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With a drastic increase in number of writing centres in the Netherlands over the 
last ten years, their actual effectiveness becomes more and more important. 
Whereas students’ attitudes about the writing centres’ non-directive approach 
have been proved to be very positive (e.g. Archer, 2008; Tan, 2009), the effects on 
students’ writing skills remain unclear. Trying to fill this gap, this paper reports the 
findings of an experiment that exposes to what extent students’ text structure get 
influenced by writing centre interventions. 41 students that visited a writing 
centre in Nijmegen, the Netherlands, were randomly assigned to the experimental 
condition (i.e., non-directive peer-feedback) or a control condition (directive peer-
feedback). The results indicated that students’ texts structure quality increased 
similarly after both types of feedback: whereas the text structure on paragraph and 
textual level improved, the external structure did not. Moreover, the text structure 
quality of a given, weak, text that had to be improved by the participants was 
similarly influenced by the two types of intervention. These results suggest that 
non-directive interventions do increase students’ text structuring skills, but do not 
increase their skills more or differently than directive peer-feedback does.  
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1. INTRODUCTION 

The number of writing centres is rapidly rising over the last years. Whereas in 2004 no 

writing centre existed in the Netherlands, nowadays there are fifteen of them 

(Bongenaar, Hunfeld, Marinissen & De Jong, 2016). Writing centres are institutions, 

bound to a University or University of Professional Education, which offer the service to 

students to help them with their writing assignments and writing skills (Archer & 

Parker, 2016). Students can make an appointment to receive feedback on their writing 

in a one-to-one conversation. Writing centres are intensively used by students. For 

example, the writing centre in Nijmegen is responsible for more than 2000 feedback 

sessions per year, making writing centres’ pursuits relevant for a substantial part of the 

Dutch university students. 
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 The feedback provided by writing centres is not a traditional type of feedback. In 

traditional feedback, a hierarchical structure between supervisor and student is central. 

The supervisor is the knowledge giver and the student is the knowledge consumer. 

Contrarily, at most of the Dutch writing centres, students receive non-directive peer-

feedback (Bongenaar et al., 2016). Peer indicates that the feedback is provided by tutors 

who have a comparable background to the students: they are also students themselves. 

These tutors are trained to provide non-directive feedback, meaning that they are not 

telling the students what they have to improve, or how they have to do that. Instead, the 

tutors leave behind any form of directives, so that the students have to solve their own 

problems and answer their own questions.  

 And it seems to work, this non-directive peer-feedback. Students are more 

confident in their own skills to understand and write after a feedback session than 

before (Archer, 2008; Tan, 2009). They are very positive about their own ability to make 

use of what was learned in the future (Morrison & Nadeau, 2003). And they are really 

satisfied with the conversation itself (Bell, 2000). In other words, much studies support 

the conclusion that students' attitudes about the effectiveness of writing centres' 

interventions are positive. 

 However, research investigating the effects of non-directive peer feedback on 

students' writing skills is lacking. There may be a difference between what students 

think is effective, and what actually is effective. The scarcity of this type of studies can be 

explained as follows. Methodologically, it is difficult to measure the effectiveness of an 

intervention. When, for example, is an intervention effective? It can be argued that an 

effective session not only results in an improved text, but also enables students to write 

other texts of higher quality than before the intervention. However, what aspects 

determine text quality? How can those aspects be measured? And how can the skill to 

produce texts of high quality be measured? Moreover, it is hard to ascribe the effects of 

an intervention to that specific intervention for sure. Perhaps any intervention would 

have had the same effects.  

 The current study tackles those methodological difficulties by exploring to what 

extent non-directive peer feedback influences an important indicator of writing skills, 

namely text structure quality. Data are collected about the text structure quality 

improvement of students' own text after a feedback session. In addition, the structure 

improvement was assessed of a text that initially was not written by the feedback-
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receivers themselves and had to be improved after the feedback session. Finally, 

students' perceived influence of the feedback session on their structuring skills was 

measured. To gain insight into the relative effects of non-directive peer-feedback, the 

effects are compared to the effects of directive peer-feedback.    

In order to measure the relative effect of those two types of feedback, tutors at 

the Nijmegen Centre for Academic Writing (Academisch Schrijfcentrum Nijmegen) were 

trained to provide either directive or non-directive peer-feedback. Forty-one students 

who visited the writing centre were randomly assigned to the directive or non-directive 

condition. Before the conversation with their tutor, they wrote a scientific text and they 

revised it after the intervention, resulting in a before and after version. The quality of the 

two versions was compared. Also, students made an assignment after their intervention 

which gave insight into their skill to apply the obtained knowledge to improve other 

texts. Finally, they filled out a short questionnaire about the perceived effectiveness of 

the feedback on their skill to structure a text.  

 

2. THEORETICAL BACKGROUND 

Feedback from a reader (e.g. a teacher) to a writer (e.g. a student) is traditionally 

provided in accordance with the Teacher/Student (or T/S) model (Burbules & Bruce, 

2001). According to the T/S model, the relation between teacher and student exists in 

such a way that the teacher tells, and the student listens. The teacher initiates, the 

students respond and the teacher evaluates (IRE-pattern, Alvermann & Hayes, 1989, 

among others). That is, the teacher asks a question, the student answers the question 

and the teacher says whether it is the right answer. In other words: traditionally, the 

teacher teaches, and the student is taught. 

This T/S model is based on a behaviourist vision on education, which tries to 

change behaviour as a result of stimulus-response. Stimulus-response interaction 

between teacher and student in classrooms has three characteristics. Firstly, the 

performative roles of a teacher and a student are given. That is, when one walks into a 

classroom, one is directly able to see who is the teacher, and who are the students. This 

is determined by personal characteristics as age, race and gender, but also by contextual 

information about the setting. Secondly, the activities in class mainly consist of three 

types: expressing information, directing behaviour and offering evaluation. A 

consequence is that what the teacher says is most important, because those activities are 
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primarily executed by the teacher. Finally, teaching is centrally a matter of intentionally 

communicating content knowledge, for example in the form of pedagogical instruction.  

This widely spread and recognized directive way of teaching deviates from the 

non-directive feedback provided at writing centres. At writing centres, the education 

vision is constructivist instead of behaviourist. Constructivist feedback tries to change 

behaviour as a result of "dialogic interaction between students […] among themselves 

focused on the whole process, including how feedback is both received and utilized” 

(Carless, Salter, Yang & Lam, 2011; Nicol & Macfarlane-Dick, 2006; as cited in Guasch, 

Espasa, Alvarez & Kirschner, 2013; Nystrand, 1997; Burbules & Bruce, 2001; North, 

1984).   

The purpose of dialogic interaction is to create knowledge together via dialogue, 

based on the idea that the learner has to actively construct the new way of 

understanding (Barnes, 2008). So it is the student who tells, and the teacher who listens. 

And the teacher does not tell how a text can be improved, but he asks it. In dialogic 

interaction, and consequently also in non-directive feedback, it is not the text to be 

improved that is central, but it is the author of the text (Brooks, 2001). See table 1 for an 

overview of directive and non-directive conversation patterns and characteristics 

(based on Auten, 2005; De Jong, 2006; Clark, 2001; Hawthorne, 1999; Keh, 1990; North, 

1984; Burbules & Bruce, 2001; Nystrand, 1997; Barnes, 2008; Gutierrez, 1993; Sutton, 

1998).  

 
Table 1. Overview of directive and non-directive conversation characteristics and 
patterns.  
Directive Non-directive 
Text is central Student is central 
Tutor moots discussing a problem Student moots discussing a problem 
Tutor explains Student explains 
Student listens Student answers/solves 
Tutor provides ideas/solutions/ 
suggestions for improvement 

Tutor lets student provide 
ideas/solutions/suggestions for 
improvement 

Tutor initiates corrections Tutor does not make corrections 
Tutor does most of the talking Student does most of the talking 
Teacher/student-model  Dialogic interaction  
IRE conversation pattern (Initiation, 
Response, Evaluation) 

Tutor asks open questions  

Little understanding of thoughts students Students' patterns of thinking become 
visible  
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There are primarily two reasons why non-directive feedback is the practiced feedback 

approach at writing centres. The first one is a practical one. Because the feedback is 

given by peers (i.e. other students) that often do a different study than the students, they 

are not completely aware of the habits and common practices in the students' research 

area. Therefore, it is more natural to provide non-directive than directive feedback. The 

second reason is that it is expected and hoped that non-directive feedback has an 

advantage over directive feedback, based on the constructivist educational vision. 

Because the author of a text is central in the conversation (and not the text), it is 

expected that non-directive feedback makes an author a better writer than directive 

feedback does.  

 However, does a student really become a better writer after being approached 

non-directively instead of directively? As far as I know, no studies directly compared 

those two types of feedback in writing education. The effects of non-directive peer 

feedback on its own have been investigated, though. Research into the effectiveness of 

non-directive peer-feedback can be divided into studies that focused on students' 

attitudes and on students' writing skills.  

On the one hand, studies focusing on students' attitudes answer the question: 

“Does a student have the feeling that he has become a better writer after receiving non-

directive peer feedback?”. All the studies reviewed in this article used comparable 

methods. After a conversation at the writing centre, students were asked to answer 

questions (either on paper or telephonically) about the perceived influence of the 

conversation on their writing skills.   

In general, students' attitudes about tutor sessions are very positive (Topping, 

1996). Students for example mention improved writing and working practices, 

increased confidence in their writing skills and improved understanding of 

requirements (Archer, 2008). Besides, several studies found that students have the idea 

that they are able to apply what they have learned on another, comparable context (e.g. 

Archer, 2008; Bell, 2000; Morrison & Nadeau, 2003). For example, in Bell’s study (2000), 

100% of the students agreed with the statement “I can immediately apply to my school 

work what I have learned during my conference” (at least a 5 score on a six-point scale) 

directly after a conversation. After two weeks, this percentage was 83.3 and even after 

two months this percentage still was 73.8. Also Morrison & Nadeau (2003) found that 
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students, directly after a conversation, definitely had the idea that the obtained 

knowledge was applicable on other texts (±4.7 at a 5-point scale1). 

On the other hand, also effects on students' writing skills are interesting, because 

students’ perceptions about the effectiveness of non-directive peer-feedback on writing 

skills may differ from their ‘real’ change in writing skills. Students may have the idea 

that the feedback helped them, but their writing skills may be unchanged. Only a few of 

this type of studies are executed. Firstly, Niiler (2003) collected ratings of texts written 

by students before they visited the writing centre (version "A") and ratings of the same 

texts, which the students revised after a writing centre intervention (version "B"). Seven 

traits were rated, such as ‘organization’, ‘claim’ (clear evidence of purpose) and 

‘intention’ (development of claim). Those seven traits showed a significant mean 

improvement of .7 on a 5-point scale. The abovementioned traits improved from 2.9 to 

3.7 (organization), from 2.9 to 3.6 (claim) and from 2.6 to 3.5 (intention). However, one 

of the limitations of the study was that the texts were rated by tutors who knew whether 

they were rating an A or B version. 

Therefore, in a follow-up article, Niiler (2005) presents a comparable study, but 

now three independent raters graded the texts while they did not know which version 

they rated. Grades were collected on lower (e.g. spelling and grammar) and higher order 

concerns (e.g. organization and development of ideas). The results were that the 

valuation of lower order concerns increased from 2.58 to 3.13 and higher order 

concerns from 2.52 to 3.53. According to Niiler, these results confirmed the findings of 

his first study, indicating that writing centre interventions not only focus on spelling and 

grammar, as often thought, but even more help to improve text organization.  

A comparable study was executed by Archer (2008). She also compared the 

quality of students’ first draft text with a second version, with a writing centre 

intervention in between. Quality was determined by three traits: ‘organisation’ (i.e. focus 

and structure of the paper), ‘voice and register’ (i.e. writing style) and ‘language use’ (i.e. 

spelling and grammar). The average mark (on a 10-point scale) improved from 4.8 to 

6.2. The three categories improved from ±4.9 to ±6.1 (organisation), from 3.1 to 5.9 

(voice and register) and from ±4.6 to ±5.1 (language use).2  

                                                           
1 The exact number is not given.  
2 For the categories ‘organization’ and ‘language use’, no exact numbers are given, and they can hardly be 
derived from the graph. No information was given about statistical significance.  
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Thirdly, Yeats, Reddy, Wheeler, Senior and Murray (2010) investigated the effects 

of writing centres on writing skills, albeit somewhat differently than Niiler (2003, 2005) 

and Archer (2008). They obtained information about 806 first-year students, 45 of 

which had visited the writing centre and 761 had not. Data were collected on the 

variables “achievement” (course grade) and “progression” (whether the student had 

progressed to year two). The results indicated that the students who had not visited the 

writing centre achieved a mean grade of 58.51%, whereas students who had attended 

the writing centre achieved a mean grade of 66.36%. This difference was significant 

(t(73.01) = -6.394, p < .001). Concerning the progression, there was not found a 

significant association between writing centre attendance and progression rate.  

What do those studies show? At least they show that non-directive peer-feedback 

seems to have a positive influence on the quality of the discussed text. The quality of 

texts becomes higher when students visited the writing centre. However, two 

statements cannot be supported with these results. Firstly, no conclusions can be drawn 

about the factors that influence the found effects. It cannot be said that the only factor is 

the feedback and that it is specifically this type of feedback. Perhaps any type of 

feedback or type of revision leads to text quality increase. In order to measure the 

relative effect of non-directive peer feedback, a control group is needed that receives a 

different type of feedback (see also Niiler, 2003). Secondly, only one of the studies gives 

an indication of the extent to which non-directive peer-feedback helps students to apply 

their obtained knowledge on other writing assignments (Yeats et al., 2010). 

Consequently, based on those studies, nothing can be stated with certainty about the 

influence of non-directive peer-feedback on students’ writing skills.  

The scarcity of studies into the effects on writing skills can be explained by the 

fact that it is methodologically difficult to measure writing skills and how feedback 

influences it (Niiler, 2003, 2005; Bell, 2000; Yeats et al., 2010). One of the factors that 

complicates a valid measurement, is that the complex concept writing skills involves a lot 

of sub skills. For example, a writing process of someone writing a scientific text exists, 

chronologically, of the sub phases thinking about a topic, formulating main and sub 

questions, making a text and time plan, writing the text, revising the text's context and 

checking spelling and formulation (Rijlaarsdam & Van den Bergh, 2006; De Jong, 2006; 

Mourssi, 2013 among others).  
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One of the more important sub abilities of writing skills is the ability to structure 

a text. This sub ability is important, because the structure of a text gives an indication of 

the extent an author has planned beforehand. Secondly, text structure displays the 

extent to which an author was able to create a red line throughout the text. In general, 

one could argue that a text structure of high quality indicates that the sub abilities which 

were executed before the text was structured (i.e. thinking about a topic, formulating 

main and sub questions, making a text plan), were also of high quality. Because of the 

idea that a lot of sub abilities leave their marks in the structure of a text, text structure 

can be seen as an important indicator of writing skills. Therefore, in this study, the 

effects of non-directive peer-feedback on text structure quality will be investigated, 

resulting in the following research question.  

 

RQ1:  To what extent is there a difference in the change of text structure quality 
between a text that is improved after non-directive peer-feedback and a text that 
is improved after directive peer-feedback? 

 

Two sub questions are composed to answer this question.  

 
SQ1:  To what extent is there a difference in the change of text structure quality 

between a text that is improved after non-directive peer-feedback and a text that 
is improved after directive peer-feedback, when the text is discussed during the 
feedback session and initially is written by the feedback-receiver himself?  

SQ2: To what extent is there a difference in the change of text structure quality 
between a text that is improved after non-directive peer-feedback and a text that 
is improved after directive peer-feedback, when the text is not discussed during 
the feedback session and initially is not written by the feedback-receiver himself?  

 

In general, it is hypothesized that both types of feedback will lead to higher text 

structure quality, both for feedback-receivers' their own and not their own text. This is 

based on the idea that any conversation with the intention to improve text structure 

quality will at least help something. On the one hand, directive peer-feedback is 

expected to result in higher text structure quality than non-directive peer-feedback 

concerning feedback-receivers' own, discussed text (i.e. SQ1). This hypothesis is based 

on the expectation that providing and applying directive peer-feedback takes less time 

than providing and applying non-directive peer-feedback. On the other hand, it is 

expected that non-directive peer-feedback will lead to higher text structure quality than 

directive peer-feedback concerning a text that is initially not written by the feedback-
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receiver (i.e. SQ 2). This is hypothesised, because non-directive peer-feedback aims to 

improve the writer, instead of the text (North, 1984; Brooks, 2001). Therefore, applying 

knowledge on another text is expected to be more easy for students who receive non-

directive peer-feedback than for students who receive directive peer-feedback. 

A second research question was formulated in order to replicate earlier studies 

into students' attitudes towards writing centre interventions. 

 

RQ 2: What is the perception of students of the effects of directive and non-directive 

peer-feedback on a) their skill to improve the structure of an own, discussed text 

and b) on their skill to improve the structure of someone else’s text which was 

not discussed? 

 
Based on Topping (1996), it is expected that students perceive the influence of both 

types of feedback on their writing skills very positively. However, non-directive peer-

feedback is expected to result in more positive attitudes towards one's skill to improve 

someone else's text than directive peer-feedback. Simultaneously, directive peer-

feedback is expected to result in more positive attitudes towards one's skill to improve 

one's own text than non-directive peer-feedback. These expectations are in line with the 

expectations for students' actual text structure improvements.  

 

3. PRE-STUDY 

In the first research question and sub questions, quality of text structure is a frequent 

variable. There are several methods to measure text quality. Think for example about 

jury ratings, that is, letting experts evaluate the quality of a text (e.g. Rijlaarsdam & Van 

den Bergh, 2006). Another possibility is to create a list of criteria, which should be used 

to assign value to a text (e.g. Poldner, Van der Schaaf, Simons, Van Tartwijk and 

Wijngaards, 2014). A third option is Automated Essay Scoring (AES). AES refers to 

computer programs that use language-technological techniques to identify text 

characteristics that are an indication for text quality (e.g. Feenstra, Keune, Pander Maat, 

Eggen & Sanders, 2015).   

 In this study, a combination of the first and second method was used to assess 

text structure quality. Experts were asked to rate the quality of the structure of the 

introduction of a scientific text, based on predefined criteria. However, as far as known, 
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elaborate instruments to measure specifically text structure quality do not exist. 

Therefore, in a pre-study a rubric was developed for grading the quality of the structure 

of the introduction section of a scientific text.  

 The development procedure of this rubric existed of five steps. In the first step, it 

was decided that the rubric should be a general, analytic one. General rubrics contain, in 

contrast to task specific rubrics, criteria that are general across tasks. An advantage of 

this type of rubrics is that one rubric can be used across different tasks (Zimmaro, 2004; 

Van den Berg, Van de Rijt & Prinzie, 2014). Analytic rubrics are rubrics that provide 

specific feedback along several dimensions, having the advantage of relative strengths 

and weaknesses (Zimmaro, 2004; Van den Berg, Van de Rijt & Prinzie, 2014). This would 

be useful to indicate a) to what extent and b) on what criteria text structure quality 

would increase as a  result of feedback. 

 In the second step, a list of criteria of text structure was developed. Based on 

earlier literature, it was determined what factors contribute to text structure. This 

resulted in a list of ten criteria, which could be divided into three levels of structure: 1) 

textual level, 2) paragraph level and 3) external structure. The first level says something 

about the structure of a text in general and contains  the criteria ‘order of information’ 

(Rienecker & Jørgensen, 2013; Blanpain, 2008; Gastel & Day, 2016), ‘relevance of 

information’ (Steehouder, Jansen, Mulder, Van der Pool & Zeijl, 1999; De Jong, 2012) and 

‘linking words’ (Snoeck Henkemans, 1989; Nederhoed, 2015; Renkema, 1988; 

Steehouder et al., 1999; Lohman, 2001; De Jong, 2012; De Wachter & Heeren, 2016). The 

second level gives an indication of the quality of the structure within paragraphs and 

contains the factors ‘topic sentences’, ‘division of paragraphs’, ‘paragraph links’ and 

‘paragraph length’ (Snoeck Henkemans, 1989; Nederhoed, 2015; Renkema, 1988; 

Steehouder et al., 1999; Lohman, 2001; De Jong, 2012; De Wachter & Heeren, 2016; 

Karreman & Van Enschot, 2013). The third level assesses the quality of the structural 

lay-out and contains the factors ‘lay-out’, ‘title’ and ‘sub headings’ (Nederhoed, 2015; 

Steehouder et al., 1999; De Jong, 2012).  

 Thirdly, based on previous literature, for each criterion it was determined how 

text structures of high quality scores. Per criterion, three to five characteristics of texts 

that score well on that point were formulated. For example, concerning the criterion 

topic sentences, characteristics of a high quality are: 1) every paragraph has a topic 

sentence; 2) the topic sentence states the topic of the paragraph in general terms; 3) the 
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topic sentence is always at the first, second or last place of the paragraph and 4) all topic 

sentences together clearly display the red line of the text. A second example is the 

criterion relevance of information, whose characteristics of high quality are formulated 

as: 1) all text fragments can be linked to the main theme; 2) there is a clear difference 

between main and sub topics and 3) it is clear whether elements are juxtaposed or 

subordinated.  

 In the fourth step, characteristics of a low and adequate text structure quality had 

to be determined. First, characteristics of low text structure quality were formulated as 

opposites of the characteristics of high text structure quality. Hereafter, adequate 

characteristics were described between the other characteristics.  

 The rubric was validated in two ways. In a practical validation, I rated a set of 

twenty example texts to become familiar with how to use the rubric in practice. In a 

theoretical validation, two assistant-professors who were highly advanced in writing, 

writing processes and text quality made suggestions for improvement both on the 

content and on the usability aspect. Based on these validations, the rubric was further 

developed. The final rubric contained ten factors and three levels. See appendix 1.  

 

4. METHOD  

The writing centre in Nijmegen was chosen as a case, since this is by far the largest and 

most progressive Dutch writing centre of the last 13 years. During a period of four 

months, 41 conversations about text structure between tutors and students were 

recorded and used for analysis. In order to measure text structure quality improvement 

of students' discussed, own text, (i.e. SQ 1) students had sent in a text before their tutor 

session (Version "A") and had improved this text after their session (Version "B"). In 

order to measure structure quality of a text that was improved by the feedback-receiver 

that initially was not the author of that text (i.e. SQ 2), the students made an assignment 

after their session in which they had to improve a given text. To get to know students' 

perceived effectiveness of the session (i.e. RQ 2), the participants filled out a 

questionnaire after they finished the assignment. For this study, half of the tutors (four 

tutors) were instructed to provide directive feedback instead of non-directive feedback. 

In this way, information was collected about the effects of either directive and non-

directive peer-feedback.  
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4.1 Case: Nijmegen Centre for Academic Writing 

The Nijmegen Centre for Academic Writing is located at the Library of Radboud 

University Nijmegen and is available for all students of the university. In practice, most 

of the students are from the social sciences (34.7% in 2016), from literacy studies 

(22.1%) and from the management faculty (21.5%). The writing centre is founded in 

2004 and is the second writing centre founded in the Netherlands (after the writing 

centre in Groningen). In those 13 years, it grew out to the largest writing centre of all 16 

in the Netherlands (Bongenaar et al., 2016).  

In general, around ten tutors are working at the writing centre. In total, between 

the start and 2017, those tutors had almost 22000 sessions with 8.723 students. In 

2016, 1970 sessions took place with 966 students. This means that, on average in 2016, 

students visited the writing centre twice. For comparison, the second largest writing 

centre in the Netherlands, at Tilburg University, had 455 sessions with 290 students in 

2016, meaning on average 1.6 sessions per student.  

 At the moment of the study, nine peer tutors were working at the writing centre 

in Nijmegen. They all had worked there between half a year and two years. Eight of the 

nine tutors participated in collecting data, since the ninth tutor was me. Among the eight 

tutors were two men and six women.   

 

4.2 Operationalisation of non-directive and directive peer-feedback 

New tutors at the Nijmegen writing centre always start their employment with a 

training on providing non-directive peer-feedback. This training consists of four 

meetings in a month time, in which tutors become acquainted with the non-directive 

approach, by reading literature and practicing. Those trainings are given by the 

coordinator of the writing centre and an experienced tutor. After those trainings, tutors 

have their first tutoring sessions with students, accompanied with extended (non-

directive) briefing and debriefing. Hereafter, the training and coaching become less 

intensive and their frequency decreases to monthly and half-year meetings with 

colleague tutors and the writing centres’ coordinators.  

 As a consequence, peer tutors are not experienced in giving directive feedback. 

Therefore, I developed and gave a 90 minutes training before the data collection started. 

The purpose of this training was twofold. Mainly, the training served to create a shared 

view on what directive feedback is, what characteristics it has, and how it can be 
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provided in practice. Secondly, tutors had to be instructed about what research they 

were contributing to and about its practical issues. An overview of the training is visible 

in table 2.  

 
Table 2. Overview of the training 'giving directive feedback' for tutors 
Topic Function Work form  Time 
1. Explanation study Explain tutors 

what the study is 
about 
 

Instruction by 
workshop leader 

10 minutes 

2. Directivity 
(theoretical) 

Create a shared 
view on directive 
feedback 
 

Group brainstorm/ 
discussion session 

15 minutes 

3. Directivity (in 
practice) 

Let tutors practice 
with directive 
approach 

Role play 25 minutes 

      Break 
 

  5 minutes 

Directivity (in 
practice) - continued 

Let tutors practice 
with directive 
approach 
 

Role play 15 minutes 

4. Practical 
information 

Explain tutors 
study's procedure 

Instruction by 
workshop leader 
 

15 minutes  

5. Uncertainties  Solve tutors' 
uncertainties  

Questions from 
tutors to workshop 
leader 

5 minutes 

 
In the first part, I explained what the purpose of the study was, what the relevance of the 

study was and what the study's method looked like. Tutors were informed about the 

consequences the study had for them.  

In the second part of the workshop, a group discussion was initiated about what 

directivity is and what characteristics it has. Input questions were for example 'what do 

you know of teachers being directive to yourself?' and 'in what way does directive 

feedback deviate from and correspond to non-directive feedback?'. I made sure that at 

least the following three similarities between the two types of feedback were topic of 

discussion. 1) Tutors as peers: there is no hierarchical structure between tutor and 

student; 2) Tutors as humans: if a tutor is not sure about something, he is allowed (and 

obliged) to be fair about that; 3) Tutors as authorities: what a tutor says is an opinion, 

and not a fact. At the end of the group discussion, a list of differences between the two 
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types of feedback was discussed (this list was an extended version of table 1, see 

appendix 2).   

Then, in a role play, the theoretical discussion about directive peer-feedback was 

brought in practice. All tutors took five minutes to read a fragment of a text. This text 

fragment was written by a student that visited the writing centre before. Then, two 

tutors had a conversation about the text, in which one of the tutors played that he was 

the student, and the other one was tutor, using a directive approach. After this role play, 

there was a group discussion about 1) what the tutor did, 2) what the student did and 3) 

what the effects were of what the tutor did on what the student did. Hereafter, a second 

role play with two other tutors was done and this role play was discussed in a same way.   

 Based on the tutors' input and on earlier studies (i.e., Auten, 2005; De Jong, 2006; 

Clark, 2001; Hawthorne, 1999; Keh, 1990; North, 1984; Burbules & Bruce, 2001; 

Nystrand, 1997; Barnes, 2008; Gutierrez, 1993; Sutton, 1998), a pattern of a general 

directive peer-feedback conversation was set (table 3).  

 
Table 3. General pattern of a directive peer-feedback conversation.  
Step in conversation Explanation/Example 
1. Deflecting authority "I am a peer and I just give my opinion" 

2. Overall approval  "Your paper was interesting"  
"I really liked your paper" 

3. Identify and evaluate Identify parts that could be improved, 
evaluate text quality 

4. Suggestions for improvement Say how text quality can be improved 

5. Ask for questions And answer those questions 
6. Closing section Summarize advise, promise success, 

repeat overall approval, minimize 
problems 

 
It was decided that those six steps should be walked through in a directive tutor session. 

It was agreed that step 5 was an optional step, which could be used when the fourth step 

did not result in enough topics of discussion.  

 

4.3 Manipulation check  

To be sure that the directive feedback sessions were indeed more directive than the 

non-directive feedback sessions, a manipulation check was executed. This check existed 

of a set of three questions, answered by both the tutor and the student after a feedback 
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session on a seven-point scale with semantic differentials. These questions were "Who 

suggested most of the ideas/solutions?" ('The student made all of the suggestions' 

versus 'The tutor made all of the suggestions'), "Who did most of the talking?" ('The 

tutor' versus 'The student') and "To what extent did the tutor offer suggestions for 

improvements?" ('Very little' versus 'Very much') 

 The Cronbach's alpha for these questions was -2.52, in case of the perceived level 

of directivity by the tutors. However, the Cronbach's alpha would be .813 if the second 

item would be deleted. This deviating behaviour of the second item can be explained as 

follows. The tutors answered the three control questions in a printed table after every 

tutor session they had. The three items were written on top of the column and the tutor 

had to circle a number in the row of the correct participant (see appendix 3). A low score 

on the first and third item indicated a low level of directivity, whereas a low score on the 

second item indicated a high level of directivity. It is likely that the tutors did not notice 

this difference between items as a result of the lay-out in combination with a hurry. 

Therefore, the second item was excluded in computing the level of directivity perceived 

by the tutor. As expected, the tutors perceived the directive sessions (M = 5.78, SD = 

0.82) significantly as more directive than the non-directive sessions (M = 3.09, SD = 

0.96), t(39) = -9.532, p < .001.  

In case of the answers by the students, the Cronbach's alpha was .616. However, 

the Cronbach's alpha would be .714 for only the first and second item. In order to create 

the most consistent scale as possible, therefore only the first two items are used to 

compute the level of directivity as perceived by the students. According to them, the 

directive sessions (M = 4.53, SD = 0.81) were indeed perceived as significantly more 

directive than the non-directive sessions (M = 3.55, SD = 0.88), t(38) = -3.654, p < .001.  

These findings support the view that the directivity manipulation was successful. 

Not only the tutors, who were aware of the manipulation, but also the students, who 

were not aware of the manipulation, perceived the directive sessions as more directive 

than the non-directive sessions. Moreover, the length of the sessions was not influenced 

by the type of feedback: the directive sessions (M = 42.00, SD = 7.10) took as many 

minutes as the non-directive sessions (M = 44.29, SD = 5.48), t(37) = 1.134, p = .264. 
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4.4 Procedure 

The general procedure of the tutor sessions was as always. Students who want to visit 

the writing centre fill out an application form via the website. Then, the assistant-

coordinator of the writing centre matches the student with a tutor, based on the tutors’ 

availability and prior knowledge (i.e., students are never matched to a tutor who has 

done or is doing the same study).  

 In the context of the current study, the tutor session procedure was slightly 

different from normal. When a tutor and student met, they sat down at a table. The tutor 

started with a short introduction talk about what the writing centre does. Hereafter, the 

tutor asked the student what he wanted to talk about. The tutor always asked a few 

control questions to be sure that the student’s problem really was what he initially said 

it was. For example, students may say that they want to talk about writing style, while 

during the conversation it becomes clear that structuring a paragraph is their main 

problem.  

 After this introduction and ‘problem statement’, which took around five minutes, 

the tutor decided for himself whether the problem of that study was relevant for this 

study. He made this decision based on three criteria. 1) The topic of the conversation or 

one of the topics of the conversation was going to be text structure; 2) The student had 

sent a text before the conversation; 3) It was the first time a student visited the writing 

centre in Nijmegen. When those three criteria were met, the tutor told the student that a 

study was being executed about the effectivity of the writing centre and that the current 

session was suited for that study. Then the tutor asked whether the student wanted to 

participate.3 

When students agreed to participate, the conversation continued as normally, 

except for that the four tutors in the directive condition had a directive conversation. 

The other four tutors had a non-directive conversation, as always. It was decided to vary 

the approach between tutors and not within tutors, because a between design would 

result in a lower amount of variance in comparison to a within design (Shadish, Cook & 

Campbell, 2002). Another difference with the writing centre daily practice was that the 

                                                           
3 This method of recruiting participants appeared to be the most efficient one, after a month of 
experimenting. Consequently, the first six participants that were recruited in the first month, were 
recruited somewhat differently. They for example were approached digitally before their session with the 
question whether they wanted to participate. Despite that the recruitment procedure for those first six 
students slightly differed, their data were included in the analysis.  
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conversations were recorded, using a voice-recorder in the form of a USB-stick, which 

was laid at the table between the tutor and the student.     

When the conversation was finished, students had to do a few things. First of all, 

they signed a permission form, stating that their data could anonymously be used for 

research and publication. Secondly, they made the assignment at a laptop at the writing 

centre, which asked them to improve the structure of a given text. Some students made 

the assignment directly after their session with the tutors and other students came back 

to the writing centre at a moment in the same week or in the week after. Students had 

thirty minutes to finish this assignment. When they finished it, they filled out the online 

questionnaire (which was made using Qualtrics) about the perceived effectiveness of the 

session. It took two minutes on average to fill out this questionnaire. Finally, students 

improved the discussed text at home and sent their improved text version afterwards. It 

took approximately two weeks on average before they send their improved text, with a 

maximum of three weeks and a minimum of one day. After two weeks, they received a 

reminder by e-mail and after two weeks and one or two days, they received a second 

reminder by phone (when necessary). At the moment all the data of one participant 

were collected, the participant received a voucher worth €7,50.   

 

4.5 Participants 

426 students visited the writing centre during the data collection period (which was 

between February 20th and June 8th 2017) and for 294 of them it was the first time. 141 

of the students who visited the writing centre for the first time talked in their feedback 

session about text structure. 41 of those participants took part in the study (9,6% of 

total amount of visitors of the writing centre). Eight of them were man (19.51%) and 33 

were woman (80.49%). 10 of them were in their first year, 2 in their second year, 17 in 

their third year, 8 in their fourth year and 3 in their fifth year (one missing). 37 

participants were Dutch (90.24%), 4 were not (9.76%). The language of the session was 

Dutch or English (when the participant’s identity was not Dutch). The participants were 

from 16 different studies.4 

 

                                                           
4 ALPO: 3, Bedrijfseconomie: 1, Bedrijfskunde: 4, Bestuurskunde: 1, Business Administration: 1, 
Communicatie- en Informatiewetenschappen: 2, Economie: 2, European Law School: 1, Geschiedenis: 1, 
Kunstgeschiedenis: 1, Master Media, Communicatie & Beïnvloeding: 1, Marketing: 1, Master Business 
Administration: 1, Pedagogische Wetenschappen: 5, Politicologie: 2, Psychologie: 9.  
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4.6 Design 

There was a mixed design. Type of feedback was a between participants factor. Students 

were randomly assigned to the directive or non-directive condition. The version of the 

discussed text was a within participants factor, because all participants had sent a text 

before their session, and improved this text after the session.    

 

4.7 Materials  

To measure the skill to structure a text which is not one’s own, participants improved 

the text structure of a given text. This text was the introduction of a scientific text about 

the influence of self-esteem on the feeling of harassment. The text was written by a 

student who visited the writing centre half a year before the start of this study. To be 

sure that the text left enough space for improvement, the text structure was made 

somewhat worse, using the rubric which was made in the pre-study. Also, the original 

text was shortened. However, the manipulations were not that rigorously, so that the 

ecological validity of the assignment was only slightly touched.  

A pre-test was executed in order to be sure that a) completing the assignment did 

not take too much time and b) that the assignment was not too easy, to prevent a ceiling 

effect. Three students made the assignment within half an hour. Hereafter, they said that 

half an hour was a too short and their improved texts indicated that the assignment was 

not too easy (i.e., they did not hand in three texts of very high text structure quality). 

Therefore, the difficulty of the assignment was kept the same, but the length of the 

assignment was shortened.  

The overall quality was assessed as a ‘70’ on a scale ranging from 50 to 150, 

confirming the expectation that there was enough space left for improvement.5 The 

participants made the assignment in the same language as they held their tutor session. 

The assignment was originally written in Dutch, and translated by a professional 

translator to English. Both final versions of the assignment had a length of 847 words. 

The English version of the assignment can be found in appendix 4.   

                                                           
5 Two coders independently rated eleven criteria of the text structure of the assignment, by using the 
rubric that was developed in the pre-study. They coded the assignment without knowing that they were 
coding the blank version (i.e., they thought they scored the result of an assignment made by a participant). 
In nine of the eleven criteria, the ratings of the two coders deviated maximal 25 points. In these cases, 
their scores were averaged. For the other two criteria, a third coder provided the final score (see section 
4.9 for the extended procedure). The criteria were rated as follows. Order: 100.0, Relevance, 107.5, 
Linking words: 75.0, Topic sentences: 70.0, Paragraph division: 67.5, Paragraph links: 72.5, Paragraph 
length: 55.0, Lay-out: 50.0, Subheadings: 50.0, Title: 50.0, Overall: 70.    



19 
 

4.8 Instrumentation  

The online questionnaire about the perceived effectiveness of the session consisted of 

four parts: 1) participants' demographic information; 2) perceived effects on skill to 

improve the structure of the own text; 3) perceived effects on skill to improve the 

structure of another text; 4) perceived (non-)directivity of the tutor (manipulation 

check; see 4.3).  

The questionnaire started with questions about demographic characteristics. 

Hereafter, one question was asked concerning 2). This question was "The tutorial 

session will help me to improve the structure of my own text that was discussed" 

(Completely disagree  - Completely agree). Then, two questions were asked concerning 

3). These were "The tutorial session will help me to structure other texts that I will 

write" (Completely disagree  - Completely agree) and "The tutorial session helped me do 

the assignment in which I had to improve the textual structure of an introduction" 

(Completely disagree  - Completely agree).  

To avoid awareness of the study's purposes, those three target questions were 

alternated with four filler questions about the effects of the tutor session in general, such 

as "The tutorial session gave me new insights into how I write (Completely disagree  - 

Completely agree)" and "As a result of the tutorial session, my writing has..." (Not 

improved at all - Become much better). All questions had to be answered on a 7-point 

scale with semantic differentials. The questionnaire is included in appendix 5.  

 

4.9 Assessment text structure quality  

In order to assess the text structure's quality of the assignments and the A and B 

versions of the discussed texts, ten coders independently rated a set of the texts. The 

coders met in a computer room at Radboud University.6 They were all very familiar with 

structuring texts. Three of them were coordinators of Dutch writing centres, two of them 

were PhD-students in a project about writing processes and text quality and four of 

them were advanced Research Master students Language and Communication with a 

bachelor in Dutch Language and Culture, Linguistics, or Communication Sciences. I was 

the tenth coder. 

 A total of 123 texts had to be rated: 41 times an A version, 41 times a B version 

and 41 times an assignment. At the moment the coders met, 111 texts were collected, 

                                                           
6 One person attended the meeting via Skype. 
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meaning that 12 texts were missing. Of those 12 missing texts, 3 appeared after the day 

of assessment and 8 did not appear at all (6 times a Version B and two times an 

Assignment). Each text had to be rated twice, in order to calculate the reliability of the 

ratings.   

The procedure was as follows. First, I welcomed the coders and briefly explained 

the purpose of the study. Then, the nine coders independently rated an example text for 

the sake of practice, using the rubric which was developed in the pre-study. That is, they 

had to rate the example text on eleven criteria of text structure. The scale ranged from 

50 to 150, being '50' the worst possible score on a criteria and '150' the best possible 

score. In this way, the '100'-score functioned as a starting benchmark. The coders were 

instructed to a) decide per criterion whether the text was better than 100, or worse and 

b) to what extent.  

After the practice coding, there was a group discussion about the interpretation 

of the rubric. The goal of this discussion was to reach consensus about how to interpret 

the descriptions in the rubric. An example of a criteria that was initially interpreted 

differently by coders was 'linking words'. Some coders rated the linking words on 

paragraph level, whereas it was intended to rate the linking words on sentence level.  

When all criteria and practice ratings were discussed, I gave an instruction on 

how to rate the texts. Each coder was seated behind a computer with an online folder 

with texts. All texts were made anonymous, in such a way that the coder was blind for 

condition of feedback (directive or non-directive) and moment of production (before or 

after feedback). The coders were instructed to open one text a time and to note their 

ratings in an excel-file. In addition, they were instructed to spend a maximum of ten 

minutes to one document. The documents only contained introductions of scientific 

papers and had a mean length of around four pages. All additional remarks in text 

balloons made by students or supervisors were deleted. When the text was too long to 

read completely within ten minutes, then the coders were instructed to read the text 

selectively. However, it was stressed that the quality of the judgement was more 

important than the quantity of ratings. The welcome, practicing, discussing and 

instruction took around 90 minutes.  
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Hereafter, nine coders rated as much texts as they could within one block of 90 

minutes and one block of 60 minutes.7 In this time, the coders rated 159 texts (M = 

17.67, SD = 4.44, range: 11-26). Of the 111 texts available at the moment of rating, 56 

texts were rated by one coder and 52 texts were independently rated by two coders. 

Three texts were not rated, due to the fact that one of the coders felt ill and therefore 

was not able to rate all the texts in her folder. I rated the 56 remaining texts myself 

which were rated by only one coder. In addition, I rated the three texts which were not 

rated at all and the three texts that were collected after the day of assessment. While 

rating, I was blind for condition and moment of production just as the rest of the coders 

had been. In the end, 114 texts were collected, 108 of which were rated by two coders 

and 6 were rated by one coder.  

Pearson r correlations between the ratings of two coders were conducted to 

calculate the inter-rater reliability. These correlations were calculated per type of text 

(Version A, Version B, or Assignment), per criteria of text structure quality. In case of 

Version A, there was a significant weak to strong correlation between two coders for the 

five criteria Topic sentences (r = .348, p < .05), Paragraph division (r = .334, p < .05), 

Paragraph Length (r = .650, p < .001), Subheadings (r = .505, p < .001) and Title (r = .635, 

p < .001). In case of Version B, there was a significant moderate correlation between two 

coders for the three criteria Paragraph Length (r = .428, p < .05), Subheadings (r = .567, 

p < .001) and Title (r = .426, p < .05). In case of the Assignment, there was a significant 

moderate to strong correlation for the seven criteria Topic sentences (r = .366, p < .05), 

Paragraph division (r = .551, p < .001), Paragraph links (r = .459, p < .05), Paragraph 

length (r = .501, p < .001), Lay-out (r = .681, p < .001), Title (r = .575, p < .001) and 

Overall (r = .478, p < .05). The inter-rater reliability for the other criteria was not 

significant. See appendix 6 for all r- and p-values.  

Whereas one could simply conclude that the inter-coder reliability is poor, since 

only 15 (of the 33 (3 texts x 11 criteria)) criteria resulted in significant correlations, such 

a conclusion should be nuanced. First of all, low inter-coder reliability is not that rare in 

discourse analysis. Actually, the coding of subjective language data often leads to 

disagreement among raters (Van Enschot, Spooren, Van den Bosch, Burgers, Degand, 

Evers-Vermeul, Kunneman, Liebrecht, Linders & Maes, submitted). This indicates that 

                                                           
7 All coders, except me.  
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the inter-coder reliability found here is not surprisingly low, in relation to studies in the 

same scientific field.   

Moreover, a lot of reliable ratings are revealed when the data are approached 

with another perspective. It is obvious that two coders will not often rate a criterion 

exactly the same, since each coder is allowed to type in any number between 50 and 

150. Therefore, it is intuitive to average two ratings when two coders do not deviate that 

much from each other. For example: when one coder rates the order of information in a 

text with 120 and another coder rates it with 110, it seems reliable to give the order of 

information a final score of 115.  

For further analyses, 25 was chosen as the maximum number of points two 

coders were allowed to deviate, to average their scores. 25 points was chosen, because 

this means that two ratings were maximally a quarter of the scale away from each other. 

Analysis indicated that in 73.7% of the cases (N = 916) the ratings of two coders 

deviated maximal 25 points from each other.8 In these cases, the ratings of two coders 

were averaged. In case of the other 28.3% of the scores (N = 327), the ratings by two 

coders were further away from each other than 25 points. I rescored all those criteria 

myself, completely blind, i.e., blind for the two scores from the coders, the coders' and 

students' identity, condition of feedback and time of text production. See appendix 7 for 

the percentages agreement and disagreement, divided per text and criterion.  

 

5. RESULTS 

5.1 Text structure quality  

The first sub question was to what extent there is a difference in the change of text 

structure quality between a text that is improved after non-directive peer-feedback and 

a text that is improved after directive peer-feedback, when the text is discussed during 

the feedback session and initially is written by the feedback-receiver himself. For all the 

eleven criteria of text structure quality, a 2 x 2 Mixed ANOVA was conducted with Time 

as a within-factor (before versus after feedback) and Condition as a between-factor 

(directive versus non-directive feedback). There was no significant main effect of Time 

on any of the criteria. This strictly means that the texts revised after the feedback 

                                                           
8 In total, 1243 ratings were collected (113 texts x 11 criteria). In 916 of the cases, there was agreement 
between coders (73.69%). 
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session did not have a higher text structure quality than the texts produced before the 

sessions.  

However, eight of the eleven criteria’s p-values approached significance. These 

were Order (F (1, 33) =  1.831, p = .185, ηp2 = .053), Relevance (F (1, 33) =  2.593, p = 

.117, ηp2 = .073), Topic sentences (F (1, 33) =  3.303, p = .078, ηp2 = .091), Paragraph 

division (F (1, 33) =  3.594, p = .067, ηp2 = .098), Paragraph links (F (1, 33) =  3.027, p = 

.091, ηp2 = .084), Paragraph length (F (1, 33) =  2.153, p = .152, ηp2 = .061), Subheadings 

(F (1, 33) =  1.959, p = .171, ηp2 = .056) and Overall (F (1, 33) =  2.879, p = .099, ηp2 = 

.080). Moreover, those criteria’s effect sizes indicate moderate to large effects of Time on 

those eight criteria (Cohen, 1988). Profile plots revealed that seven of those eight 

criteria improved after the feedback. Only the quality of the criterion Subheadings 

decreased after the feedback. The other three criteria’s p-values (Linking words, Lay-out 

and Title) did not approach significance, indicating that the quality on those criteria did 

not improve nor decrease after the feedback. See appendix 8 for an overview of all 

statistical information.  

In addition, there was a significant main effect of Condition on one of the eleven 

criteria. This criterion was Order (F (1, 33) =  4.887, p < .05, ηp2 = .129). The p-values of 

two of the other criteria approached significance: Linking words (F (1, 33) =  3.701, p = 

.063, ηp2 = .101) and Overall (F (1, 33) =  2.749, p = .107, ηp2 = .077). Moreover, those 

criteria’s effect sizes indicate a moderate to large effect of Condition on those three 

criteria (Cohen, 1988). Profile plots revealed that in all three cases the quality on these 

criteria was better when participants received non-directive feedback than when they 

received directive feedback. The other eight criteria’s p-values (Relevance, Topic 

sentences, Paragraph division, Paragraph links, Paragraph length, Lay-out, Subheadings 

and Title) did not approach significance, indicating that those criteria’s quality was 

similar over conditions. See appendix 9 for an overview of all statistical information. 

There was no significant interaction effect between the moment the text was 

produced (before or after the intervention) and the type of feedback (directive or non-

directive) for any of the eleven criteria. Statistical information about the absence of 

these interaction effects is included in appendix 10. De patterns for the development of 

the eleven criteria over time are visualised in figure 1. The exact means and standard 

deviations are given in appendix 11.  
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Figure 1. Mean scores of the eleven criteria of text structure, divided per moment (before 
versus after intervention) and per type of feedback (non-directive versus directive). 
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[Figure 1 Continued] 
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5.2 Assignment structure quality  

The second sub question was to what extent there is a difference in the change of text 

structure quality between a text that is improved after non-directive peer-feedback and 

a text that is improved after directive peer-feedback, when the text is not discussed 

during the feedback session and initially is not written by the feedback-receiver himself. 

Participants made an assignment which asked them to improve the structure of a given 

text. A t-test with independent groups was conducted for each criterion. There were no 

significant differences between conditions for any of the eleven criteria of text structure 

quality. 

 However, the assignment mean score of eight criteria was higher after 

participants received non-directive (ND) feedback than after they received directive (D) 

feedback. These criteria were Order (ND: M = 101.91, SD = 12.92; D: M = 96.84, SD = 

11.27; t(38) = 1.315, p = .197, d = .42), Topic sentences (ND: M = 89.52, SD = 15.38; D: M 

= 85.79, SD = 13.41; t(38) = .814, p = .421, d = .26), Paragraph division (ND: M = 89.17, 

SD = 11.95; D: M = 86.97, SD = 10.85; t(38) = .605, p = .549, d = .19), Paragraph links (ND: 

M = 96.55, SD = 13.05; D: M = 91.18, SD = 12.29; t(38) = 1.334, p = .190, d = .42), 

Paragraph length (ND: M = 92.38, SD = 13.86; D: M = 86.84; SD = 13.97; t(38) = 1.257, p = 

.216, d = .40), Subheadings (ND: M = 59.88, SD = 18.88; D: M = 58.55, SD = 11.34; t(38) = 

.266, p = .792, d = .09), Title (ND: M = 52.50, SD = 11.46; D: M = 50.00, SD = 00.00; t(38) = 

.950, p = .348, d = n.a.) and Overall (ND: M = 94.17, SD = 12.85; D: M = 90.30, SD = 12.80; 

t(38) = .961, p = .343, d = .30). All statistical information is included in appendix 12 and 

13.  

 In case of the other three criteria, the assignment mean score was higher after 

participants received directive feedback than after they received non-directive feedback. 

These criteria were Relevance (ND: M = 96.79, SD = 9.52; D: M = 98.55, SD = 14.03, t(38) 

= .648, p = .648, d = .15), Linking words (ND: M = 93.10, SD = 11.96; D: M = 96.05, SD = 

13.95; t(38) = -.722, p = .475, d = .23) and Lay-out (ND: M = 90.36, SD = 21.68; D: M = 

92.24, SD = 22.70; t(38) = -.268, p = .790, d = .08). See figure 2.  
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Figure 2. Mean scores of the eleven criteria of text structure for the assignment, divided per 
type of feedback (directive versus non-directive; ‘before revision’ scores represent the 

assignments’ averaged initial text structure quality, independently rated by two coders). 

 

 
 
5.3 Attitudes  

The third sub question focused on students’ perceived effectiveness of the two types of 

feedback on a) their skill to improve the structure of a discussed, own text and b) on 

their skill to apply what was discussed on a text which was not discussed. These two 

aspects were measured with three questions. A t-test with independent groups was 

conducted for each of the questions.  

There were no significant differences between the groups for any of the three 

questions. Participants perceived the effectiveness of feedback on their skill to improve 

the structure of their own, discussed text as equally well after non-directive feedback (M 

= 5.95, SD = 1.12) as after directive feedback (M = 6.21, SD = 0.79) (t(38) = -.836, p = 

.408, d = 0.27). In addition, they perceived the effectiveness of feedback on their skill to 

structure the text in the assignment as equally well after non-directive feedback (M = 

5.76, SD = 1.04) as after directive feedback (M = 4.95, SD = 1.68) (t(38) = 1.859, p = .071, 

d = 0.58). Thirdly, the participants perceived the effectiveness of feedback on their skill 

to structure texts in the future as equally well after non-directive feedback (M = 5.57, SD 
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= 1.03) as after directive feedback (M = 5.79, SD = 1.13) (t(38) = -.638, p = .527, d = 0.20.) 

See figure 3. Appendix 14 and 15 provide all statistical information.9  

 
Figure 3. Mean scores for students’ perceived skill to structure their own text, to structure 

the text in the assignment and to structure texts they have to write in the future. 

 
 

6. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION  

The goal of this study was to investigate the effects of non-directive and directive peer-

feedback on students' texts' structure quality. 41 feedback sessions between tutors and 

students were kept at the writing centre in Nijmegen. The structure quality of texts 

produced by those students before their session was compared with the structure 

quality after their session. In addition, students improved the structure of a given text 

and they provided their opinion on the perceived effects of the feedback on their 

structuring skills. The results indicated that there was no significant improvement of 

text quality after both types of feedback, that students improved the given text equally 

well after both types of feedback and that students were very positive and equally 

positive about both types of feedback.  

The first sub question was to what extent there was a difference in the change of 

structure quality of students' own texts between improvement after non-directive 

                                                           
9 Whereas the information about the filler questions is not of direct importance for this study, the 
numbers are also included in the appendix, since the fillers are retrieved from evaluations forms used at 
other writing centres in the Netherlands. The answers on the filler questions might be relevant for them.  
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feedback and improvement after directive feedback. Whereas the text structure did not 

show any significant improvement after either type of feedback, there were still strong 

indications that the B versions of the text actually were better than the A versions. By far 

most of the criteria approached significance. Probably, those criteria did not improve 

significantly, because this study's power was too small: there were only around 18 

participants per condition. This observation leads to the expectation that enough power 

would expose text structure improvement after both types of feedback. This expectation 

is reinforced by the moderate to large effect sizes and the results' patterns' resemblance 

with earlier studies that showed text quality improvement over time (Archer, 2008; 

Niiler, 2003, 2005).  

However, the text structure did not improve on all criteria. Firstly, none of the 

three criteria within the third level of text quality (i.e., external structure: lay-out, title 

and subheadings) improved. The texts' lay-out and title did not approach significance 

nor had a respectable effect size. The quality of the subheadings even decreased over 

time. This can be explained by the fact that tutors and students hardly pay attention to 

external structure in their conversations. When a session is about text structure, this 

topic is often approached on paragraph and textual level.  

Secondly, the use of linking words did not improve after the feedback. This may 

be due to the way quality of linking words was described in the rubric. The quality of 

linking words depended on two factors: their quantity (should the text have had more or 

less linking words?) and their quality (do the used linking words reflect the correct 

coherence connection?). It may be difficult for a coder to rate the quantity of linking 

words, since this requires a specific, not-natural way of reading. Consequently, the 

quality of linking words may have prevailed over the quantity of linking words while 

coding. It is likely that the quality of linking words did not get affected by the feedback, 

since correct use of words really depends on someone’s feel for language. This may be 

an explanation for the fact that there was no improvement over time concerning linking 

words.   

This explanation brings into question the rubric's validity and reliability. The 

rubric's validity will probably be high, since the rubric is based on a lot of previous 

literature about text structure quality and since the rubric is validated in two ways. On 

the contrary, the rubric will be less reliable than valid, because the inter-rater reliability 

was not that high initially. I rescored a substantial part of the texts myself, whereby I 



30 
 

performed both as first coder as as third coder in some cases. Future research could use 

D-PAC, which is an online grading tool that allows quick and reliable quality judgements 

(De Maeyer, Coertjens, Bouwer, Goossens, Lesterhuis, Verhavert & Van Gasse, 2016).  

Moreover, the rubric's usability could be improved: rating texts was a time-

consuming task, especially in comparison to ratings made using D-PAC. In addition, the 

formulation of some of the rubric's criteria could be ameliorated. Specifically, the 

criteria Order and Relevance resulted in relatively low percentages of agreement 

between two coders. So the rubric's validity was high, but its reliability and usability 

were only adequate and could definitely be improved in future research.   

While the general quality improvement over time was expected, the difference in 

quality over conditions was not, since the students were randomly assigned to 

conditions. Interestingly, the order of information, the use of linking words and the 

overall structure seemed to be of higher quality when the students received non-

directive feedback than when they received directive feedback. This may be due to the 

fact that some tutors in the directive condition decided a few times to not have a 

directive session, when they were not able to comprehend the text and/or to provide 

directive feedback. In these cases, they approached the student non-directively and did 

not include that student as a participant. It might be that these complicated, 

incomprehensive texts specifically scored low on the order of information, the use of 

linking words and the overall structure. The skew division between conditions 

concerning those criteria may have arisen as a result.  

The second sub question was to what extent there was a difference in the change 

of text structure quality between a text that is improved after non-directive peer-

feedback and a text that is improved after directive peer-feedback, when the text is not 

discussed during the feedback session and initially is not written by the feedback-

receiver himself. The expectation was that the text structure would be of higher quality 

after non-directive feedback than after directive feedback. Whereas again the results did 

not show any significant differences between conditions, most of the criteria (8 out of 

11) moved in the expected direction. Even though the differences were small, they were 

accompanied with small to moderate effect sizes. As with the results for sub question 1, 

the effect sizes were negligible for the external structure. Again, this is probably due to 

the fact that external structure is hardly discussed in tutor sessions.  
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How can this absence of statistically significant differences between conditions be 

explained? Firstly, question marks can be placed regarding the validity of the 

assignment. Rewriting a given text requires a different skill than producing a new text. It 

is likely that the effects of non-directive feedback on text structure quality only become 

visible when students actually have to write another text by themselves. Secondly, the 

moment the students made the assignment may have influenced the found results. Some 

students made the assignment directly after their feedback session, some a day later, 

and some a week later. Perhaps the effects of non-directive feedback on writing skills 

(and text structure quality) only become visible in the long term. The proposed way of 

thinking in non-directive sessions namely almost always differs from students' regular 

thinking patterns. This ‘new' way of thinking has to be understood; has to 'land'. It is 

possible that this landing (partly) happens when a student is revising his text, i.e., when 

a student has to recall and to apply what was discussed in the feedback session. It may 

be that the 45 minutes the session takes or even a week is too less for a non-directive 

approach to land.  

The third sub question investigated students' perceived effectiveness of the two 

types of feedback on their skill to structure their own and a given text. In accordance 

with previous findings, it was expected that both effects would be perceived very 

positively (Topping, 1996; Archer, 2008; Bell, 2000; Morrison & Nadeau, 2003). This 

was indeed the case. In addition, it was hypothesised that the perceived effectiveness of 

feedback on the skill to apply what was learned on other texts would be more positive 

after non-directive feedback than after directive feedback. Simultaneously, directive 

peer-feedback was expected to result in more positive attitudes towards one's skill to 

improve one's own text than non-directive peer-feedback. These expectations were not 

confirmed. However, the differences behaved in the expected direction concerning the 

perceived skill to improve one's own text and the skill to improve the text in the 

assignment. 

Executing writing research is a difficult and complex activity. While the design of 

this study was innovative and ambitious, some other than the abovementioned 

fundamental critical notes have to be made. Strictly spoken, one cannot be sure that the 

improvements in text quality are a direct result of the feedback. It may be that these are 

all revision-effects, i.e., the fact that students restarted working on a text may have been 

enough to increase text quality. Therefore, future research should include a control 
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condition in which participants do not receive feedback, but do revise their own and a 

given text. On the contrary, the fact that topics that were not discussed (i.e., external 

structure) did not improve over time, whereas discussed topics (i.e., structure on textual 

level and on paragraph level) did, reinforces the thought that the text improvements are 

a result of the feedback session.  

Another fundamental drawback of this study was the lack of generalisability. The 

data were collected at only one writing centre. Despite that this writing centre is one of 

the leading ones in the Netherlands, regarding its size, turnover and history, results 

cannot without a fight be generalised to other writing centres. Several writing centres 

for example provide directive teacher feedback, instead of non-directive peer feedback 

(Bongenaar et al, 2016). Moreover, the sample size was too small, which was confirmed 

by a lot of significance approaching p-values in combination with moderate and even 

large effect sizes.  

In addition, the study has a lot of other limitations: less fundamental, but 

therefore not less justified. A summation: in order to generalise to someone's writing 

skills, or structuring skills within one genre, at least four texts per individual have to be 

collected (Bouwer & Van den Bergh, 2015). Secondly, tutors had way more experience in 

providing non-directive feedback in comparison to providing directive feedback, which 

may have negatively influenced the quality of the directive feedback. This means that 

directive feedback could result in larger text quality increase when the feedback is 

provided by experienced tutors than when it is provided by non-experienced tutors. 

Thirdly, directive peer-feedback is not an ecological valid control condition: this type of 

feedback hardly occurs in reality. Finally, it probably has occurred that students' A 

version of a text was a concept, whereas their B version was a definitive version, which 

is an alternative explanation for the quality improvements.  

Despite all those limitations, this study is a valuable addition to the scientific 

knowledge about the effects of non-directive peer-feedback and the writing centre 

practice. The absence of research into those effects stresses the difficulty of executing it: 

I am definitely not the first one trying to measure the effects on writing skills. The study 

described here is one of the few studies that not only focuses on attitudes, but also on 

actual text and skill improvement. Moreover, this study is one of the few studies that 

included a control condition, which manipulation was remarkably successful. Clark 

(2001) found that tutors' opinion about how directive they had been in a session often 
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strongly differs from students' opinion about how directive the tutor had been. 

Notwithstanding, tutors and students agreed on the extent to which the tutor had been 

directive in the session in this study. This is a strong argument in favour of the 

viewpoint that the tutors in the directive condition really approached the students 

differently than the tutors in the non-directive condition.   

In summary, how then can the influence of non-directive and directive feedback 

on students' texts' structure quality be described? While the expectation was that non-

directive feedback would result in lower text structure quality than non-directive peer-

feedback concerning students' own, discussed text, both types seemed to help equally 

well. And whereas it was expected that non-directive feedback would lead to higher text 

structure quality improvement than directive peer-feedback concerning a text that is 

initially not written by the feedback-receiver, again both types of feedback helped 

equally well. Remarkable, but explainable, was the fact that both types of feedback 

influenced text structure quality positively on the one hand, i.e., concerning the text 

structure on textual level and on paragraph level. On the other hand, the texts' external 

structure quality remained unattached.  

Perhaps this may give rise to the thought that it makes no difference whether a 

peer tutor provides non-directive or directive feedback. However, notice that it took a 

lot more effort for our tutors to provide directive than non-directive feedback. The 

tutors indicated that they needed a lot more time to prepare a directive session than a 

non-directive one, that they felt less at ease and less comfortable during a directive 

conversation and that they decided a few times not to do a session directively, because 

they found the students’ text too complicated. Even students who received a second, 

non-directive session after they received a first directive one remarked that they found 

the second session more comfortable. It is likely that peer-tutors in general experience 

more difficulties with providing directive than providing non-directive feedback.  

How to move on? This study did not only result in insights on the effects of 

feedback on text structure quality, but has also produced concrete products: a training 

'directive coaching', a rubric to assess text structure quality and a data file with real life 

writing centre conversations. These products could be used in future research, which 

should try to deal with abovementioned limitations and could focus on the effects of 

non-directive feedback on writing skills in general (instead of only text structure 

quality). Another interesting way to look at the data, is by analysing the conversation 
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techniques using interaction analysis. This perspective can add to the current study by 

focussing on the differences between the two types of feedback and on their efficacy. 

Hopefully the study described here serves as a source of inspiration to continue 

conducting feedback and writing research, in order to determine the direction of a 

writing centre.   
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APPENDIX 1 

Rubric to assess text structure quality of the introduction of scientific papers, developed in the pre-study.  

  



41 
 

 onvoldoende voldoende goed  
Op tekstniveau    

Volgorde informatie - thema’s zijn in zo’n volgorde 
geïntroduceerd dat een lezer  vaak 
niet (direct) kan begrijpen wat er 
wordt bedoeld 
 
- informatie die bij elkaar hoort wordt 
vaak op verschillende plekken 
besproken 
 
- de volgorde van de 
tekstonderwerpen als gesuggereerd 
bij ‘goed’ is niet of nauwelijks in de 
tekst terug te zien 
 
 
- begrippen worden vaak 
geïntroduceerd zonder ze direct 
daaropvolgend uit te leggen of te 
definiëren.  
 

- het grootste gedeelte van de thema’s 
is in zo’n volgorde geïntroduceerd dat 
een lezer de info direct kan begrijpen 
en daar geen info voor nodig heeft die 
later in de tekst wordt gegeven.  
- informatie die bij elkaar hoort wordt 
af en toe op verschillende plekken 
besproken: waar het gebeurt gaat het 
om details en/of kleine herhalingen 
- de volgorde van tekstonderwerpen 
zoals gesuggereerd bij 'goed' is 
hoofdzakelijk in die volgorde 
aanwezig en bevat slechts kleine 
afwijkingen 
 
- de meeste begrippen worden vrijwel 
volledig of volledig gedefinieerd na 
introductie  

- thema's zijn in zo'n volgorde 
geïntroduceerd dat een lezer geen 
informatie later in de tekst nodig heeft 
om een eerder stuk te begrijpen 
 
- informatie die bij elkaar hoort wordt 
op één plek besproken: er worden dus 
geen thema's herhaald  
 
- als de volgende tekstonderwerpen 
aanwezig zijn, dan in deze volgorde: 
intro/afbakening onderwerp, 
probleem/gap/doel/ relevantie, 
conceptdefinities en literatuur, vraag, 
hypothesen, leeswijzer 
- de uitleg/definitie van een begrip 
volgt direct op de introductie van dat 
begrip 

Relevantie 
informatie  

- veel stukken tekst kunnen niet direct 
met het hoofdthema verbonden 
worden 
- er is vaak geen duidelijk verschil 
tussen hoofd- en bijzaken 
 
- het is vaak niet duidelijk of 
elementen neven- of ondergeschikt 
zijn  

- de meeste stukken tekst kunnen 
direct of na een kleine moeite met het 
hoofdthema verbonden worden 
- in de meeste gevallen is er een 
duidelijk verschil tussen hoofd- en 
bijzaken 
- het is zo nu en dan niet duidelijk of 
elementen neven- of ondergeschikt 
zijn: maar als dat het geval is gaat het 
om kleine elementen (bijv. een 
zin(sdeel)) 

- alle stukken tekst kunnen direct met 
het hoofdthema verbonden worden 
 
- er is altijd een duidelijk verschil 
tussen hoofd- en bijzaken 
 
- het is altijd duidelijk of elementen 
neven- of ondergeschikt zijn  
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Signaalwoorden - signaalwoorden zijn veel te veel 
(d.w.z.  zonder deze woorden zou de 
lezer waarschijnlijk evenveel tijd 
nodig hebben om de tekst foutloos te 
verwerken) gebruikt, of juist veel te 
weinig (d.w.z.: toevoeging had 
tekstbegrip versneld en 
vereenvoudigd) 
- weinig signaalwoorden zijn accuraat 
gebruikt (d.w.z. ze weerspiegelen het 
verband in de tekst niet of niet 
volledig) 

- op enkele plaatsen ontbreekt er een 
signaalwoord of staat er een 
signaalwoord te veel  
 
 
 
 
 
- het grootste gedeelte van de 
signaalwoorden is accuraat gebruikt 
(d.w.z. ze weerspiegelen het verband 
in de tekst juist) 
 

- Er is niet maximaal, maar optimaal 
gebruik gemaakt van signaalwoorden 
(d.w.z. zonder deze woorden zou de 
lezer waarschijnlijk meer tijd nodig 
hebben om de tekst foutloos te 
verwerken 
 
 
- Alle signaalwoorden zijn accuraat 
gebruikt (d.w.z. ze weerspiegelen het 
verband in de tekst juist) 
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 onvoldoende voldoende goed  
Op 
alineaniveau 

   

Kernzinnen - (vrijwel) geen alinea heeft een 
kernzin 
- kernzinnen staan ten onrechte niet 
op de eerste, tweede of laatste plek 
van een alinea  
 
 

- de meeste alinea's hebben een 
kernzin 
- de kernzin geeft meestal in algemene 
bewoordingen aan wat het onderwerp 
van de alinea is, maar soms zijn 
kernzinnen te specifiek en/of 
weerspiegelen ze niet de (gehele) 
inhoud van de alinea  
- de kernzin staat meestal op de 
eerste, tweede of laatste plek van een 
alinea 
- alle kernzinnen onder elkaar 
weerspiegelen grotendeels de grote 
lijn van het verhaal  

- iedere alinea heeft een kernzin 
 
- alle kernzinnen geven in algemene 
bewoordingen aan wat het onderwerp 
van de alinea is  
 
 
 
 
- alle kernzinnen staan op de eerste, 
tweede of laatste plek van een alinea  
- alle kernzinnen onder elkaar 
weerspiegelen duidelijk de grote lijn 
van het verhaal 

Alinea-indeling - (vrijwel) geen alinea bevat een 
uitwerking van of toelichting op de 
kernzin of, als er geen kernzin is, op 
zijn minst een bij elkaar horend 
geheel, zoals: voorbeeld, uitleg, 
tegenstelling, argumentatie. 
- in een alinea worden er  vaak 
verschillende aspecten besproken  
- in de alinea is er vaak geen logische 
volgorde zichtbaar  
 
 
- zinnen binnen een alinea vertonen 
nauwelijks referentiële coherentie 

- de meeste alinea's bevatten een 
uitwerking van  of toelichting op de 
kernzin of op zijn minst een bij elkaar 
horend geheel, zoals: voorbeeld, 
uitleg, tegenstelling, argumentatie. 
 
- in een alinea wordt er hoofdzakelijk 
één aspect besproken  
- in de meeste alinea's is een logische 
volgorde zichtbaar: bijvoorbeeld  
hiërarchisch of geordend op 
relevantie 
- de meeste zinnen binnen een alinea 
vertonen referentiële coherentie: 
wanneer die ontbreekt, is dat niet 
extreem storend en blijft de alinea 
navolgbaar 

- iedere alinea bevat een uitwerking 
van of toelichting op de kernzin: 
voorbeeld, uitleg, tegenstelling, 
argumentatie, etc. 
 
 
- per alinea wordt er slechts één 
aspect besproken  
- in de alinea's is een logische volgorde 
zichtbaar:  bijvoorbeeld hiërarchisch 
of geordend op relevantie  
 
- zinnen binnen een alinea vertonen 
referentiële coherentie met per zin 
minimaal één verwijzing naar een 
voorgaande zin 
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Alineaverbanden - vaak is een verband tussen twee 
alinea’s niet direct bij een eerste 
lezing duidelijk 
- verbanden tussen twee alinea’s zijn 
bijna nergens geëxpliciteerd 
 
 
- de tekst bevat nauwelijks 
overgangszinnen 
 
 

- de meeste verbanden tussen alinea's 
zijn (op zijn minst globaal) snel 
duidelijk 
- het verband tussen twee alinea's is 
meestal aan het begin van een alinea 
geëxpliciteerd d.m.v. een overgangszin 
of signaalwoord 
- een overgangszin staat in de meeste 
gevallen aan het begin van de kernzin 
aan het begin van een alinea  

- ieder verband tussen twee alinea's is 
bij een eerste lezing direct duidelijk 
 
- het verband tussen de alinea's is aan 
het begin van een sectie 
geëxpliciteerd, of aan het begin van 
een alinea d.m.v. een overgangszin of 
een signaalwoord. 
- een overgangszin (tussen twee 
alinea's) staat aan het begin van de 
kernzin aan het begin van een alinea  

Lengte alinea's  - de tekst bevat (vrijwel) geen alinea’s 
of juist na (vrijwel) iedere zin is een 
enter toegevoegd 
- (vrijwel) alle alinea’s zijn veel langer 
of juist veel korter dan 100/120 
woorden.  
- de lengte van alinea’s is vrijwel nooit 
tussen de vijf en tien regels 
 
- de lengte van alinea’s is (vrijwel) 
nooit in verhouding met de 
hoeveelheid info erin  

- over het algemeen staan er 3 à 4 
alinea's op één pagina 
 
- de meeste alinea's hebben 100/120 
woorden 
 
- de lengte van alinea's is over het 
algemeen vijf à tien regels 
 
- de lengte van alinea's is over het 
algemeen in verhouding met de 
informatie erin  

- er staan 3 à 4 alinea's op één pagina  
 
 
- alinea's hebben ongeveer 100 à 120 
woorden 
 
- de lengte van alinea's is tussen de vijf 
en tien regels (maar de lengte van 
alinea's mag variëren) 
- de lengte van alinea's is in 
verhouding met de hoeveelheid 
informatie erin 
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 onvoldoende voldoende goed  
Uiterlijke 
structuur 

   

Tekstopmaak - de tekst is niet duidelijk ingedeeld 
(d.w.z. niet begrijpelijk) en 
inconsequent ingedeeld 
 
- de typografie is eentonig of juist erg 
rommelig 
 
- de gekozen tekstopmaak is 
inconsequent toegepast   

- de tekst is grotendeels duidelijk 
ingedeeld (d.w.z. begrijpelijk) en 
consequent ingedeeld, maar bevat hier 
en daar een inconsequente indeling 
- voor het grootste gedeelte 
ondersteunt de typografie de 
tekststructuur 
- de gekozen tekstopmaak is 
grotendeels consequent toegepast  

- de tekst is duidelijk ingedeeld (d.w.z. 
begrijpelijk) en consequent ingedeeld 
 
 
- de typografie ondersteunt de 
tekststructuur  
 
- de gekozen tekstopmaak is 
consequent toegepast 

Kopjes - er zijn geen kopjes  - er zijn kopjes 
 
 
- kopjes helpen over het algemeen 
structuren en selecteren 

- er zijn precies genoeg kopjes (d.w.z. 
zoveel als nodig zijn om tekstbegrip zo 
eenvoudig mogelijk te maken) 
- kopjes helpen structureren en 
selecteren 

Titel - er is geen titel  - er is een titel  
- de titel heeft een structurerende en 
selecterende functie, maar mist een 
motiverende functie 

- er is een titel  
- de titel heeft een structurerende, 
selecterende functie en motiverende 
functie 

Leeswijzer  - er is een structuuraanduidende 
alinea nodig om een inschatting te 
kunnen maken van de structuur van 
de rest van de tekst, maar die is er niet   

- er is een structuuraanduidende 
alinea nodig om een inschatting te 
kunnen maken van de structuur van 
de rest van de tekst, die is er ook, 
maar hij geeft de structuur niet 
volledig en/of niet volledig 
begrijpelijk weer 
 

- er is een structuuraanduidende 
alinea nodig om een inschatting te 
kunnen maken van de structuur van 
de rest van de tekst, die is er ook, en 
hij geeft de structuur volledig en 
volledig begrijpelijk weer 
- of: er is geen structuuraanduidende 
alinea, maar die is ook niet nodig om 
een inschatting te kunnen maken van 
de structuur van de rest van de tekst 

Overall 
oordeel  

50 100 150 
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APPENDIX 2 

Extended list of differences between non-directive and directive peer-feedback, used in 

the training ‘directive approach’.10 

Directief Non-directief 
Tekst staat centraal Student staat centraal  
Tutor oppert een probleem Student oppert een probleem 
Tutor legt uit Tutor stelt vragen 
Student luistert Student antwoordt/lost op  
Weinig zicht op gedachten student Denkpatronen student worden zichtbaar 
Tutor draagt veel ideeën/oplossingen aan Tutor laat student ideeën/oplossingen 

aandragen 
Tutor initieert correcties Tutor corrigeert niet   
Tutor is veel aan het woord Tutor is weinig aan het woord 
Tutor komt uit zichzelf met ‘zwakke’ 
teksteigenschappen 

Tutor komt niet uit zichzelf met ‘zwakke’ 
teksteigenschappen 

IRE conversatiepatroon (Initiation, 
Response, Evaluation) 
("tentamenvragen") 

Tutor stelt open vragen  

Tutor oppert mogelijke (tekstgerichte!) 
oplossingen (en geeft ook aan op wat voor 
manier ze verschillen) 

Tutor laat student mogelijke oplossingen 
opperen (en de tutor kan vragen op wat 
voor manier ze verschillen)  

Tutor sluit af met te zeggen wat de student 
nu kan gaan doen 

Tutor sluit af met te vragen wat de student 
kan gaan doen 

Tutor initieert Student initieert  
Teacher/student-model Dialogische interactie  

 

 

                                                           
10 The texts that were used in the training to practice are not published for the sake of privacy. They are 
available by e-mail (jochem.aben@student.ru.nl). 

mailto:jochem.aben@student.ru.nl
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APPENDIX 3 

The form the tutors used to note their perceived level of directivity (this form was printed). 

 

 
 
 

Naam student 
(voor- en 
achternaam) 

Ini-
tialen 
Tu-
tor 

Leng-
te ge-
sprek 
in 
minu-
ten 

Datum 
afspraak 
(dd-mm-jj) 
 
En tijdstip 
begin 
afspraak  
(uu:mm) 

Gesprek 
bedoeld 
als 
directief 
(D) of 
non-
directief 
(N-D)? 

Wie heeft voornamelijk 
ideeën/oplossingen aangedragen? 
 

De student heeft alle ideeën 
aangedragen 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Jij hebt alle ideeën aangedragen 
(Juiste getal omcirkelen) 

Wie was er vooral aan 
het woord in het 
gesprek? 

 
Jij 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
De student 

(Juiste getal omcirkelen) 

In welke mate heb je 
verbetersuggesties 
gedaan? 
 

Heel weinig 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Heel veel 
(Juiste getal omcirkelen) 

Voorbeeld Xyz JA 45 08-02-17 14:45 D 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
     1   2   3   4   5   6   7 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
     1   2   3   4   5   6   7 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
     1   2   3   4   5   6   7 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
     1   2   3   4   5   6   7 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
     1   2   3   4   5   6   7 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
     1   2   3   4   5   6   7 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
     1   2   3   4   5   6   7 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
     1   2   3   4   5   6   7 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
     1   2   3   4   5   6   7 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
     1   2   3   4   5   6   7 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
     1   2   3   4   5   6   7 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
     1   2   3   4   5   6   7 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
     1   2   3   4   5   6   7 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
     1   2   3   4   5   6   7 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
     1   2   3   4   5   6   7 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
     1   2   3   4   5   6   7 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
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APPENDIX 4 

The assignment that students made to measure their skill to improve the text structure 

of a given text, which was not their own. 

 
Dear student, 

 

The next two pages contain an introduction to a scientific paper that was written by a student. 

Your assignment is to improve the structure of this introduction. You may do whatever you 

think is necessary to make the structure of the text as good as possible: rewrite sentences, 

rearrange some of the text, remove some of the text, add more text, etc.  

 

The main question in the introduction was: ‘Is the negative relation between self-esteem and 

being the victim of harassment mediated (in other words, ‘explained’) by the social support 

experienced?’ This study mentions a negative relation between self-esteem and victimization: 

if you have low self-esteem, you are quick to feel that you are harassed. The question is 

whether this relation can be explained by social support: the extent to which you feel accepted 

by those around you.     

 

Please do not save your changes in the original document because other students still have to 

do this same assignment. Be sure that your tutor has opened a copy of the text and that you 

are not working in the original document. If the tutor has opened a copy, please save this 

document in the file ‘Opdrachten Onderzoek’ (on your desktop) under the title ‘[your first 

name and surname] assignment’. Your name will only be used to link your assignment to the 

text that you discussed in your tutorial session. After the link has been made, all of the texts 

and assignments will be made anonymous.   

 

When you have finished improving the text, we would like to ask you to complete a 

questionnaire, which you can find via this link:  

https://radboudletteren.eu.qualtrics.com/xxxxxxxxxxxxxx 

 

It will take you about three minutes to complete the questionnaire. Following that, you can 

report to your tutor.  

 

You may start the assignment now. You will have half an hour to complete the assignment. 

Check the time now and be sure to stop making improvements to the text in half an hour. 

Then save the definitive version of your improved text in the file mentioned above.   

 

 

  

https://radboudletteren.eu.qualtrics.com/SE/?SID=SV_4V0CTdlgi2awoCh
https://radboudletteren.eu.qualtrics.com/SE/?SID=SV_4V0CTdlgi2awoCh
https://radboudletteren.eu.qualtrics.com/SE/?SID=SV_4V0CTdlgi2awoCh
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In the past few years, the subject of bullying has received a lot of attention at primary 

and secondary schools. The recent suicide of a fifteen-year-old student from Heerlen as a 

result of bullying increased the media’s attention to this subject  (‘15-year-old student,’ 2017). 

It is hoped that greater attention will help to reduce harassing behaviour and eventually 

eliminate it. This subject gives rise to a number of questions, such as what causes bullying? 

How can you prevent it? But, even more important, what can you do if someone is harassing 

people? This study tries to find an answer by giving a better idea of the relationship between 

the extent of someone’s self-esteem and the social support from the individual’s surroundings 

with regard to that harassment.  

 

The HBSC study done in 2013 showed that more than 10% of the children in group 8 of the 

primary school said that they had been bullied. This percentage is an average of 7% at 

secondary schools. These findings are nearly identical to the study done by HBSC in 2009. 

The figures show that the percentages of bullies are higher than the percentages of those being 

bullied. Both at primary and secondary schools, about 20% of the pupils say that they bully 

others. Thus this means that at least one out of five children in a class experience harassment.  

This bullying touches on an evolved and innate system of developing and maintaining social 

relationships. Bullying is a form of exclusion and being a victim of this is truly painful. 

Research has shown that exclusion activates pain areas in the brain and this is similar to 

physical pain (Eisenberger, Lieberman,& Williams, 2003; DeWall, & Bushman, 2011). The 

extent to which the pain is felt differs per individual and is determined by the OPRMI-I gene. 

After people have been excluded they are better in differentiating between a sincere and a 

false laugh. The theory behind this is that by nature people need to belong to a group and 

when this is not the case people experience actual pain and consequently direct their attention 

to new relations. This innate system is coupled to our self-esteem. The evaluation of ourselves 

works namely according to a sociometric system; if others like us, then we also like ourselves 

more. Self-esteem is thus not only an intrinsic value, but is also dependent on the social 

circles. People who feel good about themselves are more often happy and healthier. On the 

other hand people who are often regarded negatively and without this being compensated for, 

also think negatively about themselves. This repeats itself in new situations in which one acts 

according to the negative self-image that has arisen. Thinking and acting according to the 

image that has been created by biases is also called the selffulfilling prophecy. This is 

generally the case with minorities. That was pointed out in the study by Brown and Lohr 

(1987), which showed that, on average, adolescents who feel that they belong to a group 

report a higher self-esteem than people who do not belong to a group, such as victims of 

bullying.  
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Thus these findings show that there is a negative relationship between self-esteem and 

being the victim of bullying. In this study we are going to look at which mechanisms cause 

self-esteem and victimization to go together. In addition to self-esteem, however, there is the 

social support with being the victim of bullying. The longitudinal study by Fanti, Demetriou 

and Hawa (2012) examined the risk factors and protective factors of bullying. It appeared that 

social support is a protective factor. The findings showed that when someone experiences 

social support the chance is smaller that this person will be bullied. Social support, that is, the 

extent to which someone feels that he or she is accepted by those around them, thus has a 

negative influence on the chance of becoming a victim of bullying. Both social support and 

self-esteem are thus related to the chance of being a victim of bullying. However, this social 

support also plays an important role in the development of self-esteem (Rosenberg, 1981). 

Close supportive relationships with peers and more importantly with parents are related to the 

self-esteem of an adolescent (Goodwin, Costa, & Adonu, 2004; Laible, Carlo, & Roesch, 

2004).  

On the basis of the literature it is expected that self-esteem is positively related to 

the social support experienced (Goodwin, Costa, & Adonu, (2004).  

Another expectation is that there is a negative relationship between self-esteem and being 

the victim of bullying (Brown, & Lohr 1987).  

However, a negative relationship is expected between the social support experienced and 

being the victim of bullying (Mishna et. al 2016). If self-esteem, the experienced social 

support and being a victim of bullying show mutual relationships mediation will be 

investigated.  

Thus this study will examine whether the relationship between self-esteem and being 

the victim of bullying is mediated by the social support experienced. Thus the main question 

that will be answered in this study is: is the negative relationship between self-esteem and 

being the victim of bullying mediated by the social support experienced?  

 

 

Please remember to complete the questionnaire once you have finished making your 

improvements to the text!  

Once again, the link to the questionnaire:  

https://radboudletteren.eu.qualtrics.com/xxxxxxxxxxxxxx 

 

https://radboudletteren.eu.qualtrics.com/SE/?SID=SV_4V0CTdlgi2awoCh
https://radboudletteren.eu.qualtrics.com/SE/?SID=SV_4V0CTdlgi2awoCh
https://radboudletteren.eu.qualtrics.com/SE/?SID=SV_4V0CTdlgi2awoCh
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APPENDIX 5 

The questionnaire the participants filled out after they finished the assignment. 

 
Dear student, 
 
This questionnaire contains a number of questions about the effectiveness of the tutorial 
sessions. It should take you no more than three minutes to complete the questionnaire.  
 
What is your current degree programme? 
 
Which year of the degree programme are you enrolled in?  
 
What is your sex? 
 
On what date (day-month-year) did you have your tutorial session, and at what time did 
this session start? 
 
What is your first name and your surname? (Please note: This information will be used 
only to link your answers to your assignment and your written text. After the link has 
been made, the information will be made anonymous).  
 
The tutorial session in the writing centre was... 
Not at all useful  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very useful 
 
The discussion with the tutor was... 
Very unpleasant 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very pleasant 
 
The tutorial session helped me do the assignment in which I had to improve the textual 
structure of an introduction. 
Completely disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Completely agree 
 
After my tutorial session, my motivation to start working on the assignment was... 
Much less than 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Much more than 
before the session        before the session 
 
The tutorial session will help me to improve the structure of my own text that was 
discussed. 
Completely disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Completely agree 
 
The tutorial session gave me new insights into how I write. 
Completely disagree     1  2 3 4 5 6 7 Completely agree 
 
As a result of the tutorial session, my writing has... 
Not improved at all       1  2 3 4 5 6 7 Become much 
better 
 
The tutorial session will help me to structure other texts that I will write.  
Completely disagree    1  2 3 4 5 6 7 Completely agree 
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My advice to someone about having a tutorial session at the writing centre is 
Definitely not                 1  2 3 4 5 6 7 Definitely yes 
 
In conclusion, we have a number of questions about how the tutor handled the session.  
 
What was the first name of your tutor?  
 
 
Who suggested most of the ideas/solutions?  
You made all               1  2 3 4 5 6 7 The tutor made of 
the suggestions         all of the 
suggestions 
 
Who did most of the talking? 
The tutor                     1  2 3 4 5 6 7 You 
 
To what extent did the tutor offer suggestions for improvements? 
Very little                    1  2 3 4 5 6 7 Very much 
 
This is the end of the questionnaire. Please report to your tutor now.   
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APPENDIX 6 

r- and p-values for the Pearson r correlation and the inter-rater reliability. 

 

Criterion Version A Version B Assignment 
 r-value Sig. r-value Sig. r-value Sig. 
Order  
 

.050 .768 .095 .599 .192 .243 

Relevance 
 

-.084 .617 -.037 .840 .194 .236 

Linking words .162 .337 .168 .349 .202 .217 

Topic 
sentences 

.348* .032 .159 .376 .366* .022 

Paragraph 
division 

.334* .041 .076 .674 .551** .000 

Paragraph 
links 

.227 .171 .058 .749 .459** .003 

Paragraph 
length 

.650** .000 .428* .013 .501** .001 

Lay-out 
 

.234 .157 .129 .475 .681** .000 

Subheadings 
 

.505** .001 .567** .001 .252 .121 

Title 
 

.635** .000 .426* .014 .575** .000 

Overall .287 .081 .186 .299 .478** .002 
* indicates significance at the .05 level 
** indicates significance at the .001 level  
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APPENDIX 7 

Absolute numbers agreement and no agreement between two coders, divided per text 

and criterion (percentages between brackets). 

 

Criterion Version A Version B Assignment 
 Agree-

ment (%) 
Disagree- 
ment (%) 

Agree-
ment (%) 

Disagree-
ment (%) 

Agree-
ment (%) 

Disagree-
ment (%) 

Order  
 

21 (53.8) 18 (46.2) 21 (60.0) 14 (40.0) 29 (74.4) 10 (25.6) 

Relevance 
 

23 (59.0) 16 (41.0) 23 (65.7) 12 (34.3) 27 (69.2) 12 (30.8) 

Linking 
words 

29 (71.8) 10 (28.2) 25 (71.4) 10 (28.6) 27 (69.2) 12 (30.8) 

Topic 
sentences 

28 (71.8) 11 (28.2) 21 (60.0) 14 (40.0) 31 (79.5) 8 (20.5) 

Paragraph 
division 

30 (76.9) 9 (23.1) 22 (62.9) 13 (37.1) 33 (84.6) 6 (15.4) 

Paragraph 
links 

27 (69.2) 12 (30.8) 25 (71.4) 10 (28.6) 33 (84.6) 6 (15.4) 

Paragraph 
length 

31 (79.5) 8 (20.5) 28 (80.0) 7 (20.0) 33 (84.6) 6 (15.4) 

Lay-out 
 

34 (87.2) 5 (12.8) 28 (80.0) 7 (20.0) 34 (87.2) 5 (12.8) 

Subheadings 
 

22 (56.4) 17 (43.6) 24 (68.6) 11 (31.4) 34 (87.2) 5 (12.8) 

Title 
 

29 (74.4) 10 (25.6) 21 (60.0) 14 (40.0) 37 (94.9) 2 (5.1) 

Overall 
 

25 (56.8) 14 (35.9) 25 (71.4) 10 (28.6) 36 (92.3) 3 (7.7) 

Total 299 130 263 122 354 75 
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APPENDIX 8 

F-values, df’s , p-values and effect sizes d for the main effect of Time on the eleven 

criteria of text structure quality. 

 

Criterion F-value df1 df2 Sig. Effect size 
(ηp2) 

Order  1.831 1 33 .185 .053 
Relevance 2.593 1 33 .117 .073 
Linking 
words 

.187 1 33 .668 .006 

Topic 
sentences 

3.303 1 33 .078 .091 

Paragraph 
division 

3.594 1 33 .067 .098 

Paragraph 
links 

3.027 1 33 .091 .084 

Paragraph 
length 

2.153 1 33 .152 .061 

Lay-out .566 1 33 .457 .017 
Subheadings 1.959 1 33 .171 .056 
Title .102 1 33 .751 .003 
Overall 2.879 1 33 .099 .080 
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APPENDIX 9 

F-values, df’s , p-values and effect sizes d for the main effect of Condition on the eleven 

criteria of text structure quality. 

 

Criterion  F-value df1 df2 Sig. Effect size 
(ηp2) 

Order  4.887 1 33 .034 .129 
Relevance 1.277 1 33 .267 .037 
Linking 
words 

3.701 1 33 .063 .101 

Topic 
sentences 

.190 1 33 .666 .006 

Paragraph 
division 

.044 1 33 .835 .001 

Paragraph 
links 

.070 1 33 .793 .002 

Paragraph 
length 

.787 1 33 .381 .023 

Lay-out .612 1 33 .440 .018 
Subheadings 1.364 1 33 .251 .040 
Title 1.083 1 33 .306 .032 
Overall 2.749 1 33 .107 .077 
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APPENDIX 10 

F-values, df’s , p-values and effect sizes d for the Time x Condition interaction on the 

eleven criteria of text structure quality. 

 

Criterion  F-value df1 df2 Sig. Effect size 
(ηp2) 

Order  .804 1 33 .376 .024 
Relevance .356 1 33 .555 .011 
Linking 
words 

.059 1 33 .794 .002 

Topic 
sentences 

.033 1 33 .856 .001 

Paragraph 
division 

.006 1 33 .937 .000 

Paragraph 
links 

.711 1 33 .405 .021 

Paragraph 
length 

1.106 1 33 .301 .032 

Lay-out .197 1 33 .660 .006 
Subheadings .186 1 33 .669 .006 
Title .167 1 33 .686 .005 
Overall .493 1 33 .488 .015 
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APPENDIX 11 

Means for the two types of feedback per criterion of text structure for the before and 

after version (standard deviations between brackets). 

 

Criterion Non-directive feedback Directive feedback 
 Before After Before After 
Order  
 

108.09  (15.42) 109.41  (15.68) 96.94  (13.65) 103.47  (12.28) 

Relevance 
 

102.79  (12.56) 108.26  (13.71) 100.29  (13.53) 102.78  (10.98) 

Linking 
words 

103.97  (10.65) 104.41  (14.27) 97.50  (8.61) 99.30  (12.80) 

Topic 
sentences 

96.47 (20.48) 104.12 (20.50) 94.86 (18.54) 101.11 (17.68) 

Paragraph 
division 

100.58 (13.04) 106.18 (12.03) 100.00 (16.52) 105.14 (14.56) 

Paragraph 
links 

99.27 (16.08) 102.21 (15.53) 95.42 (17.45) 103.89 (12.67) 

Paragraph 
length 

82.35 (13.24) 91.62 (18.83) 90.28 (20.86) 91.81 (15.31) 

Lay-out 
 

117.94 (13.64) 121.18 (13.26) 116.52 (13.67) 117.36 (9.98) 

Subheadings 
 

89.85 (34.17) 86.62 (34.48) 80.14 (26.52) 74.03 (23.49) 

Title 
 

76.91 (27.16) 77.35 (29.74) 86.94 (25.21) 83.33 (26.11) 

Overall 
 

100.44 (15.54) 107.94 (14.69) 96.67 (15.64) 99.78 (9.81) 
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APPENDIX 12 

Mean scores per criterion of the assignment’s text structure quality, divided per type of 

feedback (non-directive versus directive) (standard deviations between brackets). 

 

Criterion Before feedback11 After non-
directive 
feedback 

After directive 
feedback 

Order  
 

100.00 n.a. 101.91 (12.92) 96.84 (11.27) 

Relevance 
 

107.50 n.a. 96.79 (9.52) 98.55 (14.03) 

Linking words 75.00 n.a. 93.10 (11.96) 96.05 (13.95) 

Topic sentences 70.00 n.a. 89.52 (15.38) 85.79 (13.41) 

Paragraph 
division 

67.50 n.a. 89.17 (11.95) 86.97 (10.85) 

Paragraph links 72.50 n.a. 96.55 (13.05) 91.18 (12.29) 

Paragraph length 55.00 n.a. 92.38 (13.86) 86.84 (13.97) 

Lay-out 
 

50.00 n.a. 90.36 (21.68) 92.24 (22.70) 

Subheadings 
 

50.00 n.a. 59.88 (18.88) 58.55 (11.34) 

Title 
 

50.00 n.a. 52.50 (11.46) 50.00 (00.00) 

Overall 
 

70.00 n.a. 94.17 (12.85) 90.30 (12.80) 

 
  

                                                           
11 These scores are the mean scores of two coders, who coded the blank assignment independently of each 
other, without knowing that they were coding the blank version (i.e., they thought they scored the result 
of an assignment made by a participant). Because there were only two coders, no standard deviations are 
given.    
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APPENDIX 13 

t-values, df’s , p-values and effect sizes d per criterion of the assignment’s text structure 

quality for the differences between non-directive and directive feedback. 

 

Criterion t-value df p-value  Effect size d12 
Order  
 

1.315 38 .197 .42 

Relevance 
 

-.461 38 .648 .15 

Linking words -.722 38 .475 .23 
Topic 
sentences 

.814 38 .421 .26 

Paragraph 
division 

.605 38 .549 .19 

Paragraph 
links 

1.334 38 .190 .42 

Paragraph 
length 

1.257 38 .216 .40 

Lay-out 
 

-.268 38 .790 .08 

Subheadings 
 

.266 38 .792 .09 

Title 
 

.950 38 .348 n.a.13 

Overall 
 

.961 38 .343 .30 

 
  

                                                           
12 The effect size Cohen’s d was calculated as follows:  
Cohen's d = (M2 - M1) ⁄ SDpooled    where    SDpooled = √((SD1

2 + SD2
2) ⁄ 2) 

13 The effect size could not be calculated for this criterion, since its standard deviation was 0.00 in one of 
the conditions. 
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APPENDIX 14 

t-values, df’s , p-values and effect sizes d per criterion for the differences between type of 

feedback for the three questions about the perceived effects of the feedback on 

structuring skills and for the fillers. 

 

Perceived effectiveness of feedback on… t-value df p-value  Effect size 
d 

… skill to improve the structure of an own, 
discussed text 

-.836 38 .408 0.27 

… skill to structure the text in the 
assignment 
 

1.859 38 .071 0.58 

… skill to structure texts in the future  -.638 38 .527 0.20 

     
Filler questions     
The tutorial session in the writing centre 
was... [Not at all useful – Very useful]. 

-1.54 38 .131 0.48 

The discussion with the tutor was... [Very 
unpleasant – Very pleasant]. 

.599 38 .552 0.20 

After my tutorial session, my motivation to 
start working on the assignment was... 
[Much less than before the session – Much 
more than before the session]. 
 

.399 38 .692 0.12 

The tutorial session gave me new insights 
into how I write. 
[Completely disagree – Completely agree]. 

1.609 38 .116 0.51 

As a result of the tutorial session, my 
writing has... [Not improved at all – Become 
much better]. 
 

.356 38 .724 0.12 

My advice to someone about having a 
tutorial session at the writing centre is 
[Definitely not – Definitely yes]. 

-.287 38 .775 0.09 
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APPENDIX 15 

Mean scores for the three questions about the perceived effects of the feedback on 

structuring skills and for the fillers (standard deviations between brackets). 

 

Perceived effectiveness of feedback on… After non-directive 
feedback 

After directive 
feedback  

… skill to improve the structure of an own, 
discussed text 

5.95 (1.12) 6.21 (0.79) 

… skill to structure the text in the 
assignment 

5.76 (1.04) 4.95 (1.68) 

… skill to structure texts in the future  5.57 (1.03) 5.79 (1.13) 

     

Filler questions     

The tutorial session in the writing centre 
was... [Not at all useful – Very useful]. 

5.62 (0.97) 6.05 (0.78) 

The discussion with the tutor was... [Very 
unpleasant – Very pleasant]. 

6.38 (0.45) 6.26 (0.73) 

After my tutorial session, my motivation to 
start working on the assignment was... 
[Much less than before the session – Much 
more than before the session]. 

5.33 (1.02) 5.21 (0.92) 

The tutorial session gave me new insights 
into how I write. 
[Completely disagree – Completely agree]. 

6.19 (0.60) 5.84 (0.77) 

As a result of the tutorial session, my 
writing has... [Not improved at all – 
Become much better]. 

4.86 (0.66) 4.79 (0.54) 

My advice to someone about having a 
tutorial session at the writing centre is 
[Definitely not – Definitely yes]. 
 

6.33 (1.16) 6.42 (0.69) 

 


