 Agree
students what they think % 36.4 18.2 9.1 273 9.1
F  Freq. 8 9 0 9 433 0.767 Strongly
% 44.4 50 5.6 Agree
Mean M 3.78 1.00 Agree
F 427 0423 Agree
DISCUSSION They added that those learners continue to visit the center more

This study is intended to enrich the limited bank of empirical
studies that analyze the role of WCs, tutors’ and learners’
practices and attitudes. Data collected from both tutors and
learners were investigated in light of the following issues.
Learners’ Knowledge

In this paper, the discussion focuses on learners’ atti-tudes and
expectations and tutors’ practices for the sake of developing
the CLTWCs services and tutorial strategies. Data gathered
showed that most learners admitted that they visited the
CLTWCs once or twice only, which is considered insufficient
to obtain the desired benefits of the CLTWCs. Pfrenger,
Blasiman and Winter (2017) claimed

that much of the current debate revolves around the num-ber of
visits and required visits. Gordon (2008) noted that visiting the
center regularly, at least three or four times a month, would
be fruitful, and not to do so would be a dereliction. He added
that learners need to understand the fact that regular visits to
the WC would provide them with the support they really need.
Barnawi and Christie (2018) acknowledged that teachers may
encourage learners to wuse the center “by offering some
incentives, such as extra credit for regular visits” (p. 34). This
belief is fostered by educa-tors and researchers in the field who
conducted a number of studies to examine the effectiveness of
frequent visits to the WC (e.g., Bishop, 1990; Bredtmann,
Crede, & Otten, 2013; Clark, 1985; Gordon, 2008; Irvin,
2014; Pfrenger, Blasiman, & Winter, 2017).

Pfrenger, Blasiman, and Winter’s study (2017) con-cluded that
“those students who showed greatest success had multiple
required writing center visits,” (p. 25) which reveals that
frequent visits can impact other measures such as academic
success and writing performance.

often and advise their friends to use the center. There is a claim
along similar lines in Williams, Takaku and Bauman’s (2006)
study. They investigated the effect of frequent WC visits on
ESL students’ writing performance. Results showed that
students with regular visits achieved higher grades on writing
tests.

Learners’ and Tutors’ Priorities

Learners come to the WC to obtain help, seek advice, and
search for solutions to their struggles and frustrations.
Tutors are available in the WC to support learners and
offer assistance (Barnawi & Christie, 2018). A key point of
emphasis here concerns how both learners and tutors pri-
oritize different features of writing. The purpose of asking
learners about the goal of visiting the WC is to understand
learners’ needs and, hence, to equip them with the optimal
support. Analysis of the tables revealed that learners care most
about learning and practicing writing mechanics and
understanding writing and other courses assignments. As
categorized by Missakian (2015), these writing features,
writing mechanisms and assignments, are related to the
actual writing process stage because they include elements
associated with final composition mechanics. The follow-ing
Table 15 is designed by Missakian (2015) for pre-writ-ing and
actual writing features. On the other hand, it was found that
female tutors in the CLTWC expected learners to read texts
critically and orga-nize ideas while male tutors expected learners
to edit research strategies and develop ideas. In the same vein,
learners pre-ferred tutors to work both on pre-writing and
writing stages. On a broad interpretation, learners value both
stages, which reflected their extreme need for assistance.
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Table 15. Writing features

Pre-writing (early stages
of the writing process)

Writing (actual writing
process)

Understanding the prompt Introduction

Free-writing Thesis statement

Pre-writing Idea development

Outlining Evidence

Invention Documenting

Clustering Organization

Mapping Commentary

Drafting Analysis

Conferencing Paraphrasing

Proofreading Summarizing

Editing Subjective/Objective voice

Web research Points of view/Critical thinking/

Conclusion

Learners’ and Tutors’ Expectations

A thorough examination of learners’ pre-visit attitudes
revealed that most learners preferred tutors to fix their writ-
ing problems, primarily grammar and spelling. Barnawi and
Christie (2018) confirmed that learners come to the WC
with the intention to edit, rewrite or formulate their texts,
which contradicts the mission of the WC as well as goes
against the duties of the tutor. In fact, tutors in the WC are
not editors or grammar checkers. Goeller and Kalteissen
(2008) believed that it is the job of “students to solve their
own problems under the supervision of a tutor who acts as
a coach, a more experienced peer, rather than an editor” (p.
44). Archer (2008) stated that the task of the tutor in the WC
is to focus on the “macro issues,” such as planning, writing
strategies and organization and not to waste time working
on “micro issues,” such as working on syntax and spelling.
He added that improvement in L2 writing is not confined
to “micro issues,” only but included more important higher
elements as “macro issues” (p. 248). As for tutors’ expec-
tations, the data yielded by this study provided convincing
evidence that tutors exhibited a positive attitude before join-
ing the center. Some promised to be good tutors and most of
them were happy to “help students overcome their writing
problems.”

Analysis of learners’ expectations showed that 55% of
female learners and 35% of male learners were required to
visit the center. Many studies (e.g., Bishop, 1990; Clark,
1985; Gordon, 2008; Pfrenger, Blasiman, and Winter, 2017)
have provided an ample support for the assertion that requir-
ing students to visit the WC is correlated positively with
academic writing success, willingness to visit the center in
future and recommending to their friends to visit the WC.
Clark (1985) admitted that some learners avoid visiting the
WC because they are very busy and Bishop (1990) noted that
learners expect their teachers to encourage them to visit the
center frequently with some incentives such as grades.

As arebuttal to this point, it might be convincingly argued
that requiring learners to visit the center without sufficient

intrinsic motivation would prevent learners from obtaining
the intended benefits of the WC. There have been dissenters
to the view regarding requiring students to visit the WC (e.g.
Bielinska-Kwapisz, 2015; Tiruchittampalam et al., 2018).
Recent studies have frequently resulted in conclusions that
support the belief that motivating learners to visit the center
is more superior than requiring them. For example, Bielins-
ka-Kwapisz’s (2015) study concluded that students should
be sufficiently motivated to visit the center without requir-
ing them to do so. He added, WC staff should encourage
learners to visit the center voluntarily which would greatly
improve learners’ writing. Also, Tiruchittampalam et al.,
(2018) observed that learners who were required to visit the
WC showed lower levels of engagement, were not willing to
socialize and participate, and exhibited low motivation com-
pared to those who attended the WC voluntarily. For them,
the issue of whether to require students to attend or not is
conditioned by motivation. If students visit the WC with
intrinsic motivation, complete satisfaction, and are encour-
aged enough, requiring the students to visit the center is not
an issue. Hamidun, Hashim, and Othman (2012) provided
that feedback and positive comments are among the top pro-
cedures that enhance students’ motivation to improve their
writing proficiency. For them, feedback is a powerful tool to
develop writing skills of EFL learners. In fact, learners in the
WC receive feedback from tutors which is considered one
of the vital factors to motivate students to visit the center. In
this study, there is overwhelming evidence corroborating the
notion that motivating students to visit the CLTWCs allowed
them to benefit from its valuable consultations. This appears
to be clearly reflected in their satisfaction with the CLTWCs
services and their positive attitudes.

Tutors’ Qualifications

Examining tutors’ knowledge in this study revealed that most
tutors, both female and male, are experienced in teaching
writing as most of them have taught different levels at least
three times. Additionally, most male tutors were interested
in teaching writing while some female were not and such
a fact could affect writing products of learners. As for their
experience in the CLTWCs, most tutors worked there for at
least one semester. These results provide confirmatory evi-
dence that most tutors are qualified to guide learners in the
CLTWCs. According to Missakian (2015), “tutors with more
experience may have more strategies for modeling, scaffold-
ing, and diagnosing writing tasks, and may or may not be as
available as less experienced tutors at certain times” (p. 13).
Goeller and Kalteissen (2008) and Mackiewicz and Thomp-
son (2018) affirmed that experienced tutors activate the
adoption of useful strategies and introduce meaningful inter-
action. Babcock and Thonus (2018) stated that more experi-
enced tutors “use sufficient cognitive scaffolding strategies,”
to direct learners in the WC (p. 154).

Institutional Support

The administration at the CLT has constantly provided dif-
ferent academic support for the CLTWCs as they are con-
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sidered as an extension of academic services offered in the
college. The CLTWCs supervisors provided daily, weekly
and year-end reports to college administrators. Such reports
delivered rich data showing CLTWCs’ visitors, learners’
reflections, learners’ needs and learners’ and tutors’ evalu-
ations of the session. Moreover, different workshops were
held to acquaint tutors with how to lead the WC session.
Analysis of the data gathered in this study showed that most
male tutors tried to equip themselves with a variety of tutor-
ing strategies to interact actively with learners in the cen-
ter either by attending writing workshops, online courses,
conferences or tutoring. However, the majority of female
tutors appeared not to increase their knowledge about tutor-
ing even though the college constantly encourages attending
free workshops in the field. Hence, it is advisable for college
administrators to assign mandatory workshops for tutors as
a kind of training before joining the CLTWCs. The forego-
ing discussion implies that experience and training are two
important factors for active tutoring. Experience and training
are two sides of the same coin; they complement each other
to produce a highly proficient tutor. There is a rapidly grow-
ing number of studies examining the effectiveness of the WC
(e.g., Hall, 2001; Ronesi, 1995; Ryan & Kane, 2015). These
studies encourage tutor training on how to choose the opti-
mal strategies for EFL learners as training which is proven to
be an important tool for preparing EFL tutors.

Tutors’ Practices

Data gathered in this study enhances the notion that tutors in
the WC supported learners academically, socially and cog-
nitively. The role of the tutors in the WC is not confined to
dealing with writing problems only, but it extends to afford-
ing solace, insight, and essential support for students. Ack-
erman (2007) noted “[t]heir roles as tutors of writing reach
beyond simple matters of proofreading, editing, grammar, or
mechanics” (p. 12). Hence, teachers’ practices in the WC are
interpreted from the perspective of learners and tutors under
the umbrella of academic support, with a social role, positive
relationship and cognitive thinking.

A closer look at the data indicated that tutors diagnosed,
supported and provided appropriate assistance regarding
writing problems by offering suitable strategies and optimal
tutoring which are implemented in their practices. Addition-
ally, it is evident that tutors encouraged learners to inter-
act socially by creating a positive relationship. Ackerman
(2007) confirmed that, during the process of exchanging
questions and answers, learners’ social interactions develop
significantly. Also, the data collected in this study demon-
strated that, as tutors engaged in a conversation discussing
academic matters, they improved essential conversation
strategies, expressed positive relationships with learners,
and simplified a much more complex relationship.

During the WC session, learners discuss different writ-
ing strategies and problems with their tutors. As stated by
Ackerman (2007), learners are responsible for some writing
problems related to lower-order levels such as grammar and
syntax. Other problems involve complex issues such as text
organization, the audience, the purpose of the text, formulat-

ing others ideas on their own, thinking critically and decision
making. He confirmed that WC intervention develops “crit-
ical thinking and reasoning abilities,” (p. 13) as tutors dis-
cuss different writing strategies and problems. Data obtained
from this study revealed credible evidence that tutors were
aware of learners’ needs and helped them to formulate their
ideas. Such evidence is expressed in learners’ agreement
with statements such as Tutors encourage me to speak and
ask questions, tutors guided me with all the writing tasks
such as brainstorming, tutors ask me what I think, and so
on. There is rapidly growing research on the role of tutoring
strategies in developing learners’ ideas as a form of critical
thinking (e.g., Blazer, 2015; Condon & Olson, 2016; Ede,
1989; Mackiewicz & Thompson 2018).

Learners’ Attitudes Toward the Center

The data gathered revealed that all students expressed a pos-
itive attitude toward the CLTWCs regardless of their gender.
Items investigating students’ attitudes to post-visit interven-
tions uncover learners’ understanding of the required writing
strategies, realization of their common mistakes and com-
mitment to regular visits to the CLTWCs. A closer look at
the data points to the students’ perceived awareness of the
importance of the CLTWCs, as they expressed their readi-
ness to encourage their friends to visit the center to benefit
from its services. On a more intimate level, such a realiza-
tion of the CLTWCs consultation is manifested in student
satisfaction, expressing positive attitudes, communicating
effectively, and confidence and a friendly relationship with
the tutor.

Considerable research has been conducted in the field
of learners’ attitudes toward the WC. The findings from this
study are generally in line with previous studies (e.g., Bab-
cock & Thonus, 2012; Bredtmann, Crede, & Otten, 2013;
Davis, 1988; Schmidt & Alexander, 2012; Tiruchittampalam
etal., 2018). These researchers have confirmed that WC con-
sultations have a positive effect on learners’ attitudes to writ-
ing as a skill and the WC as a tutoring place. Thus, evidence
for the effectiveness of the WC is borne out by these studies
that were supported by the positive attitudes of learners.

CONCLUSIONS

We approached this study with the belief that visiting the
WC is profitable for EFL learners on the condition that, if
they use it regularly, it is capable of widening their aware-
ness of the mission of the WC. Two main conclusions were
drawn from this study: first, the conversation that takes place
in the CLTWCs tutorials, teachers’ practices and CLTWCs
services are all factors working together to shape learners’
attitudes toward the center; second, the relation between
gender and CLTWCs consultations has not yielded any con-
clusive evidence. Data analysis from both learners and tutors
has not revealed any major distinction between male and
female’ expectations, CLTWCs tutorial practices, knowl-
edge, qualifications and attitudes.

As a result of deep conviction, the current study suggests
that expectations of the students should dovetail with the
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expectations of tutors and the college standards for WC con-
sultations in order to shape a fruitful pedagogical and tutorial
environment in the WC. Though the legitimate concern for
students is to fix their lower level writing problems, tutors
negotiate a focus on more important higher-level writing
problems. Further research is recommended to address this
issue to confirm the results of this study. Furthermore, the
question of whether to require students to visit the center has
caused much debate over the years. Taking a middle-ground
position, the choice of adopting voluntary or mandatory
design depends to a large extent on motivating students. To
clarify, if students visit the center highly motivated and sat-
isfied, requiring them to visit the center is not a big deal.
There is insufficient EFL research on this issue to draw any
firm conclusions about the effects of mandatory and volun-
tary designs. The results of this study suggest that intrinsic
motivation by providing feedback and positive comments is
critical to successful consultations as well as to increased
levels of students’ satisfaction and expressing positive atti-
tudes. Faculty and tutors should encourage students to utilize
these services either by extrinsic or intrinsic motivation.

The data collected in this study raise further questions
about learners’ cognition and critical thinking. The available
evidence recorded signs of activating learners’ cognitive
thinking by examining the tutors’ practices. Further research
is recommended to address the different strategies used by
tutors to activate learners’ cognitive thinking during the
session. As a matter of fact, tutors need to reinforce their
contribution to the development of college writing programs
and WCs which can be attained through attending writing
workshops and programs. Thus, it is incumbent on tutors to
widen their knowledge about appropriate academic, cogni-
tive and affective WCs tutoring strategies.

REFERENCES

Ab Kadir, M. (2015). Developing critical thinkers in the 21
century: Gaps in teacher education? In K. M. Bahrul Is-
lam & S. N. Iftekhar (Eds.), International Perspectives
on Comparative Education Policy (pp. 330-342). New
Delhi: Bloomsbury.

Ackerman, P. E. (2007). Pedagogical attitudes/perceptions of
college writing center peer tutors towards the process of
tutoring(Doctoral dissertation, Kansas State University).

Archer, A. (2008). Investigating the effect of writing centre
interventions on student writing. South African Jour-
nal of Higher Education, 22(2), 248-264. https://doi.
org/10.4314/sajhe.v22i2.25784

Ariana, S. M. (2010). Some thoughts on writing skills. An-
nals of the University of Oradea, Economic Science Se-
ries, 19(1), 134.

Babcock, R. D., & Thonus, T. (2012). Researching the writ-
ing centre: Towards an evidence-based practice. New
York, NY: Peter Lang. https://doi.org/10.3726/978-1-
4539-0869-3

Babcock, R. D., & Thonus, T. (2018). Researching the writ-
ing center: Towards an evidence-based practice. Peter
Lang International Academic Publishers. https://doi.
org/10.3726/b11301

Barnawi, & Christie. (2018). Writing Centers in the Higher
Education Landscape of the Arabian Gulf. O. Z. Barna-
wi (Ed.). Springer International Publishing. https://doi.
0rg/10.1007/978-3-319-55366-5

Bielinska-Kwapisz, A. (2015). Impact of writing profi-
ciency and writing center participation on academ-
ic performance. International Journal of Educational
Management, 29(4), 382-394. https://doi.org/10.1108/
1JEM-05-2014-0067

Bishop, W. (1990). Bringing writers to the center: Some
survey results, surmises, and suggestions. The Writing
Center Journal, 10(2), 31-44.

Blau, S., Hall, J., & Sparks, S. (2002). Guilt-free tutoring:
Rethinking how we tutor non-native-English-speaking
students. Writing Center Journal, 23(1), 23-44.

Blazer, S. (2015). Twenty-first century writing center staff
education: Teaching and learning towards inclusive and
productive everyday practice. The Writing Center Jour-
nal, 17-55.

Bredtmann, J., Crede, C. J., & Otten, S. (2013). Methods
for evaluating educational programs: Does Writing Cen-
ter Participation affect student achievement?. Evalua-
tion and Program Planning, 36(1), 115-123. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.evalprogplan.2012.09.003

Clark, I. L. (1985). Leading the horse: The writing center
and required visits. The Writing Center Journal, 5(2/1),
31-34.

Cohen, R. J., & Swerdlik, M. E. (2010). Psychological test-
ing and assessment: An introduction to tests and mea-
surement (7" ed.). New York, NY: McGraw-Hill.

Condon, F., & Olson, B. (2016). Building a house for
linguistic diversity: Writing centers, English-Lan-
guage teaching and learning, and social Justice. Tu-
toring Second Language Writers, 27-52. https://doi.
org/10.7330/9781607324140.c002

Cooper, M. M. (1994). Really useful knowledge: A cultural
studies agenda for writing centers. The Writing Center
Journal, 14 (2), 97-111.

Dafouz, E., & Camacho-Minano, M. M. (2016). Exploring
the impact of English medium instruction on university
student academic achievement: The case of accounting.
English for Specific Purposes, 44, 57-67. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.esp.2016.06.001

Davis, K. (1988). Improving students’ writing attitudes: The
effects of a writing center. Writing Lab Newsletter, 12,
3-5.

Ede, L. (1989). Writing as a social process: A theoretical
foundation for writing centers?. The Writing Center
Journal, 9(2), 3-13.

Galbraith, C. S., Merrill, G. B., & Kline, D. M. (2012). Are
student evaluations of teaching effectiveness valid for
measuring student learning outcomes in business related
classes? A neural network and bayesian analyses. Re-
search in Higher Education, 53(3), 353-374. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s11162-011-9229-0

Goeller, M., & Kalteissen, K. (2008). The task: A guide for
tutors in the Rutgers writing center. Rutgers University
Writing Program.



EFL Tutors’ and Learners’ Attitudes and Practices in the Writing Centers at the College of Languages and Translation 75

Gordon, B. L. (2008). Requiring first-Year writing classes to
visit the writing center: Bad attitudes or positive results?.
Teaching English in the Two Year College, 36(2), 154.

Gravetter, F. J., & Forzano, L. A. B. (2018). Research meth-
ods for the behavioral sciences. Cengage Learning.

Hall, H. (2001). When background matters: Three writing
center employees’ views on ESL students. Paper pre-
sented at the 52" Annual Meeting of the Conference on
College Composition and Communication, Denver, CO.

Hamidun, N., Hashim, S. H. M., & Othman, N. F. (2012). En-
hancing students’ motivation by providing feedback on
writing: The case of international students from Thailand.
International Journal of Social Science and Humanity,
2(6), 591. https://doi.org/10.7763/1JSSH.2012.V2.179

Harrington, S., Dinitz, S., Benner, R., Davenport, L., Hud-
son, B., & Warrender, K. (2017). Turning Stories from
the Writing Center into Useful Knowledge: Writing
Centers, WID Programs, and Partnerships for Change.
In Writing Program and Writing Center Collaborations
(pp. 141-160). Palgrave Macmillan, New York. https://
doi.org/10.1057/978-1-137-59932-2 7

Irvin, L. L. (2014). What a difference three tutoring sessions
make: Early reports of efficacy from a young writing
center. Writing Lab Newsletter, 39(1-2), 1-5.

Jaeger, R. (1990). Statistics a spectator sport (2" ed.). New-
bury Park, CA: Sage Publications, Inc.

Koch, N. (2014). The shifting geopolitics of higher educa-
tion: Inter/nationalizing elite universities in Kazakhstan,
Saudi Arabia, and beyond. Geoforum, 56, 46-54. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.geoforum.2014.06.014

LaClare, E., & Franz, T. (2013). Writing centers: Who are they
for? What are they for? Studies in Self-Access Learning
Journal, 4(1), 5-16. https://doi.org/10.37237/040102

Lew, M. D., Alwis, W. A. M., & Schmidt, H. G. (2010).
Accuracy of students’ self-assessment and their be-
liefs about its utility. Assessment & Evaluation
in Higher Education, 35(2), 135-156. https://doi.
org/10.1080/02602930802687737

Mackiewicz, J., & Thompson, I. (2018). Talk about writing:
The tutoring strategies of experienced writing center tu-
tors. Routledge. https://doi.org/10.4324/9781351272643

McHarg, M. (2014). Reconceptualizing the writing center in
the wake of local admissions: Redefining writing centers
in Qatar. Arab World English Journal, 5(3), 77-85.

McNatt, D. B. (2010). Negative reputation and biased stu-
dent evaluations of teaching: Longitudinal results from
a naturally occurring experiment. Academy of Manage-
ment Learning & Education, 9(2), 225-242. https://doi.
org/10.5465/amle.9.2.zqr225

Missakian, I. V. (2015). Perceptions of Writing Centers in
the Community College: Ways that Students, Tutors,
and Instructors Concur and Diverge (Doctoral disserta-
tion, UC Irvine).

Moussu, L. (2013). Let’s talk! ESL students’ needs and
writing centre philosophy. TESL Canada Journal,
30(2), 55-68. https://doi.org/10.18806/tesl.v30i2.1142

Murshidi, G. A., & Abd, K. A. (2014, May 28). UAE uni-
versity students’ awareness of using the writing cen-
ter. Higher Education Studies, 4(3), 58-63. https://doi.
org/10.5539/hes.v4n3p58

Myatt, A. J., & Gaillet, L. L. (2017). Writing program and
writing center collaborations. Palgrave Macmillan]
https://doi.org/10.1057/978-1-137-59932-2

Nakatake, M. (2013). Challenges and possibilities in tutori-
als in a writing center in Japan. The Language Teacher,
37(6), 17-20. https://doi.org/10.37546/JALTTLT37.6-3

Sommers, N. (2006). Across the drafts. College Composi-
tion and Communication, 58(2), 248-257.

Oliver, I. M. (1998). Effects of pre-reading strategies on
comprehension abilities of fourth-and fifth-grade stu-
dents. (Unpublished doctoral dissertation). Pepperdine
University: Malibu.

Palacio, K. (2010). Re-centering students’ attitudes about
writing: A Qualitative study of the effects of a high
school writing center [Unpublished Master’s thesis].
Nova Southeastern University.

Pfrenger, W., Blasiman, R. N., & Winter, J. (2017). “ At first
It was annoying”: Results from requiring writers in de-
velopmental courses to visit the writing center. Praxis: A
Writing Center Journal, 15(1), 22-35.

Puntambekar, S., & Hubscher, R. (2005). Tools for scaffold-
ing students in a complex learning environment: What
have we gained and what have we missed?. Education-
al psychologist, 40(1), 1-12. https://doi.org/10.1207/
s15326985ep4001 1

Ronesi, L. (1995). Meeting in the Writing Center: The field
of ESL. Electronic Journal for English as a Second Lan-
guage,1(3), 1-9.

Ryan, H., & Kane, D. (2015). Evaluating the Effectiveness
of Writing Center Classroom Visits: An Evidence-Based
Approach. The Writing Center Journal, 145-172.

Schmidt, K. M., & Alexander, J. E. (2012). The empirical de-
velopment of an instrument to measure writerly self-ef-
ficacy in writing centers. Journal of writing assessment,
5(1), 1-10.

Tiruchittampalam, S., Ross, A., Whitehouse, E., & Nichol-
son, T. (2018). Measuring the effectiveness of writing
center consultations on L2 writers’ essay writing skills.
Languages, 3(1), 4. https://doi.org/10.3390/languag-
es3010004

Vygotsky, L. S. (1978). Mind in society: The development of
higher psychological processes. Cambridge, MA: Har-
vard University Press.

Williams, J. D., Takaku, S., & Bauman, K. (2006). Effects
of self-regulatory behavior on ESL student writing. To-
hoku Psychologia Folia, 65, 24-36.





