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Editor’s Note   

Ted Roggenbuck 
Commonwealth University-Bloomsburg 

I think many of us may have experienced so much change recently that we 
can start to become change averse. So it’s wonderful when change 
represents something both unquestionably beneficial and enjoyable.  Here 
at WLN, we’re fortunate to have such an experience with the addition of 
two new WLN Co-editors, Andrea Efthymiou and Candis Bond. Although 
both names may already be familiar through their scholarship and 
conference activities, I’ll briefly note that Andrea directs the writing center 
at Queens College of the CUNY system and is Treasurer for the National 
Conference on Peer Tutoring in Writing, and that Candis directed the Center 
for Writing Excellence at Augusta University and is the President of the 
Southeastern Writing Center Association. As those who’ve met them can attest, both are fabulous to 
work with and will be immensely helpful to our contributors and the WLN team. 

The articles included in the first issue of volume 49 of WLN continue the journal’s tradition of 
presenting a wide array of writing center work. We start with an article from Michael Pemberton and 
Susanne Hall about a topic I’m surprised to have never really read about before: students’ reuse of 
their own writing. In “Text Recycling in the Writing Center,” Pemberton and Hall draw on their work 
on the Text Recycling Research Project to present a valuable discussion of situations where students 
may reuse work as well as strategies writing centers might use to help students “make ethical 
decisions about recycling their previously written texts” (4).  In “Impact of a Chapter Editing Service 
on Doctoral Capstone Progress,” Michelle Brown, Kelly Chermack, Madysen Sinclair, and Tobias Ball 
report on their empirical study of the editorial service their center offers to doctoral students to help 
them maintain timely progress toward completing their dissertations. Their results both confirm and 
confound what they expected. They discovered that students using their service “may be struggling 
during the proposal stage but seem to have a timelier progression to final study approval” (12).  Lynne 
Christy Anderson and Megan Holly discuss their pairing of tutors-in-training with Gen 1.5 students 
and argue that this pairing “not only provided important strategies for supporting a diverse range of 
writers, but it gave tutors a glimpse into the lived experiences of non-traditional students at our 
private university” (16). Finally, in her Tutors’ Column, Abigail Patchen provides a discussion of what 
tutors offer our students that GenAI tools cannot, arguing that “Tutors are trained to operate 
differently than large language models, and therefore, a student misses out on an incredible learning 
opportunity when they choose generative AI over the writing center” (20-21). 
 
I’d like to end by inviting readers to consider guest editing a special issue of WLN.  While issues like 
this one offer a sampling of the range of valuable work happening in our field, special issues can offer 
readers a focused look at a particular topic. So, if there is a topic you’d like to see get more attention 
in our literature, please reach out to see about partnering with us to create for our readers a special 
issue on that topic. 
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WLN: A Journal of Wri0ng Center Scholarship     Volume 49     Issue 1     2024 2 

 

 

The Editors of WLN: A Journal of Wri0ng Center Scholarship are delighted 
and honored to announce that two new editors have joined our staff: 
Candis Bond and Andrea E>hymiou.       

Beginning in 2016, Candis directed Augusta University’s WriJng Center, 
which under her effecJve leadership became its own department in 2022 
as the Center for WriJng Excellence.  

Andrea began direcJng the WriJng Center at Queens College of the City 
University of New York in 2023 a>er 16 years in wriJng center 
administraJon at Hofstra University and Yeshiva University. She’s been 
hard at work growing wriJng center support for the amazing students at 
Queens College. 

When you submit arJcles and Tutors’ Columns to WLN, you’ll enjoy 
interacJng with them as they, like the other co-editors,, are commiVed to 
mentoring authors throughout the process. 
 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

  

https://www.theknightnews.com/2024/05/08/profile-queens-college-writing-centers-dr-andrea-rosso-efthymiou/
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Text Recycling in the Wri0ng Center:  
Some Ethical Guidelines for Tutors      Michael Pemberton 

Georgia Southern University  

Susanne Hall 
California Institute of Technology 

 
 

 

Helping tutors learn how to recognize and address plagiarism in 
conference sessions is a common topic in most tutor training manuals and 
courses, and while those outside wri;ng centers might assume that 
responding to plagiarism is a simple and straigh<orward process, that is 
not always, or even usually, the case (Gruber; Brown et al.).  Many student 
conduct codes reflect an unfortunate and inaccurate assump;on that all 
forms of plagiarism are examples of academic dishonesty that deserve 
punishment, but wri;ng center tutors frequently encounter examples of 
plagiarism that result not from an intent to cheat but from students’ 
incomplete understanding of academic discourse and expected cita;on 
prac;ces. In wri;ng centers, we want to help writers understand the 
unique conven;ons of academic wri;ng so that their ideas will be 
recognized as part of an ongoing conversa;on, and foremost among those 
conven;ons is explicitly acknowledging the original sources for language, 
ideas, or data that they themselves did not create. Thus, tutors receive 
training on how to help students understand what plagiarism is and how 
to avoid it through the judicious use of direct quotes, paraphrases, and 
most importantly, appropriate aMribu;on and cita;on (Bouman; Fitzgerald and IaneMa 99-107).   

The lack of consensus among faculty and school administrators about how to define and respond 
to plagiarism in student wri;ng has caused challenges for wri;ng centers. Not only have centers 
had to grapple with occasional accusa;ons that they foster plagiarism (Leahy and Fox; Clark and 
Healy; Shamoon and Burns), but research on “patchwri;ng”–borrowing language and phrasing 
from source texts when dra[ing–has further complicated centers’ ability to determine what 
might be unethical reuse and is merely a byproduct of academic and/or disciplinary encultura;on 
(Howard; Jamieson and Howard). Most wri;ng center professionals operate with an awareness 
that working with sources and avoiding plagiarism is a complex, culturally-specific wri;ng prac;ce 
that many academics misunderstand and oversimplify. 

In this ar;cle, we would like to argue that these same misunderstandings are embedded in 
a^tudes toward another type of “plagiarism” that has rarely, if ever, been discussed in wri;ng 
center research or tutoring guides–“self-plagiarism” or students’ reuse of their own previous 
wri;ng for a new paper, assignment, or context.  What should a tutor do, for example, if a student 
reveals that they have taken a por;on of a paper wriMen for an earlier class and included it as 
part of a new paper for a different course? Some academic ins;tu;ons, professional 
organiza;ons, and faculty consider this just another type of academic dishonesty and refer to it 

https://doi.org/10.37514/WLN-J.2024.49.1.02
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as “self-plagiarism.” Others, ourselves included, take a more nuanced view.  We call this prac;ce 
“text recycling” (TR) and have worked for several years as part of a large research group to beMer 
understand the prac;cal, ethical, and legal issues involved when academic researchers reuse 
and/or repurpose their own wri;ng. In this ar;cle, we will offer a brief overview of some of our 
research, discuss how it might be relevant to tutoring sessions, and offer a few prac;cal strategies 
for helping students make ethical decisions about recycling their previously wriMen texts in their 
papers.   

INVESTIGATING AND UNDERSTANDING TEXT RECYCLING 
Over the last six years, funded by a grant from the Na;onal Science Founda;on, we joined with 
colleagues as co-PIs in the Text Recycling Research Project (TRRP) to inves;gate the prac;ce of 
text recycling in professional academic research se^ngs. We researched the different and dis;nct 
contexts in which TR takes place, how frequently recycling occurs in published research, where it 
typically appears in research ar;cles, and what researchers and editors believe about the ethics 
of authors reusing and repurposing their own wri;ng. Readers who wish to take a deep dive into 
our research findings can access our publica;ons, white papers, and guideline/policy documents 
on the TRRP website, hMps://textrecycling.org, but a few key findings are useful to share here as 
we believe they provide an important context and useful ethical framework for thinking about 
how to address TR in educa;onal se^ngs and wri;ng centers in par;cular. 

For the purposes of our project, we define text recycling as “the reuse of textual material (prose, 
visuals, or equa;ons) in a new document where (1) the material in the new document is iden;cal 
to that of the source (or substan;vely equivalent in both form and content), (2) the material is 
not presented in the new document as a quota;on (via quota;on marks or block indenta;on), 
and (3) at least one author of the new document is also an author of the prior document” (“What 
Is Text Recycling”). In the project’s ini;al phase, we surveyed academic journal editors and 
editorial board members across a wide range of disciplinary areas about their beliefs and 
a^tudes toward text recycling.  As might be expected, there were differences of opinion about 
the acceptability of TR (depending, for example, on factors such as how much text was involved, 
the rhetorical purpose of the recycled text, the nature of the original source), but a clear majority 
felt that TR could be useful and appropriate in some situa;ons and with some limita;ons (Hall et 
al., “A^tudes”). 

We believe that the same basic principle applies to student writers in educa;onal and classroom 
contexts: under some circumstances and in some situa;ons, students’ reuse of their own texts, 
in whole or in part, can be useful and consistent with best prac;ces for wri;ng and learning, and 
wri;ng centers should incorporate this principle as part of their praxis for working with students 
in conferences.1  Our document, “TRRP Model Policy and Guidelines for Text Recycling in the 
Classroom,” includes a discussion of the implica;ons of text recycling in classrooms, but for now, 
consider the following reasons (and there are likely others) why students might want to reuse 
some of their previously wriMen texts in subsequent coursework: 

• Extending prior work. A student is engaged in a project or a field or topic of study across 
courses. Their engagement is deepening over ;me. They wish to return to and extend 
wri;ng on a prior topic to con;nue learning more about it. This includes many capstone 
assignments, such as theses and major projects, which represent the culmina;on of a 
student’s learning and o[en draw on work from earlier courses. 

• Seeking credit. A student may have previously failed to get credit for a piece of wri;ng 
and wishes to reuse it in order to do so. For example, consider a student who withdrew 

https://textrecycling.org/
https://textrecycling.org/what-is-text-recycling/
https://textrecycling.org/what-is-text-recycling/
https://textrecycling.org/files/2023/04/TRRP-Policy-and-Guidelines-for-Text-Recycling-in-the-Classroom.pdf
https://textrecycling.org/files/2023/04/TRRP-Policy-and-Guidelines-for-Text-Recycling-in-the-Classroom.pdf
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from a lab course a[er comple;ng the first lab report and then takes that course in a 
subsequent term. The assignment for the first lab is the same as in the previous term. 

• Repeated Assignment. Some common assignments appear in mul;ple courses and 
present an almost unavoidable need to recycle wri;ng. A résumé or literacy narra;ve, for 
example, may call students to cover the same informa;on in the same genre in a new 
course. 

• Efficiency. The student has wriMen something relevant in the past and wants to reuse 
some or all of it in order to finish a new assignment in an expedient manner. 

These all seem like ra;onal reasons to reuse one’s own wri;ng, so the key ques;on becomes 
whether or not they are ethical, and why. Instructors (and, by extension, ins;tu;ons) must answer 
that ques;on; ideally, instructors would though<ully assess the uses and limits of allowing text 
recycling within their courses and offer students clear guidance about what is allowed. However, 
just as our TRRP research showed that journals did not offer authors adequate guidance for text 
recycling, we have observed that students o[en receive liMle guidance about this topic in courses. 
We think wri;ng centers can help address this issue. Wri;ng centers can be a key ins;tu;onal 
support for writers who are naviga;ng ques;ons of whether and when to reuse their own work, 
and they can also be a resource for faculty who wish to consider these issues. 

TUTOR STRATEGIES FOR ADDRESSING TEXT RECYCLING IN COURSEWORK 
Helping a writer make choices about text recycling in the context of assigned coursework begins 
with understanding what policies govern this prac;ce at your university/college, in the relevant 
school/division, and within the course itself. Tutor training should familiarize wri;ng center staff 
with broader ins;tu;onal policies on text recycling (o[en s;ll called “self-plagiarism”) in 
coursework. Not all such policies are clear or well-constructed, and wri;ng center staff 
discussions of these policies may reveal ques;ons that writers are likely to have about the policy. 
Ins;tu;onal policies o[en refer to a prohibited prac;ce of resubmission of one’s work from a prior 
course in ways that might imply to some students that the policies are about submi^ng the same 
en;re paper twice. Does a new paper that contains several sentences from an older paper but is 
otherwise a completely new and original work cons;tute a viola;on of your ins;tu;on’s policy? 
What about several paragraphs in a long paper? We have seen policies that are ambiguous on 
that point. We recommend invi;ng a colleague who works on suppor;ng and enforcing the 
student academic misconduct policy to a staff mee;ng to interpret and discuss these policies. The 
conversa;on can both help ensure wri;ng center staff members understand these policies and 
offer administrators feedback on the limits or weaknesses of the policy. 

How might the topic of text recycling come up in a session with a student working on assigned 
wri;ng for a course?2 Some students might directly raise a ques;on to a tutor about whether or 
not they are allowed to reuse prior wri;ng, expec;ng the tutor to know the rules that govern this 
prac;ce. For other students, it might never occur to them that reusing their own wri;ng, which 
they produced through their own hard work and cri;cal thinking, could be disallowed. For that 
reason, we recommend that tutors consider including a ques;on like “Have you ever wriMen a 
paper on this topic before?” into their regular repertoire of agenda-se^ng ques;ons. The answer 
to this ques;on could be relevant in several ways, but one of them would be that if the answer is 
yes, a follow-up ques;on like, “How similar will this paper be to what you wrote in the past?” 
could help the tutor determine if further discussion about text recycling is relevant. To be clear, 
we’re not encouraging interroga;on of writers on this point; rather, we’re sugges;ng ques;ons 
of broad u;lity that might also surface a wri;ng prac;ce that students could be unaware is 
poten;ally problema;c.  

https://doi.org/10.37514/WLN-J.2024.49.1.02
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Writers may also need help seeing that wri;ng decisions that seem prac;cal and straigh<orward 
to them may be seen as unethical by their instructors or the ins;tu;on. They may be confused by 
a prac;ce that was accepted in one course being deemed unethical in another. Wri;ng center 
tutors can help students understand that instructors can have fundamentally different 
philosophies about the goals of their courses that affect their stances on text recycling. Some 
instructors expect every student to generate original work throughout the course, regardless of 
their prior knowledge of the topic; in those cases, the instructor may impose a very strict policy 
against students reusing any work from previous courses. On the other hand, some instructors 
may be more focused on whether or not students achieve the desired learning outcomes for their 
course, and they might be more open to students reusing por;ons of earlier wri;ng projects as a 
way of demonstra;ng competency. In both cases, however, tutors can help students think 
reflec;vely about why they believe it is reasonable to recycle their previous wri;ng and then talk 
about how to broach that possibility with their instructor. This is similar to work we do with 
writers in many areas, where we can help them formulate ques;ons, dra[ emails, and prepare 
for conversa;ons with professors that students might otherwise lack the confidence or awareness 
to have. It is especially important that these conversa;ons take place with regard to text 
recycling.  

All the TRRP’s materials on text recycling for researchers emphasize the importance of 
transparency between writers and readers. When a wri;ng center tutor lacks the informa;on 
required to offer a student writer specific guidance about whether and how much of their prior 
work can be recycled, they can instead emphasize the importance of transparency, encouraging 
the writer to talk to mentors and instructors for more specific guidance. Communica;on and 
transparency are key–not only to clarify what might be acceptable or not to a par;cular instructor 
(as this informa;on is rarely included explicitly in course materials or syllabi) but also to protect 
the student from future disputes or misunderstandings.  

Notes 
1 In our project, the TRRP disUnguished between professional, publishing researchers and writers compleUng 
assigned coursework. Though there are certainly similariUes between the two groups and contexts, there are also 
important differences that may require different policies and, in the case of wriUng centers, different approaches to 
intervenUon and tutoring. As we note in the “TRRP Model Policy and Guidelines for Text Recycling in the Classroom,” 
“the primary aim of professional research wriUng is generaUng a wri'en product that is valuable to readers, while 
the primary aim of classroom wriUng is a process of learning that is valuable to the writer” (1). This is not to say that 
professional research wriUng does not lead to learning or that classroom wriUng is not of any value to its readers. 
However, the goals that set the processes in moUon are quite different, and the different aims of these wriUng 
processes affect the ethical and pracUcal implicaUons of the decision to recycle one’s own prior wriUng. 

We also recognize that the categories “researcher” and “student” are not mutually exclusive. The same person can 
be both a researcher and a student during a semester or quarter. While undergraduates most oeen write for course 
assignments, they someUmes also write as researchers seeking publicaUon of their work. Graduate students, too, 
are typically expected to write for courses as well as for publicaUon during their Ume in graduate school. We are 
disUnguishing between wriUng situaUons, not people. 
2 We are aware that wriUng centers also support writers composing documents outside of the classroom. Centers 
that support research wriUng intended for publicaUon may find uUlity in reviewing and sharing our other resources 
with writers, including the “TRRP Best PracUces for Researchers” guide and “Understanding Text Recycling: A Guide 
for Researchers” (Hall et al., “Understanding”). Some wriUng centers also support applicaUon wriUng for jobs, 
fellowships, and academic programs. This is an area of wriUng the TRRP has not focused on, and we do not currently 
have any specialized resources to share in this area. 
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https://textrecycling.org/files/2021/06/Understanding-Text-Recycling_A-Guide-for-Researchers-V.1.pdf
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Impact of a Chapter Edi1ng Service on Doctoral             
Capstone Progress 

Michelle Stallone Brown, Kelly R. Chermack, 
Madysen Sinclair, Tobias Ball 

Walden University 

INTRODUCTION 
Roughly 50% of students who begin doctoral programs do not complete 
their educaCon. Barriers to doctoral program compleCon include 
personal or environmental factors, including imposter syndrome or 
wriCng anxiety (Cassuto). Researchers have found that doctoral 
candidates are oHen highly influenced by such factors (see Marshall et 
al. 7). Doctoral programs conCnue to look for ways to improve retenCon 
and posiCvely impact doctoral compleCon rates (Arbelo-Marrero 279). 
Providing addiConal support to students in the various doctoral skills and 
readiness domains is important to our university. Our chapter ediCng 
service is one approach to address scholarly wriCng. 

Working in a large, broad-access online university, we understand how 
distance learning has reshaped access to educaCon for adult learners. 
Our university provides a diverse community of adult learners with the 
knowledge, skills, and credenCals to reach their personal and career 
goals. At the doctoral level, which includes 27 doctoral programs with 
approximately 9,000 students enrolled (Ph.D. and professional doctoral 
programs), this means building and applying skills to ensure success in 
the capstone (e.g., dissertaCon, doctoral project study, etc.) stage. 
Specifically, with scaffolded co-curricular instrucConal support, we assist 
with skill-building and readiness earlier in the degree program, 
beginning in the first term. One of the doctoral competencies supported 
in these efforts includes scholarly wriCng. Our focus is on student 
progress and providing services to build capacity in students throughout 
their doctoral journeys. Specifically, skill building focuses on the 
standards for doctoral degree competency in scholarly wriCng, including 
cohesion and flow, doctoral-level voice and grammar, and APA 7 style. 

BACKGROUND 
Early review and feedback systems—from a variety of angles (e.g., the 
commiXee, wriCng support professionals)—have a posiCve impact on degree progress (Council 
of Graduate Schools). According to John Ha\e and Helen Timperley’s model, determining the 
appropriate level of feedback for students is necessary to learning. Services used to build capacity 
in the areas of wriCng and research are criCcal components to development, which can 
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strengthen students’ abiliCes (Lim et al. 202). WriCng intervenCons have proven to be effecCve 
(Baltes and Brown 90; Pleasant and Trakas 6).  

Our university’s Chapter Edit (CE) service, provided by professional editors who are full-Cme staff, 
is one such student-focused but faculty-iniCated service. This wriCng-focused service is for 
students whose capstone progress is impeded because of their wriCng, and that need must be 
demonstrated when a dissertaCon commiXee chair requests this service. Editors engage the 
student document for a 1-hour, asynchronous edit on a faculty-specified area of wriCng. The goal 
is to correct and model scholarly wriCng paXerns so students can improve and conCnue to 
implement edits on their own. A CE could be requested at either the proposal (before proposal 
approval) or final study stage (aHer proposal approval). The university focuses on progress (which 
means consistent movement/fewer delays) over retenCon. RetenCon is business-centered, while 
progress (Cmely compleCon) is student-centered. Students are paying tuiCon, and supporCng 
students so that they can finish in a Cmely manner is an iniCaCve of which all areas of the 
university are cognizant. 

We also found the 1-hour-edit to be sufficient. We iniCally piloted this program following a 
developmental process where the student engages with the editor mulCple Cmes, over mulCple 
iteraCons. However, in this model we experienced too much aXriCon. In one hour, we provide an 
edit of 10-15 pages, which we have found to be sufficient to model and explain changes. As 
Stephen North menConed, wriCng professionals need to reflect on and take into account what 
types of wriCng support are helping their students and how to support them best. 

The CE process is as follows. Once a commiXee chair recognizes that the student’s capstone 
progress is impeded because of their ability to communicate effecCvely in wriCng (not the 
content, method, etc.), and commiXee members have failed to move the student forward 
because of the wriCng (rejected), the chair (and only the chair) can request a CE. The chair then 
completes an online form and idenCfies the wriCng challenge that is prevenCng the student from 
moving forward in the capstone process. This form consists of several open-ended areas as well 
as a list of common wriCng challenges. Chairs can check up to three boxes/areas for support. We 
receive the request and assign an editor.  

Our focus is meeCng students where they are, skill-set-wise, and providing support. We have a 
diverse body of students with different levels of skill and knowledge regarding American 
Academic English and English grammar. In these instances, there is a clear objecCve (student 
progress milestone) that is not being met and the chair has idenCfied the need for a wriCng 
intervenCon. Paul Barron and Luis Cicciarelli noted that figuring out how to present ideas is 
helpful for figuring out the ideas themselves. It was our hope that this CE service helps students 
not only improve their wriCng and meet a milestone, but that it benefits them in their 
development as writers and scholars as well by helping them clarify their ideas and arguments. 

Our editors are experts in APA style (used throughout our university) and have a background or 
degrees in English, wriCng, rhetoric, or social science scholarship. In our 1-hour, asynchronous 
CE, editors focus on the idenCfied wriCng challenge, modeling the changes recommended using 
track changes and inserCng comments with instrucCons and links to resources. Our approach 
includes ge\ng a sense of where the student’s wriCng ability is currently, and then considering 
what changes would be required (i.e., per APA or English grammar) and what changes would be 
recommended (i.e., would improve readability) but may not be imperaCve. Helping the student 
to understand and make improvements, while at the same Cme not overwhelming students with 
too many changes, is our goal. The student can then use our comments and modeled edits to 
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conCnue making changes to the pages we did not get to in the 1-hour-CE, as we provide extensive 
discussion, explanaCon, and links to ensure that the changes we are making are clear. 

CURRENT STUDY 
The CE program has been running smoothly from our perspecCve, but we wanted to understand 
if the service was helping students progress in their degree process. The purpose of this study 
was to examine the impact of the CE service on (a) number of days from an approved prospectus 
unCl proposal approval and (b) number of days from proposal approval to final study approval 
among students who received the CE service and a similar group of those who did not. Time to 
compleCon is not a specific goal of the CE service, but it is something that all university offices 
strive for. Time to compleCon may be the best or most objecCve measure of the success of the 
CE service—not only whether a milestone is met, but that it is done in a shorter Cme. 

RQ1: What is the difference in Cme to proposal approval between students who used a chapter 
edit service and those who did not? 

RQ2: What is the difference in Cme to final study approval between students who used a chapter 
edit service and those who did not? 

PARTICIPANTS AND ANALYSIS 
For each research quesCon (RQ1 and RQ2), we compared two groups of capstone students who 
received final capstone study approval between 7/2016 and 12/2020. The two groups consisted 
of a treatment group and a control group to compare the effect of using the CE service. The first 
group received the CE service between 7/2016 and 12/2019. The second group of students did 
not receive the CE service prior to or during this Cme. Because this was a 4-year-span, students 
could potenCally be included in tests for both RQs. During analysis, a random sample was pulled 
from the NOCE (no Chapter Edit) group to assist with comparable group sizes. We accessed this 
data from university channels. We did not select for or separate out specific degree programs. 
This is discussed further in the limitaCons secCon. We created a dataset based on CE service data 
and completed capstone student data. The two numeric dependent variables included the 
number of days from prospectus approval to proposal approval and the number of days to final 
study approval. Data were imported into SPSS. The variable represenCng the CE service was 
recoded as a numeric variable (0 = NOCE and 1 = CE). To assist with comparable group sizes, a 
random sample of 900 students was pulled from the original data set resulCng in a total sample 
size of N = 1,776, with NOCE = 900 and CE= 876.  

RESULTS 
To address RQ1, a one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted to evaluate the 
differences in CE parCcipaCon and the number of days to proposal approval. The ANOVA F test is 
a General Linear Model (GLM) procedure that evaluates the differences in group averages 
(means) on some numeric dependent variable based on group membership, such as test or 
control (Green and Salkind). Research in educaConal se\ngs does not oHen provide the 
condiCons needed for random assignment; therefore, posXest-only group comparisons of 
cohorts are useful (Edmonds and Kennedy).  

Due to missing values, the sample size for this analysis was N = 1,355. The mean number of days 
to proposal approval was higher for the CE group (M = 495) than the NOCE group (M = 430). The 
ANOVA was significant, F(1, 1353) = 12.92, p < .001. While the ANOVA F test is the measure of the 
significance of a difference, the effect size staCsCc (eta square) provides the magnitude of the 
difference (Green and Salkind). The effect size staCsCc for the GLM procedure is eta square. In 
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this case, the strength of the relaConship between use of the CE service and Cme to proposal 
approval, as assessed by parCal eta square, approached a small effect size, with the CE service 
accounCng for less than 1% of the variance in the dependent variable. 

For RQ2, one-way ANOVA was also conducted to evaluate the differences in CE service 
parCcipaCon and the number of days to final approval. The sample size was N = 1,776. The mean 
number of days to final study approval was lower for the CE group (M = 367) than the NOCE group 
(M = 395). In this stage, we see that students who received a CE service saw fewer days to final 
study approval. The ANOVA was significant, F(1, 1774) = 4.00, p = .045. The strength of the 
relaConship between use of the CE service and Cme to final study approval, as assessed by parCal 
Eta squared, was not strong. Overall, the differences were present and, in the direcCon, 
hypothesized for RQ2. 

TESTS OF BETWEEN-SUBJECTS EFFECTS1 
Dependent Variable: Days between Prospectus Approval and Proposal Approval 

a. R Squared = .009 (Adjusted R Squared = .009)

TESTS OF BETWEEN-SUBJECTS EFFECTS 
Dependent Variable:  Days between Proposal Approval and Final Study Approval  

a. R Squared = .002 (Adjusted R Squared = .002)

LIMITATIONS 
Our model comes with limitaCons. We did not control for degree program or commiXee chair; 
both could potenCally be confounding variables. It may be that progress is quicker among degree 
programs where CEs are more commonly used. It could also be the case that more involved chairs 
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tend to request CEs more than those who take more of a hands-off approach to capstone 
mentorship. In future studies, we would like to explore these variables in more detail.  

DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS 
The results of both tests were staCsCcally significant. RQ1 was focused on differences in Cme to 
proposal approval among CE and NOCE groups. We failed to reject the null hypothesis. There is a 
staCsCcally significant difference in the number of days to proposal approval for these groups. 
The difference was small and not in the direcCon that we would have expected. 

We did not emphasize direcConality in RQ1 or RQ2. In wanCng to understand the impacts of a CE, 
we saw a difference here that we did not expect. According to our results from tesCng RQ1, 
students who received a CE had significantly more days to proposal approval. We  predicted that 
the CE group would see fewer days, if the CE wriCng intervenCon benefited students and reduced 
their Cme in the proposal approval stage. We saw the opposite. A CE is a wriCng intervenCon, 
and it is only enacted for students who are not making Cmely progress due to wriCng challenges. 
It may be that, oHen, the CE student has already been at the proposal wriCng stage for more days 
than a NOCE student, even before the CE is iniCated. This is something that we could explore 
further in future studies. Further research should also take qualitaCve data into account. We 
advocate the use of a mixed-methods approach for a beXer understanding of the landscape of 
how CEs work for students. The addiCon of qualitaCve data here may help us understand these 
results in context. 

Regarding RQ2, we also observed a staCsCcally significant relaConship. CE students had fewer 
days to final study approval than NOCE students. The effect size is nil. While the F test indicated 
significant differences were present between the groups, the effect size, reflected in parCal eta 
square, provides the magnitude of that difference. In this case the difference was small (c.f., 
Sullivan and Fein). We take these results in context. In the first stages of the capstone process, CE 
students took longer from prospectus approval to proposal approval—one of the determiners for 
a CE was rejecCon by commiXee members and not making Cmely progress. However, what we 
saw with these data was that CE students were able to not only get caught up but had fewer days 
from proposal approval to final study approval than NOCE students. We interpret this as the effect 
of the CE; a difference of about 30 days, but a significant difference considering the student group. 
Something occurred here where CE students were able to make quicker progress between 
proposal and final study approval than NOCE students. We suggest this is due to some amount of 
learning and ability that was strengthened through the CE process. 

The potenCal impact here is encouraging regarding reducing Cme in the capstone stage. In a 
recent survey of doctoral students at our insCtuCon, students who used support services found 
them to be very helpful and felt that the services supported their progress (McCune). We are 
hoping that this study provides some context and echoes that finding. It may well be that a CE 
helps to prepare students to write their capstone and once proposal approval is achieved, they 
have strengthened abiliCes and greater capacity for wriCng. The CE approach supports previous 
findings that early review and feedback systems have a posiCve impact on progress. 

The results tell an interesCng story about student experiences with a CE. We see that these 
students may be struggling during the proposal stage but seem to have a Cmelier progression to 
final study approval. The impact of the CE may be that the intervenCon is helping students to 
prepare for the capstone wriCng process and, although they may struggle with wriCng early on 
(what triggers the CE request to begin with), they have a smoother Cme to compleCon. Students 
who receive a CE at the proposal stage take longer to proposal approval, but CE students move 
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quicker through the final study stage than NOCE students. We conclude that a CE does support 
progress by providing feedback to support students with their wriCng to narrow the progress gap 
between them and students who did not need the CE. We found fewer days to  final capstone 
study approval between proposal approval and final study approval for CE students compared to 
NOCE students (367 days vs 395 days). What we have shown here is that providing specific 
feedback, directed at idenCfied areas for improvement (between proposal approval and final 
study approval) can enhance progress, even for students who previously lagged behind. 

NOTE 
1. For full staXsXcal tables, see: h>ps://docs.google.com/document/d/1ZFiHrqivkmaR2m-
EGRleWbmp6gmoee5_/edit?usp=sharing&ouid=108801564361128731849&rtpof=true&sd=tru e.  
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Wri%ng Beyond Expecta%ons: A Collabora%on Between  
Tutors-in-Training and First-Year Mul%lingual Writers 

     Lynne Christy Anderson and Megan Holly 
                                      Boston College 

QUESTIONS INFORMING OUR PROJECT 
Would a required tutoring ac8vity, in which mul8lingual freshmen 
in a first-year wri8ng course meet with tutors-in-training to discuss 
early and late dra@s of an assignment, benefit both writers and 
tutors? Would the diverse strengths and challenges of writers from 
different linguis8c backgrounds prove too challenging for a tutor 
prac8cum? Would the Genera8on 1.5 (Gen. 1.5) writers, originally 
from the Dominican Republic, Greece, Bangladesh, China, and the 
United States (including Puerto Rico), learn to revise in meaningful 
ways and appreciate the value of what our wri8ng center has to 
offer? Finally, would tutors gain insights into the way writers 
approach the composi8on process? 

These were the considera8ons when embarking on a collabora8on 
between our classes. The Art of Tutoring Wri8ng (taught by Lynne) 
is a three-credit English elec8ve that prepares undergraduate 
upperclassmen to tutor in our wri8ng center, while First-Year 
Wri8ng Seminar (taught by Meg) is a core requirement and one of 
eight sec8ons designated for mul8lingual students. This 
collabora8on provided important insights into the way our wri8ng center designs tutor training 
and underscored the importance of reaching out to students new to the university so that they 
may experience early on the power of collabora8ve work with peer tutors.  

 BACKGROUND 
Our wri8ng center, housed in the English Department at Boston College, was in its third pilot year 
in the fall of 2021 when we ini8ated this collabora8on. Prior to this, the university had no center 
dedicated solely to wri8ng support with trained peer tutors. Mul8lingual students, in par8cular, 
had few op8ons for targeted linguis8c support on campus. At our ins8tu8on, approximately 9% 
of undergraduates are interna8onal, and half of these hail from home countries where English is 
not the official language. Post-pandemic, we experienced an increase in Gen. 1.5 students when 
the university adopted a test-op8onal admissions policy. Furthermore, first-year students, who 
typically visit the center in robust numbers, had completed two years of high school marked by 
disrup8on. Scholars have wri]en about the “incoming skills gap” (Sommers and Saltz; 
Goldschmidt et al.)—what instructors expect their students to know before entering college and 
what they actually know—but, due to the sustained effect of the pandemic, this gap was more 
pronounced. During the previous academic year (2020-21), 40% of our center’s 430 appointments 
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supported mul8lingual students. Therefore, it is important for our tutors to gain prac8cal 
experience in addressing the goals of a wide range of writers.  

A newly designated First-Year Wri8ng Seminar for Gen. 1.5 students led us to consider the need 
for direct support outside of the classroom. Previously, Gen. 1.5 students, who self-select into 
mul8lingual sec8ons during summer advising, would find themselves in classes populated by 
interna8onal students who were placed based on a required wri8ng assessment. Designa8ng 
Meg’s sec8on for Gen. 1.5 students arose from increased awareness that the needs of these 
groups differ: Gen. 1.5 students, who o@en develop English informally through social interac8ons, 
may exhibit strong oral produc8on skills. These “ear learners” (Reid) may speak without an accent 
and be adept at naviga8ng informal speech. However, unlike many interna8onal mul8lingual 
students, some8mes referred to as “eye learners” (Reid), the Gen. 1.5 students may not have 
studied English grammar and academic vocabulary formally, so that the two groups bring very 
different strengths and challenges to their wri8ng. In addi8on to this newly designated sec8on, 
we hoped to provide support outside the classroom through our wri8ng center. Grant Eckstein 
argues that Gen. 1.5 writers “very much need the kind of specialized and individual support a 
wri8ng center can provide, including agenda nego8a8on and prac8ces of offering vocabulary or 
language assistance to meet very specific needs” (22).  

TUTOR TRAINING 
Ten undergraduate students were enrolled in the required tutor prac8cum in the fall of 2021. 
Their first assignment was to compose their own writer origin story. They would be employed as 
wri8ng tutors, a@er all, and understanding their unique rela8onship to wri8ng would be 
important. During class 8me, they discussed dra@s in pairs to experience the vulnerability that 
many who enter a wri8ng center may experience. Drawing on Peter Elbow and Pat Belanoff, the 
tutors approached these conversa8ons with a focus on meaning-making, and writers were 
encouraged to first locate the “center of gravity” (7) in their work to begin the session. Reflec8ng 
on these ideas in discussion, students noted the most effec8ve ques8ons that pushed writers to 
dig deeper while also remaining in control of the dra@. Several drew on Jeff Brooks’ sugges8on to 
assign discreet wri8ng tasks (4) to help their partners make connec8ons, clarify meaning, and 
inject energy into their work. In addi8on to sharing dra@s with one another, tutors read sample 
dra@s submi]ed by mul8lingual writers who visited the center during previous semesters. They 
were asked to devise a plan for discussing these dra@s and were encouraged to look beyond the 
lexical and gramma8cal concerns characteris8c of second language (L2) wri8ng and, instead, 
locate the logic behind the writer’s work as a star8ng point for discussion.  

FIRST-YEAR WRITING 
Meanwhile, in the First-Year Wri8ng Seminar, students began their first assignment, a personal 
narra8ve exploring their challenges opera8ng between linguis8c borders. Many wrote about 
obstacles faced while transi8oning from their home language to English a@er arriving in the 
United States. They were required to complete several dra@s, solicit feedback by mee8ng with an 
assigned tutor, revise, and meet with the same tutor again to edit. The first dra@ was purely 
genera8ve—the “child’s dra@” (Lamo]) in which words pour freely onto the paper without the 
author pausing to revise—and became the basis for their first conversa8on with tutors. 

TUTORS AND WRITERS COLLABORATE 
Tutors met with their assigned writers for the first 8me during week five of the semester. Jaclyn 
Wells argues that “tutor fit” (98) is an important considera8on for a required tutoring ac8vity: the 
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learning styles and interests of Meg’s writers were matched with the par8cular strengths and 
personali8es of Lynne’s tutors. For example, a first-year student studying in the school of 
educa8on was paired with a tutor who expressed interest in teaching a@er gradua8on, while a 
tutor who was comple8ng a crea8ve honors thesis was paired with a first-year writer whose 
narra8ve had crea8ve elements. Meg presented the collabora8on to her freshmen as “an 
opportunity to improve their wri8ng and wri8ng process” (Wells 106). Each tutor met with her 
student twice: the first 45-minute session focused on higher-order concerns and conversa8ons 
centered around meaning-making and developing ideas. The second session, later in the 
semester, would focus on lower-order concerns and polishing prose for a final dra@.  

A@er the first session, Lynne’s tutors were asked to explore moments of success as well as things 
they might do differently when reflec8ng in their weekly discussion post-assignment. Most 
described feeling “nervous” before the first mee8ng but believed they had produc8ve 
conversa8ons that led to writers devising a clear plan for revision. Several men8oned 
incorpora8ng a free-wri8ng task that allowed their tutees to uncover connec8ons to strengthen 
the dra@. A tutor who worked with a na8ve Mandarin speaker described how she ques8oned the 
writer about a metaphor that did not seem to connect to the larger theme. She indicated the line 
that had confused her, “there was a lemon brewed in my heart, which was bi]erness,” and 
pushed the writer to use this as a star8ng point for a free-write to locate connec8ons to her main 
point. This tutor explained that the task allowed the writer to do just this and that she, the tutor, 
was “amazed” by the deeper meaning this contributed to the dra@. Another tutor whose student 
was at first resistant to engage in wri8ng was eventually encouraged to do so when he admi]ed 
he had “no idea” how to end his paper. The meaning-making in these sessions unfolded as both 
conversa8ons between tutor and writer and freewri8ng tasks that allowed the writer to uncover 
what they had been struggling to say.  

This early dra@ served as “an act of communica8on” (Severino 59) allowing tutors a glimpse into 
the lived experiences of writers who shared moments of vulnerability in their narra8ves. Meg 
noted that her students were energized a@er this mee8ng and dug deeply into meaningful 
revision. Since this popula8on had no previous experience with tutoring, Meg emphasized that 
sugges8ons were just that: sugges8ons. By leaving ownership in the writers’ hands, tutors 
provided space for them to be crea8ve and brave as they cra@ed a story to share with their 
developing community.  

Tutors and writers met again two weeks later to discuss penul8mate dra@s. This 8me, the focus 
turned to strategies for self-edi8ng. To prepare for this session, tutors considered language 
differences in L2 wri8ng as a resource rather than a hindrance. This “translingual approach” 
(Horner) encourages “an antude of delibera8ve inquiry” (304) when considering features that 
differ from Standard Wri]en English. Rather than simply indica8ng errors, tutors were 
encouraged to ask ques8ons about language use. In fact, the group, in one class discussion, 
decided to eliminate the word “error” from conversa8ons they would have with their tutees. In 
her wri]en reflec8on a@er this second mee8ng, one tutor drew on that week’s assigned reading, 
“Mother Tongue,” by Amy Tan, which explores the different varie8es of English spoken in her 
Chinese-American family. This tutor noted “the many versions of language” students bring to 
their wri8ng and the importance of recognizing the validity of each language within different 
contexts. Others drew on Paul Matsuda and Michelle Cox’s “accommoda8onist stance” (45) 
where readers are encouraged to note accented features in wri8ng but to encourage the writer 
to make edi8ng decisions. This will allow the writer to “learn new discourse pa]erns without 
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completely losing the old so that the writer can maintain both his L1 and L2 linguis8c and cultural 
iden88es” (45). 

The first-year writers’ responses to the sessions with their tutors were overwhelmingly posi8ve 
in both classroom conversa8on and anonymous surveys. Writers described their tutors as “really 
encouraging” and underlined the value of having a “pair of fresh eyes” to help them “break down” 
ideas they were “struggling to put down on paper.” One said he felt “astonished” because his 
tutor was “interested in helping [him] and listening to [his] ideas.” Another found that he 
“surprisingly” learned more about his own experiences as he talked through them. These 
experiences led to more confident dra@s. Students, at large, felt they had the permission to tell 
their story, and having the support of their tutors helped them make bolder revisions. The 
following is an excerpt from a student’s first dra@ where he compares home life to college: “If I 
was home I would have reacted with violence but I can’t because that is not me anymore coming 
here [...] has changed me in a way where I feel safe from violence back home and at peace due 
to me not worrying about making it home at the end of the day or looking over my shoulder.” 

 This is the revised version: 

Now that I am here, I feel at peace because I don’t have to be aware of my surroundings or 
worry about making it home at night. In Rhode Island, I felt physically unsafe but mentally 
supported because I was in that environment for my whole life. But at [the university], I feel 
physically safe, but mentally out of place because this environment is nothing like home. 
However, I have a fresh start and I need to take advantage of that, I will not lose my 
opportunity for anyone. 

The revision illustrates the work the student did to be more specific, vulnerable, and aware of 
audience a@er mee8ng with his tutor. In fact, though students were only asked to meet twice, 
this student found the experience so valuable that he developed a las8ng friendship with his 
tutor.  

THE IMPORTANCE OF DIALOGUE 
Perhaps the most meaningful component of the collabora8on was when tutors and writers came 
together one evening over a shared meal to celebrate the final dra@s. These had been graded and 
were discussed as finished texts which everyone, tutors and writers, read ahead of 8me. Five 
minutes were devoted to each essay with three speakers responsible for contribu8ng to the 
discussion: each essay was introduced by one of the writer’s peers from class (assigned ahead of 
8me). That student shared favorite moments from the work. Next, the writer’s tutor did the same, 
while also poin8ng out their favorite revision moves. When it was the writer’s turn to talk, they 
reflected on working with their tutor and noted what was most helpful for their revision process. 
This dialogue allowed students themselves to become “ac8vely engaged in the conversa8on 
about wri8ng” (Scudder et al. 19) and compelled writers and tutors to build metacogni8ve 
awareness as each considered the strategies employed during this collabora8on: writers reflected 
on the process they would employ in future assignments while tutors considered their approach 
to wri8ng center work and the process that would shape this. One tutor, in the reflec8on 
submi]ed a@er the collabora8on had ended, wrote:  “My most important takeaway [...] is that 
we can tutor students without taking away the essence of their wri8ng and their voice.” Another 
described the importance of valida8ng the experiences students bring to their wri8ng and 
establishing the conversa8on as a “safe and inclusive space free of judgment or overt cri8cism.”   
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One of the goals of the collabora8on was showing writers their voices have value by fostering a 
construc8ve, suppor8ve audience of trained tutors. In the First-year Wri8ng Seminar, seven out 
of twelve students completed course evalua8ons: six marked “strongly agree” and one, “agree,” 
that collabora8ng with their tutors helped them develop as writers. Students described the 
“value” they felt in their interac8ons and found tutors to be “encouraging,” “insighrul,” and 
“welcoming” as they worked to make their essays “even be]er than before.” Students indicated 
that the strategies they learned allowed them to cri8cally assess their own work and to learn 
something they could “apply in all of [their] wri8ngs” moving forward. 

CONCLUSION AND FUTURE RESEARCH 
It would have been interes8ng to track the first-year writers' visits to our center a@er the required 
tutoring ac8vity. In terms of their growth as writers, it is difficult to establish any defini8ve metric. 
This response to the collabora8on, however, speaks to the spirit of the project: 

  If I can compare this experience with something, I would compare it to a history book. Every 
one of us had a unique history of being a language learner. It all started with being clueless, 
then to adap8ng, learning, figh8ng, and finally ending [. . .] I did not expect to produce a final 
dra@ the way I did, but through the help of my tutor, my peers, and [my professors], I created 
a paper that was above my expecta8ons. 

The role of wri8ng instructors and tutors mirrors the tour guide archetype: by engaging with 
student wri8ng, we accompany them as they navigate the unfamiliar terrain of the academy. It is 
important to “[show] them they have much to give and much to gain” through this process 
(Sommers and Saltz 147). Collabora8ve work is an important way to ensure first-year students 
recognize there is space to share their voices with the larger community during a period of intense 
transi8on. 

In course evalua8ons for The Art of Tutoring Wri8ng, one student wrote of the transforma8ve 
nature of the collabora8on, describing it as “the single-most meaningful experience throughout 
my en8re [...college] career [...] Being a tutor has enabled me to make a difference in the lives of 
students [...] by reassuring them of their place here....”  Another said, “The lessons devoted to 
how to tutor [mul8lingual students] were incredibly helpful and made it less overwhelming to 
approach papers [with] a lot going on.” S8ll another said the course “prompted really important 
discussions [...] about privilege and different student experiences.”  

Responses suggest that pairing tutors-in-training with Gen. 1.5 writers not only provided 
important strategies for suppor8ng a diverse range of writers, but it gave tutors a glimpse into 
the lived experiences of some students at our private university and perhaps, an enlarged 
understanding of what it means to make meaningful connec8ons in our increasingly globalized 
world. 
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Tutors’ Column: The People Make the Place: Reminding Tutors 
of Their Value  in a World of Ar>ficial Intelligence 

Abigail Patchen 
Oberlin College and Conservatory      

University of North Carolina School of Law  

As ChatGPT and other ar5ficial intelligence (AI) tools proliferate, it is 
natural for many wri5ng tutors to think they may soon be out of a job. 
Genera5ve AI can produce coherent paragraphs, write strong thesis 
statements, and brainstorm ideas in a maEer of seconds. Most tutors 
would need an en5re session with a writer to produce even one of 
these results. While that may sound discouraging, I argue that the 5me 
spent collabora5ng to create something during a session makes the 
accomplishment much more worthwhile. A student may have saved 30 
minutes by using an AI tool but missed out on an opportunity to 
converse with a peer and receive personalized feedback. The value of a 
wri5ng center is not solely quan5fied by the wri5ng it produces but by 
the experiences it provides and the development it fosters (Salazar 76; TiruchiEampalam et al. 
1). Tutors are responsible for facilita5ng that experience (Nathan 11). Therefore, what makes 
wri5ng centers great are the people who work in them.  

Compe5ng with AI is an en5rely new landscape for tutors. The first step to support students as 
they navigate this new reality is to understand the ins5nct to turn to tools like ChatGPT. When 
most students are asked about their reason for coming to the wri5ng center, they will say 
something along the lines of “‘My teacher said that I need beEer transi5ons,’” “‘English isn’t my 
first language, and I need help with grammar,’” or “‘I need an ‘A’—how can I get an A on this 
paper?’” (Rafoth 155). AI can easily generate beEer transi5ons, correct grammar, and write a 
decent paper. These services play directly into students' ini5al mo5va5ons for coming to the 
wri5ng center.  

However, what brings students into the wri5ng center is o^en different from what they end up 
focusing on (Rafoth 154-55). When students get to the wri5ng center, the tutor helps them see 
beyond the assignment right in front of them. This allows the tutor to give students the support 
they did not know they needed to ask for. Take the example of a student who came to a session 
wan5ng beEer transi5ons in their paper. A tutor would likely ask some follow-up ques5ons before 
responding to this request related to what the writer knows about the func5on of transi5ons or 
what they want the reader to experience when reading their transi5on. From this informa5on, 
the tutor will be able to determine what, if any, gaps there are in the student’s knowledge. Armed 
with this supplemental informa5on, the tutor can approach the session through a personalized 
lens and leave the student with an even greater understanding of transi5ons.  

Genera5ve AI does not have this same ability to pivot. It can only answer the ques5on a student 
asks. If a student asks it to help them with their transi5ons, it will pump out plenty of op5ons. 
The student may be sa5sfied with the result, but it may not be what they need. Tutors are trained 
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to operate differently than large language models, and therefore, a student misses out on an 
incredible learning opportunity when they choose genera5ve AI over the wri5ng center.  

This key difference in our ability as tutors compared to AI is useful in reminding ourselves what 
the role of a tutor is: to support the long-term development of a writer. As wri5ng centers look 
for ways to implement ChatGPT and other resources in their work, we must ques5on whether 
that will further the pursuit of this goal. Writers need to cra^ their arguments, think through 
ideas, and synthesize knowledge. These processes are applicable well beyond the assignment at 
hand (Pfrenger et al. 26). AI does not engage in that kind of work when it answers a prompt. 
Instead, it mimics paEerns in the text it has been exposed to and evaluates op5ons of words that 
are most likely to come next (Collins). Each word is scored based on the words already in the 
sentence and the original prompt. It selects the word with the highest score and repeats this 
process un5l the response is complete. It does the assignment and nothing more.  

While tutors, of course, want to support the student with the assignment at hand, the overarching 
goal is to provide scaffolding (Fitzgerald and IaneEa 15). Scaffolding is a support system of tools, 
resources, and 5ps that eventually allow the student to work through adversity on their own. For 
example, say a student comes to the wri5ng center with a great outline, but they are struggling 
to put anything on the page. One solu5on would be for the tutor to guide them in a freewri5ng 
exercise. The next 5me the student feels stuck, they will have freewri5ng in their repertoire and 
be able to make further progress on their own. That is one example of the many skills tutors 
impart that stay with the student long a^er the session is over. This helps students find success 
in future assignments and promote con5nued growth as a writer.  

While well-trained tutors can give students beEer feedback, this is not to say genera5ve AI cannot 
play any role in student learning (Steiss et al. 7). One popula5on of students who stand to benefit 
from these new tools is students whose first language is not English, known as L2 learners. Even 
before the emergence of genera5ve AI, it was noted that some commonly used approaches in 
the wri5ng center, like non-direc5ve sugges5ons, can be very frustra5ng for L2 students 
(Fitzgerald and IaneEa 10). AI offers an opportunity to meet the needs of L2 students more 
effec5vely by closing access and learning gaps (Warschauer et al. 2). For example, receiving 
wri5ng feedback through ChatGPT has been shown to increase language acquisi5on 
(Athanassopoulos et al. 822). S5ll, these tools have a 5me and a place. Tutors can play a key role 
in promo5ng language diversity while students use AI tools to learn. All students have valuable 
perspec5ves to share, and L2 students should not be pushed to share only in standard academic 
English, which is currently ChatGPT’s default (Goodlad and Baker; Savini). Especially within the 
wri5ng center, it is important to encourage students to remember their own voice.  

A final thing to remember is that, as tutors, we can do everything AI can do, but AI cannot do 
everything we can. Working with tutors humanizes the wri5ng process, and one of the most 
effec5ve forms of support we can provide is a good conversa5on. When students are on their 
own, they can get stuck thinking about their work in a limited way (Rafoth 147). They are so 
aEached to their wri5ng that they cannot see it from any other perspec5ve. Simply verbalizing 
ideas to another person can make clear what was previously overwhelming by interrup5ng the 
writer's rhythm (North 443). This can spark poten5al new direc5ons that would be out of reach 
if the writer was working in solitude. The conversa5on that happens in the wri5ng center is so 
produc5ve because tutors have been trained in wri5ng pedagogy. They know the right ques5ons 
to ask a writer that will spur progress.  

Working with a tutor can also increase a writer’s confidence (Handford 148). Many students may 
think needing help means they are a poor writer and that it shows weakness, which means they 
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may be feeling insecure when they come to the wri5ng center. However, their wri5ng is rarely as 
bad as they think (Rafoth 150). Regardless, tutors are always able to give some form of posi5ve 
feedback. This feedback comes from someone the student likely views as an accomplished writer. 
Valida5on from someone they respect can make a huge difference in reassuring them that they 
are on the right track and have created something worth reading (Nathan 7).  

Writers can also gain confidence when the tutor helps them overcome an obstacle. They might 
come in because they are really stuck on something: a topic sentence, a thesis, or even just an 
idea for their paper. If they work through that ini5al struggle collabora5vely, they will be much 
more confident in their abili5es going forward. It shows them that while wri5ng can be difficult 
at 5mes, it is rewarding to keep at it and create something. This also allows the student to 
maintain ownership over their wri5ng. If a student turns to ChatGPT, the line between their voice 
and ideas becomes blurred with AI (Baron). This can make the feelings of accomplishment so 
revered in the wri5ng center much harder to come by.  

As AI and programs like ChatGPT con5nue to develop, the dynamics between writers and tutors 
will evolve. It is crucial for those of us who work in wri5ng centers to remember our value. Our 
job is not to help students put words on a page but to help them create something that is en5rely 
theirs; something to take pride in. There are few opportuni5es like this for such personalized 
learning in a collabora5ve sekng. The 5me we devote to individuals allows us to impart empathy, 
kindness, and confidence. These are the intangible quali5es all tutors have that AI cannot 
compete with.  
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We, the editorial team at the blog Connec,ng Wri,ng Center Across Borders, seek applica9ons for a produc9on 
editor. Created in 2015, the blog is part of WLN: A Journal of Wri,ng Center Scholarship, an open-access, peer-
review scholarly journal, published on the WAC Clearinghouse and supported by Colorado State University.  

 
The produc9on editor is responsible for handling the technical and design aspect of the blog work. This is a 
volunteer unpaid posi9on, with opportuni9es to network and collaborate with colleagues in wri9ng and wri9ng 
center studies. The expected workload is about five hours per week on average.  

 
The posi9on was created in 2020 in light of a need to refresh the blog’s design as well as having someone 
dedicated to publishing and cura9ng WLN’s Covid-19 submissions. Our inaugural Produc9on Editor, Dr. Weijia Li, 
joined in July 2020 when she was a graduate student. During her 9me, Weijia has established the groundwork 
of the blog’s current design. We hope the new person will carry on Weijia’s excellent work and con9nue crea9ng 
a good user experience for our readers across the globe. 
 
The produc9on editor is responsible for handling the technical and design aspect of the blog work. This is a 
volunteer unpaid posi9on, with opportuni9es to network and collaborate with colleagues in wri9ng and wri9ng 
center studies. The expected workload is about five hours per week on average. Applica3ons are due by October 
27th. Please check out the full call for details and how to apply. 

 
  

http://www.wlnconnect.org/
https://wac.colostate.edu/wln/
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1fx3BWqaBNmexBppCYWCaZwmCnGV_vRxb9f8HeI3HvTs/edit?usp=sharing


 

 

 

WLN: A Journal of Wri0ng Center Scholarship 

 
WLN: A Journal of Wri,ng Center Scholarship is an open-access, peer-review 
scholarly journal, published on the WAC Clearinghouse and supported by 
Colorado State University. Copyright © for the journal is held by its editorial staff. 
Ar9cles are published under a Crea9ve Commons BY-NC-ND license 
(A4ribu9on-NonCommercial-NoDerivs). 

 

Editorial Team 
Muriel Harris (harrism@purdue.edu), Editor-in-Chief 

Julia Bleakney (jbleakney@elon.edu) 

Candis Bond (cbond@augusta.edu) 

Andrea ERhymiou (Andrea.E`hymiou@qc.cuny.edu) 

Lee Ann Glowzenski (leeannglowzenski@atsu.edu)  

Karen Johnson (KGJohnson@ship.edu) 

Ted Roggenbuck (troggenb@commonwealthu.edu)  

Omar Yacoub (omaryacooub@gmail.com) 

 

Connec&ng Wri&ng Centers Across Borders  
Anna Sophia Habib (ahabib@gmu.edu)  

Esther Namubiru (enamubir@gmu.edu) 

Weijia Li (wl014@bucknell.edu) 

 

Archives, Resources, and Submissions: 
Visit wac.colostate.edu/wln for archive access, Digital Edited Collec9ons, 
resources, and manuscript submission guidelines. 

 

Copyright © for WLN is held by its editorial staff. Ar9cles are published under a 
Crea9ve Commons BY-NC-ND license (A4ribu9on-NonCommercial-NoDerivs). 
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