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Abstract The present study examines tutor—tutee interactions between an L2
English-speaking tutor and an L2 English-speaking tutee over a series of
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and utilized Mackiewicz and Thompson’s (2018) coding scheme to
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tutorials and the revisions made by the tutee to his writing drafts
throughout the semester. The writing tasks included two primary writing
assignments, i.e., a comparison essay and a cause-and-effect essay,
supplemented by four short writing exercises. Guided by Yu’s (2020)
analytical approach, the findings indicate that the tutor relied on
instruction and cognitive scaffolding strategies rather than motivational
scaffolding strategies during the video-mediated online tutoring sessions.
Moreover, the tutor initially emphasized text-level issues, but his focus
shifted to sentence-level concerns as the tutorials progressed. Similarly,
the tutee incorporated more sentence-level revision suggestions than text-
level suggestions into his subsequent drafts. The tutee’s decisions about
text revisions were influenced by the complexity of the suggestions, as
well as institutional and intrapersonal factors. Over time, the tutee
demonstrated changes in the quality of his English writing. These findings
offer insights into the dynamics of tutor—tutee interactions during video-
mediated SCMC tutorials and the tutee’s text revisions across drafts in an
EFL context.
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1. Introduction

Previous studies have explored writing tutorials between L1 English-speaking tutors
and L1/L2 English-speaking tutees on language learning and writing development during face-
to-face communication in English-as-a-second-language (ESL) contexts (e.g., Eckstein, 2016;
Williams, 2004; Yu, 2020). While their specific purposes and logistical arrangements differ
substantially from one context to another, tutorials are generally distinct from traditional
classroom education in terms of asymmetries, the number of participants, and the manner in
which participants manage knowledge. Tutor feedback is crucial for developing writing skills,
but its effectiveness varies (Northcott et al., 2016; Severino & Cogie, 2016).

Personalized, specific, and timely feedback can enhance writing quality and promote
interaction (Yu, 2020). Tutees are more likely to implement revisions when they actively
interact with their tutors and receive specific feedback (Goldstein & Conrad, 1990; Williams,
2004). Although there is increasing research on L2 English-speaking tutors and L2 English-
speaking tutees during face-to-face encounters in English-as-a-foreign-language (EFL) writing
tutorials (e.g., Chang, 2013; Okuda, 2019; Yang & Sun, 2012), there is still a marked lack of
studies that examine tutor—tutee interactions between L2 English-speaking tutors and L2
English-speaking tutees and the tutees’ subsequent revisions during synchronous computer-
mediated communication (SCMC) tutorials in EFL settings. Such research is essential for
several reasons: (1) SCMC modalities are increasingly integral to language teaching
environments in today’s technology-focused world; (2) L2 online writing tutorials are
becoming more common; and (3) different computer-mediated modes can uniquely influence
interactions, offering diverse opportunities for L2 learning (Hsu, 2022; Storch, 2011).
Analyzing L2 writing tutorials through video-mediated SCMC provides essential insights for
L2 educators to refine online writing tutorial designs and further enhance L2 learners’ writing
proficiency. Therefore, the purpose of this case study is to provide an in-depth examination of
tutor—tutee interactions and revisions in a video-mediated L2 writing tutorial. This detailed
level of analysis allows L2 practitioners to assess the applicability of the findings to similar
online tutoring and EFL instructional contexts.

Drawing on a case study approach and Mackiewicz and Thompson’s (2018) coding
scheme, this study analyzes interactions during video-mediated online tutoring sessions and
across multiple drafts to explore the relationship among tutor—tutee interactions, revisions, and
changes in writing drafts in an EFL context. Adapting Yu’s (2020) analytical approach, the
current study is guided by the following three main research questions:

1) In what ways did the tutor modify his tutoring approach when tutoring a single
tutee in a video-mediated online format, especially in the context of different
writing tasks?

2) In what ways did the tutee incorporate the tutor’s advice from the video-
mediated online tutoring sessions into his subsequent drafts?

3) What changes did the tutee demonstrate in the quality of his writing
throughout the video-mediated online tutorials?

In the subsequent section, key research areas associated with this study are elaborated
upon. A detailed overview of the data collection and analytical methods is presented next. We
then present the findings, followed by the discussion and conclusion.
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2. Literature Review

2.1 Discussion on Approaches to Writing Tutoring:

ESL and EFL Contexts

The strategies employed by L1 English-speaking tutors for assisting L2 English-
speaking writers historically draw largely from North American writing center philosophy.
This philosophy prioritized text-level aspects (e.g., organization and content) over sentence-
level issues (e.g., grammar and vocabulary). It also encourages a cooperative, non-directive
tutoring style (Gillespie & Lerner, 2000; Moussu, 2013; Severino, 2009; Severino & Cogie;
2016). Although initially formulated for L1 English-speaking writers, these guidelines have
been applied to the unique needs of L2 writers (Blau & Hall, 2002; Harris & Silva, 1993;
Myers, 2003; Powers, 1993; Thonus, 1993, 2004). Harris and Silva (1993) stated that tutors
working with either L1 or L2 English-speaking writers should focus on rhetorical issues before
sentence-level linguistic matters. Consistent with ESL writing center philosophy, Okuda
(2019) found that L2 English-speaking tutors in an EFL writing center focused more on global
(text-level) aspects than sentence-level issues. However, other studies indicated that L2
English-speaking tutors in face-to-face EFL contexts often address tutees’ local (sentence-
level) concerns (e.g., grammar and vocabulary) more frequently (Chen, 2010; Jones et al.,
2006). A third perspective suggests that distinguishing between rhetorical and linguistic issues
in ESL/EFL writing might not always be feasible since they can be interconnected.
Specifically, basic language issues can affect rhetorical efficacy (Blau & Hall, 2002; Myers,
2003).

Different student populations have varying expectations and preferences about writing
tutorials. Compared to both L1 English-speaking students and Generation 1.5 English-speaking
students, L2 English-speaking students anticipated more language support in ESL writing
centers (Eckstein, 2016). In EFL contexts, tutees seem to perceive writing tutors as English-
language experts and prefer sentence-level revision suggestions. However, for content and
organization, tutees rely more on their peers or instructors/advisers than their tutors for content-
specific advice (e.g., Chen, 2010; Yang & Sun, 2012). Unlike ESL writing tutorials, which
usually take place in English, EFL writing tutorials often use tutees’ first language when tutors
share the local L1. This approach is supported by several scholars who highlight the benefits
of peer-to-peer English writing tutorials that integrate learners’ mother tongues (e.g., Chang,
2013; Nakatake, 2014; Yang & Sun, 2012). L1-medium writing tutorials can increase active
participation and meaning negotiation, and therefore they support tutees’ subsequent revision
processes. This assists immediate writing tasks and fosters autonomous writer development
(Okuda, 2019).

Previous studies on tutor—tutee interactions and teacher—student writing conferences
have employed Vygotskyian sociocultural theory to explore the dynamics of social interactions
(e.g., Aljaafreh & Lantolf, 1994; Bleakney & Pittock, 2019; Mackiewicz & Thompson, 2018;
Yeh, 2016; Yu, 2020; Zhang & Zhao, 2024). Vygotsky’s concept of the zone of proximal
development (ZPD) emphasizes the role of social interaction in cognitive development. When
L2 learners receive mediation from more competent peers, they achieve higher levels of
development than would be possible by their own efforts alone (Lantolf & Thorne, 2006). In
the context of L2 writing tutorials, the ZPD framework suggests that collaboration and a shared
commitment to intellectual inquiry can enhance a tutee’s writing skills by supporting their
cognition, motivation, emotions, and identity (Mackiewicz & Thompson, 2018). Drawing on
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Vygotsky’s concept of ZPD, Mackiewicz and Thompson (2018) developed a well-established
coding scheme to analyze U.S. writing center tutors’ tutoring strategies. They indicated that
instruction constituted 44% of the strategies used, followed by cognitive scaffolding (34%) and
motivational scaffolding (22%). Zhang and Zhao (2024) showed a comparable pattern in
Chinese EFL writing centers: instruction had the highest coverage of tutor talk (44.9%),
followed by cognitive scaffolding (30.2%), tutorial management (6.9%), and motivational
scaffolding (6.1%). Zhang and Zhao’s percentages represented coverage-based measures
calculated against the total tutorial volubility (i.e., tutor and student talk combined) rather than
mutually exclusive categories; they did not sum to 100% because some utterances served
multiple functions.

2.2 Asynchronous and Synchronous Computer-Mediated Communication

Feedback on Text Revision

Computer-mediated communication feedback on ESL/EFL writing can be
characterized as the information given in response to writing via digital means that illuminates
for students their current learning status or performance (Lv et al., 2021). Asynchronous
computer-mediated-communication (ACMC) feedback approaches may involve tracking
changes in Microsoft Word documents or providing feedback using a course-management
system (e.g., Canvas or Moodle). Synchronous computer-mediated-communication (SCMC)
feedback methods involve instant text messaging, video-mediated online meetings, and even
screensharing (Hyland & Hyland, 2019). Several studies have examined feedback on students’
learning and text revision provided by teachers and tutors via computer-mediated
communication. However, ACMC feedback has received more empirical scrutiny than SCMC
feedback (e.g., Kourbani, 2018; Severino & Prim, 2015; Weirick et al., 2017). For example,
Kourbani (2018) investigated the influence of tutors’ ACMC feedback on tutees’ text revisions
in an EFL context. The findings indicated that the tutors’ ACMC feedback was beneficial for
text revisions, particularly regarding sentence-level issues. SCMC feedback has gained more
attention since becoming a common practice in language learning. Compared to face-to-face
tutoring sessions, SCMC feedback is beneficial for L2 learners due to its flexibility and
accessibility (e.g., Muranova et al., 2023). Although SCMC feedback takes various forms such
as the text-mediated chat format, and audio-mediated and video-mediated communication,
previous research has primarily examined text-mediated SCMC feedback on student writers’
text revisions (Ene & Upton, 2018; Muranova et al., 2023). Ene and Upton (2018) investigated
the impact of text-mediated SCMC feedback and asynchronous online feedback provided by
teachers on ESL learners’ text revisions. The findings indicated that the two electronic
modalities contributed to high levels of incorporation of instructor feedback in student writers’
texts. In addition, the authors found that the use of text-based SCMC chats and the use of
asynchronous Word comments could mutually supplement and strengthen each other, and that
together, these two digital methods allowed an emphasis on text-level issues. More recently,
Muranova et al. (2023) explored a single text-mediated SCMC writing tutoring session, which
examined the different types and occurrences of tutoring strategies used by a writing tutor and
the tutee’s rate of incorporating the tutor’s suggestions into their text revisions in an ESL
setting. The results showed that the tutee integrated a limited number of the tutor’s suggestions
into the text. This partial revision was prompted by factors such as the overuse of indirect
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suggestion strategies and the simultaneous addressing of multiple errors. In contrast, the
employment of explicit suggestion strategies facilitated greater integration of the suggestions.

While these studies shed light on how ACMC and SCMC feedback affects ESL/EFL
learners’ text revisions, there is still a lack of understanding regarding how video-mediated
SCMC feedback influences EFL student writers’ subsequent drafts. Video-mediated SCMC
sessions that incorporate multimodal features enhance interaction and enable participants to
engage with each other simultaneously through various means such as audio, video, or text, or
other distinct features (e.g., screensharing options). Recent advances in information technology
and internet bandwidth have led to increased interest in video-mediated SCMC sessions among
both L2 researchers and educators. Their utilization in L2 teaching and learning is increasing,
and the research community’s interest in exploring their use for L2 acquisition is growing (Yen
etal., 2015). However, fewer empirical studies have addressed video-mediated SCMC tutorials
in EFL contexts. In this study, we explore how a tutor varied his tutoring approach when
tutoring a single tutee online, how the tutee incorporated the tutor’s advice during video-
mediated SCMC tutorials into his subsequent drafts, and the changes the tutee demonstrated in
the quality of his writing.

3. Methodology

3.1 Context of the Study

The research was conducted during the fall 2022 semester and involved video-mediated
online tutorials offered in conjunction with an intermediate English writing course for non-
English majors provided by a large university in northern Taiwan. The course was taught by
the first author and one teaching assistant. The course aimed to equip students with essential
writing skills for effective participation in English writing activities. The writing tasks included
two major writing assignments (i.e., a comparison essay and a cause-and-effect essay) and four
short writing assignments. For the major writing assignments, students were required to write
five-paragraph essays, including an introduction, three body paragraphs, and a conclusion.
They received guidance on drafting the outlines of their essays during class sessions and were
subsequently tasked with completing their first drafts. These assignments allowed students a
degree of choice in their topics, with options including international travel, immigration, and
the impact of technology on society. For each short writing assignment, students were given
30 minutes to work on an assigned writing topic and were encouraged to write as much as
possible during class. They were subsequently required to revise their first draft into a second
draft as a homework assignment. For the second draft, students needed to submit a structured
essay, including at least an introduction, a body paragraph, and a conclusion, in which they
could apply the rhetorical aspects they learned in class. The present study followed our
institutional practices for minimal-risk educational research. Specifically, the tutee’s
participation in the study was voluntary, and informed consent was obtained prior to data
collection. The tutor received compensation for providing tutorial support. All data were
anonymized. The tutorials were offered as course-based instructional support and posed no
more than minimal educational risk.
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3.2 Participants

The tutor in this study, Chen-Lun Wang (pseudonym), was a third-year Taiwanese
undergraduate student in the university’s Department of Applied Foreign Languages. He had
previous experience working as a part-time tutor in a language center at the university. As a
part-time tutor, he had provided English consulting, Q&A sessions, speaking practice sessions,
and writing classes. His English proficiency corresponded to the Common European
Framework of Reference (CEFR) C1 level. Because his prior tutoring experience involved
explicit explanation and direct guidance, he tended to adopt a more directive stance during the
tutorials. The tutor participated in a 90-minute online training session held by one of the
researchers (who is also the second author) to develop mediational strategies he could use in
the online tutorials and to familiarize himself with the aims of the writing course. The training
session included an introduction of Mackiewicz and Thompson’s (2018) tutoring strategies, a
discussion of five-paragraph essays (emphasizing the required components of each paragraph
such as a thesis statement and topic sentences and the way to start and end an essay) and a
practice activity. In addition, the tutor was compensated 300 NT dollars (approximately 10
USA dollars) per hour for his tutoring services. The tutee, De-Wei Lee (pseudonym), was a
Taiwanese undergraduate student who was recruited from the intermediate English writing
course. His English proficiency corresponded to a lower intermediate level (based on a course
diagnosis assessment). He had limited academic writing skills and few opportunities for
academic writing outside the classroom. Prior to beginning tutoring, De-Wei Lee had only
taken general English classes taught by Chinese-speaking teachers. He also had limited
experience with one-to-one writing tutorials and rarely received individualized feedback on
English writing. He had not taken any courses specifically focused on academic writing, and
thereby he volunteered to participate in the online tutorials to receive additional support.

3.3 Data Collection and Analysis

The study involved six video-mediated online tutoring sessions conducted over Skype,
during which approximately seven hours of tutoring recordings were collected. The focus of
the online tutorials was the academic writing needs of the tutee. The tutee posted his second
drafts of the four short writing tasks and his first drafts of the two major writing tasks on Google
Docs, and the tutor thoroughly reviewed the drafts before conducting video-mediated SCMC
tutoring sessions. During the video-mediated online tutorials, the tutor usually shared his screen
via Skype’s screensharing function and discussed the revision suggestions he had made in
Google Docs with the tutee. Afterwards, the tutee revised his drafts based on the tutor’s advice.
All the drafts discussed in the sessions, along with the subsequent drafts submitted for the
writing course, were collected. Table 1 summarizes the essays discussed during the video-
mediated SCMC tutoring sessions and the subsequent revisions. Semi-structured individual
interviews were conducted with the tutor and tutee after the six video-mediated SCMC tutoring
sessions. The teaching strategies and the perceived effectiveness of video-mediated online
tutorials were discussed with the tutor. The tutee was interviewed about his reasons for
accepting or rejecting the tutor’s advice and overall perception of the tutorials.
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Drafts Discussed During Tutoring Sessions and Drafts Collected Afterward

Video-mediated
online tutoring

Draft discussed
during tutorials

Draft collected
Afterward

T1
T2

T3

T4
TS5

T6

Draft 1 of comparison essay
Draft 2 of short writing
assignment 1

Draft 2 of short writing
assignment 2

Draft 1 of cause-and-effect essay
Draft 2 of short writing
assignment 3

Draft 2 of short writing
assignment 4

Draft 2 of comparison essay
Draft 3 of short writing
assignment 1

Draft 3 of short writing
assignment 2

Draft 2 of cause-and-effect essay
Draft 3 of short writing
assignment 3

Draft 3 of short writing
assignment 4

Note: T1 refers to the first o

nline tutoring session.

Following Yu (2020), we identified problematicity episodes as the unit of analysis and
coded them based on text-level, sentence-level, and convention issues, with a focus on the
tutor’s use of mediational strategies for Research Question 1. The coding scheme for analyzing
the tutor’s strategies was adapted from Mackiewicz and Thompson (2018). As shown in Table
2, three categories comprising 15 tutoring strategies were examined. The telling and suggesting
strategies were combined due to the direct nature of the tutor’s advice in the video-mediated

online tutorials.

Table 2
Coding Scheme for Tutoring Strategies
Category Strategy
Instruction Telling and suggesting
Explaining and exemplifying
Cognitive Scaffolding Pumping
Reading aloud

Responding as a reader or a listener
Referring to a previous topic

Forcing a choice
Prompting
Hinting
Demonstrating

Motivational Scaffolding

Showing concern
Praising

Reinforcing the tutee’s ownership and control
Being optimistic or using humor
Giving sympathy or empathy

For Research Questions 2 and 3, we followed Yu (2020) in examining the tutee’s
incorporation of the tutor’s advice into subsequent drafts and analyzing changes in the tutee’s
writing quality across drafts, respectively. To establish the reliability and quality of the data

E-ISSN: 2287-0024



72 | PASAA Vol. 74 July — December 2026

analysis procedures, a second rater (the third author), experienced in qualitative research and
English writing instruction, was engaged. The categorization of problematicity episodes
achieved a Cohen’s kappa value of 0.920. The coding of the tutor’s strategies was also reviewed
by the second rater as part of the analytic process. The coding of the tutee’s incorporation rate
yielded a kappa value of 0.938, and the coding of changes in writing quality achieved 0.901.
Any discrepancies across all coding categories were resolved through discussion.

To enhance the rigor of the analysis, we adopted several strategies. First, the study drew
on naturally occurring, video-recorded tutoring interactions, which allowed close examination
of participants’ moment-by-moment actions. Second, all analytic claims were grounded in the
recorded interactions and supported by multiple interactional episodes rather than isolated
instances. Third, we applied a coding scheme adapted from prior research (Mackiewicz &
Thompson, 2018) consistently across the dataset through iterative review. Taken together,
these analytic procedures and the transparent presentation of the data contribute to the
credibility and dependability of the findings within this case study.

4. Findings

4.1 Research Question 1: Tutor’s Tutoring Strategies

4.1.1 Issues Identified in Video-Mediated Online Tutoring Sessions

The distribution of problematicity episodes during each tutoring session is presented in
Table 3. The findings reveal that tutor-initiated episodes accounted for over 78.65% of the total
episodes. The tutor focused primarily on text-level issues in the tutee’s initial draft of the
comparison essay during the first session (T1) before shifting towards sentence-level issues in
subsequent sessions (T2—T6). This prioritization of global concerns, such as organization and
content, over sentence-level issues could be due to the tutor’s tutoring training, in which the
learning goals of the intermediate English writing course were emphasized. English writing
conventions received the least attention, with only one episode occurring in session T2. The
frequency of tutor-initiated text-level issues decreased over the sessions, from 11 episodes in
T1 to fewer than five episodes in the remaining sessions. This decline can be attributed to the
tutee’s growing familiarity with rhetorical requirements as the video-mediated online tutorials
progressed. On the other hand, tutor-initiated problematicity episodes addressing sentence-
level issues showed an increase over time. There were two episodes in the first two sessions
(T1-T2) but 41 episodes in the subsequent four sessions (T3-T6). This shift in focus from
macro-level to micro-level issues was influenced by the tutee’s progress on the text-level issues
and the tutor’s realization that linguistic errors could affect the content and logic of the text.
The tutor provided guidance on grammar, word choice, and the avoidance of repetitive
language. In his interview, the tutor mentioned that the tutee’s writing drafts occasionally
lacked clarity, which made it difficult to grasp the intended message.
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Table 3
Distribution of Problematicity Episodes Across Tutoring Sessions
T1 T2 T3 T4 TS5 T6
Comp SW 1 SW 2 C&E SW 3 SW4  Total
Text-level 13 6 4 5 3 5 36
Tutor initiated 11 5 4 1 1 4 26
Tutee initiated 2 1 0 4 2 1 10
Sentence-level 0 2 11 14 14 11 52
Tutor initiated 0 2 10 12 12 7 43
Tutee initiated 0 0 1 2 2 4 9
Convention level 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
Tutor initiated 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
Tutee initiated 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Note: Comp denotes the comparison essay. SW1 stands for the first short writing assignment, and C&E indicates
the cause-and-effect essay.

4.1.2 Tutoring Strategies Employed During Tutorials
Table 4 demonstrates the distribution of tutoring strategies employed during online
tutoring sessions. Instruction was the most frequently used form of assistance, accounting for
52.80% (179) instances. Cognitive scaffolding was employed in 33.04% (112) instances, while
motivational scaffolding was used in 14.16% (48) instances.

Table 4
Distribution of Tutoring Strategies Across Tutoring Sessions

T1 T2 T3 T4 TS5 T6
Comp SW1 SW2 C&E SW3 SW4  Total

Instruction 30 30 28 33 26 32 179
Telling and suggesting 21 23 18 22 20 19 123
Explaining and exemplifying 9 7 10 11 6 13 56

Cognitive Scaffolding 16 21 11 17 20 27 112

Pumping 3 2 0 7 4 8 24
Reading aloud 1 0 1 1 2 7 12
I;Zile)z;lrding as a reader or a 4 4 4 0 6 ) 20
Referring to a previous topic 4 6 0 3 2 1 16
Forcing a Choice 0 0 0 2 2 0

Prompting 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Hinting 0 0 0 0 0 1

Demonstrating 4 9 6 4 4 8 35
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Motivational Scaffolding 8 4 15 9 6 6 48
Showing concern 2 2 2 1 2 3 12
Praising 4 1 20
RelnforC}ng student’s ) 0 5 4 ) ) 15
ownership and control
Be'mg optimistic or 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
using humor
Giving sympathy or empathy 0 0 1 0 0 0 1

In the analyzed tutor—tutee interactions, the tutor demonstrated a preference for
employing instruction strategies to address issues and provide suggestions for improvement.
An example of such strategies can be seen in Excerpt 1, in which the tutor and tutee discussed
one of the topic sentences in the tutee’s initial draft of the comparison essay (T1).

Excerpt 1

tutor:

tutee:

tutor:

tutee:

tutor:

tutee:

REEEHEERI AT READS IR LHESH, (BEMFIEZENIR L2

(tr: you mentioned the asynchronous and synchronous online teaching methods, but
they both fall under the category of online teaching)

FTATR B 15 E2MEIRAI L, AIRE Rl U S —1E R aT,

(tr: so I think here, you could maybe just choose one,)
ERFHFIERERNE LEBIR LIRE S mERA,

(tr: because the focus of our paper is on comparing online and in-person learning,)
H, IRERNFETRSHRSRIR, B, R EAEER D IRX B

(tr: yes, in that case, it would seem like you are, um, revisiting the online aspect again)

XIBEH
(tr: bringing it up again)

SEHA X LL B e, HEE, B R Ae S K.

(tr: further subdividing and comparing the two types of online learning, yes, yes, this
might be too detailed)

7F

(tr: okay)

TR BI1S BN, BR, SIRAFSEHEHIIR, |E—T

(tr: so I think in this case, because later on, you will also mention, let me take a
look)

BHIFEREZLIBMEI FRILNBERT

(tr: it seems like the latter part mainly focuses on asynchronous teaching)
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The tutor’s feedback in this conversation exemplifies the use of instructional strategies,
including telling, suggesting, and explaining. In the original draft of the comparison and
contrast essay (T1), the tutee explained two online teaching methods (i.e., recorded videos and
live online classes) used by his professor as the topic sentence of the second paragraph.
However, the focus of the assigned essay should be on the differences between online learning
and in-person learning. Rather than expecting the tutee to identify the issue with the topic
sentence independently, the tutor suggested choosing one type of online teaching method (line
2) and then further explained the rationale behind the potential change (lines 3—6). As a result
of receiving this instructional feedback, the tutee successfully revised the topic sentence to
address the differences between online and in-person learning, specifically highlighting the
convenience of reviewing.

In terms of cognitive scaffolding, the tutor frequently adopted the demonstrating
strategy to guide the tutee on specific tasks or issues. An example of this can be seen in T6, in
which the tutee asked about the appropriate usage of the preposition “against.” In response, the
tutor provided examples of sentences incorporating “against” and shared a helpful online
dictionary to offer a comprehensive definition. This demonstration aided the tutee in
understanding and applying the concept, supporting his language development and problem-
solving skills. Additionally, in the context of motivational scaffolding, the tutor occasionally
expressed praise for the tutee. This praise was given when the tutee had done exceptional
writing or was actively participating in the online tutoring sessions. For instance, in T1, the
tutor commended the tutee for writing an excellent hook in the introduction. Similarly, in T3,
the tutor acknowledged the tutee’s correct response to a question. These instances of praise
served to motivate and encourage the tutee and thereby created a positive learning environment.

The tutor’s overall tutoring strategies for providing writing assistance remained
consistent across specific writing tasks. It is important to note that the tutor posed many
thought-provoking questions, such as how to connect sentences or enhance paragraph flow in
T4-T6. This prompted the tutee to expand upon his written work, which led to more substantial
discussions than in previous sessions, where the tutee’s contributions were limited.
Specifically, employing more pumping strategies (19 times) can be attributed to the tutee’s
limited understanding of how to effectively write a cause-and-effect essay and construct logical
arguments. Recognizing this knowledge gap, the tutor adjusted his approach by incorporating
more probing questions to facilitate the tutee’s comprehension of cause-and-effect
relationships and the development of coherent arguments. As a result, in the cause-and-effect
essay session (T4), the tutee demonstrated an enhanced ability to discuss the implications of
electric vehicles, such as electricity consumption and noise pollution mitigation. Subsequently,
during the sessions focused on short writing assignments 3 and 4 (T5-T6), the tutee exhibited
improved proficiency in articulating the effects of climate change on renewable energy sources
such as solar power and hydropower. Additionally, the tutee presented a more coherent
discussion of the reasons for prioritizing industrial progress over environmental preservation,
citing factors such as human evolution and the desire for convenience.

4.2 Research Question 2: Tutee’s Incorporation of Tutor Feedback

Table 5 shows that the incorporation rate for writing convention suggestions was 100%,
followed by sentence-level suggestions at 93.33% and text-level suggestions at 81.82%. The
high rates of incorporation (> 80%) could be attributed to the possibility that the tutee regarded
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the tutor as an expert, and might have applied the suggestions knowing that his major writing
assignments would be evaluated by the instructor, and the teaching assistant would grade the
third drafts of his short writing assignments, as noted by Dressler et al. (2019). Additionally,
suggestions on sentence-level issues and writing conventions were more likely to be
incorporated into revised drafts than text-level suggestions.

Table 5
Suggestions for Change and Incorporation into Revisions
T1 T2 T3 T4 TS5 T6
Comp SW1 SW 2 C&E SW 3 SW 4 Total
Text-level 11 6 4 4 3 5 33
Incorporated 8 5 4 3 3 4 27 (81.82%)
Not incorporated 3 1 0 1 0 1 6 (18.18%)
Sentence-level 0 0 10 14 12 9 45
Incorporated 0 0 9 13 12 8 42 (93.33%)
Not incorporated 0 0 1 1 0 1 3 (6.67%)
Convention-level 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
Incorporated 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 (100.00%)
Not incorporated 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 (0.00%)

The post-data collection interview with the tutee revealed reasons for the lower
incorporation rate for text-level suggestions. First, the tutee found that focusing on modifying
individual sentences was more manageable than making substantial changes at the text level.
The complex nature of some text-level suggestions posed challenges for the tutee to implement
them effectively. For example, the tutor advised the tutee to provide more concrete examples
or statistical data to strengthen his arguments in the body paragraphs of SW1 (T2) and SW4
(T6). Due to the complexity of these revision suggestions, which required detailed explanation
and analysis, the tutee was hesitant to make significant changes. These observations highlight
the difficulties that the tutee encountered in fully integrating the tutor’s recommendations,
especially at the text level, and emphasize the need for the tutor to provide more comprehensive
support during writing tutorials. Second, the requirements for the tasks prevented the tutee from
revising his writing. Specifically, to promote textual coherence, the tutor instructed the tutee to
eliminate redundant or unnecessary sentences in the comparison essay (T1) and the cause-and-
effect essay (T4). However, the tutee explained that these sentences were not removed to meet
the word count requirements of the assignments. The variation in the incorporation rate for
sentence-level suggestions can be attributed to the tutee’s desire to maintain his writing style
and make selective changes based on personal preferences. Despite the tutor assuming the
dominant position in most instances, the tutee displayed occasional authorial agency by
resisting his tutor’s recommendations. For instance, in the session on short writing assignment
4 (T6), the tutor proposed the term “drain” as an alternative word for resource depletion and
clarified the distinction between “drain” and “overuse [over usage].” Despite this guidance, the
tutee decided to maintain the original wording and thus demonstrated that the tutee maintained
the autonomy necessary to make final decisions.
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The data collected from the interactions between the tutor and tutee indicate that the
tutee did not always implement all of the tutor’s feedback immediately in subsequent drafts.
However, there is evidence suggesting that the tutee incorporated the feedback into later
writing tasks, demonstrating the nonlinear and recursive nature of his writing process. For
example, in T1, the tutor suggested adding a transitional phrase before a topic sentence in the
comparison essay, but the tutee did not include it in the revised draft. However, in subsequent
writing tasks such as short writing assignments 2, 3, and 4 and the cause-and-effect essay, the
tutee did incorporate transitional phrases before topic sentences. The nonlinear and recursive
nature of the tutee’s writing process allowed him to revisit and revise his work based on the
feedback received from the tutor. It suggests that the tutee considered the tutor’s suggestions
over time and incorporated them into later drafts, indicating a learning and growth trajectory
in his writing skills.

4.3 Research Question 3: Tutee’s Changes in Writing Quality

The primary learning objective of the intermediate English writing course for non-
English majors described in the current study was to help students develop rhetorical aspects
of writing skills in English. This entails developing a thorough understanding of how to
organize an essay, compose an effective introduction, and create coherent body paragraphs and
a conclusion. To track the changes in the tutee’s writing quality of the tutee enrolled in this
course, the researchers focused on text-level issues throughout the six writing assignments. In
Table 6, the primary issues in each draft discussed by the tutor and tutee during tutorials are
presented, together with the corresponding changes found in the tutee’s texts. We assessed text
quality both within a single task and between different tasks. Table 6 reveals that the tutor’s
feedback covered multiple areas, including introductions, body paragraphs, thesis statements,
topic sentences, and supporting details. The tutee demonstrated a commitment to improvement
by revising drafts and incorporating feedback. Consequently, he has improved his writing skills
and produced better-quality essays. Examples of progress include improving the introduction
and body paragraphs, rectifying unbalanced comparisons, and using transitional phrases and
sentences to enhance writing flow. Notable changes were also observed in the tutee’s ability to
formulate thesis statements and topic sentences across different tasks. For instance, compared
to draft 1 of the comparison essayj, its subsequent draft and draft 1 of the cause-and-effect essay
showed changes regarding the inclusion of thesis statements and topic sentences. In the short
writing assignments, the tutee demonstrated clear progress in developing thesis statements.
While the second draft of short writing assignment 1 lacked a thesis statement, subsequent
drafts of short writing assignments 2, 3, and 4 included thesis statements and, in the cases of
the final two assignments, showed changes in articulation. Moreover, compared to draft 2 of
short writing assignment 1, the earlier versions of short writing assignments 3 and 4 exhibit
better introductions and more fully developed body paragraphs. However, during the last two
online tutorials, the tutor noticed that the tutee still needed to improve crucial aspects of his
writing at the text level. Problems included insufficient or irrelevant supporting examples, a
lack of cohesion between paragraphs, an underdeveloped conclusion, and poor writing flow.
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Table 6
Changes in Text Quality (Text Level)

Writing Tasks Major Problems Discussed in
Tutorials

Areas of Changes in the Tutee’s Texts

Draft 1 of Comp Underdeveloped introduction
Underdeveloped body paragraphs
Absent thesis statement
Absent topic sentences
Weak supporting examples

Draft 2 of Comp

Draft 2 of SW1  Underdeveloped introduction
Absent thesis statement
Unclear topic sentence
Unbalanced comparison points
Lack of objectivity
Incoherence in paragraphs

Draft 3 of SW1

Draft 2 of SW2  Inconsistent narrative perspective
Poor flow

Draft 3 of SW2

Draft 1 of C/E Undeveloped body paragraphs
Insufficient supporting detail of one
example

E-ISSN: 2287-0024

(Compared with Draft 1 of Comp)
Improved introduction

Improved body paragraphs

Added thesis statement

Added topic sentences

Stronger supporting examples

(Compared with Draft 2 of SW1)
Improved introduction

Added thesis statement

Clearer topic sentence

Improved comparison points
Avoided subjective tone
Improved coherence in paragraph

(Compared with Draft 2 of SW1)
Present thesis statement

Clearer topic sentences

Better organization of body paragraphs

(Compared with Draft 2 of SW2)
Consistent narrative perspective
Improved the flow

(Compared with Draft 1 of Comp)
Present thesis statement
Present topic sentences



PASAA Vol. 74 July — December 2026 | 79

Draft 2 of C/E (Compared with Draft 1 of C/E)
Improved body paragraphs
Added supporting detail of one
example

Draft 2 of SW3  Insufficient supporting detail of one (Compared with Draft 2 of SW1)

example Better introduction
Lack of cohesion between Present and articulated thesis statement
paragraphs Clearer topic sentences
Undeveloped conclusion Better organization of body paragraphs
Draft 3 of SW3 (Compared with Draft 2 of SW3)
Added supporting detail of one
example

Added transition between paragraphs
Improved conclusion

Draft 2 of SW4  Poor flow (Compared with Draft 2 of SW1)
Off-topic detail in one body Better introduction
paragraph Present and articulated thesis statement

Clearer topic sentences
Better organization of body paragraphs

Draft 3 of SW4 (Compared with Draft 2 of SW4)
Improved the flow
Reconstructed and improved body
paragraph

5. Discussion and Conclusion

This research contributes to the knowledge of L2 writing tutorials and text revision by
examining six video-mediated SCMC tutoring sessions and a tutee’s multiple drafts in an EFL
context. Research question 1 explored how the writing task influenced tutor-identified
problematicity episodes and the feedback strategies employed. Our analysis reveals that task
type did not significantly affect strategies or problem identification. The tutor initially focused
on content-related issues before shifting to linguistic problems. The tutor’s prioritization of
global concerns over sentence-level issues is consistent with ESL/EFL writing center
philosophy (Gillespie & Lerner, 2000; Okuda, 2019). In post-data interviews, the tutee noted
that the guidance was useful in improving writing proficiency, particularly content and
structure. This differs from previous findings suggesting EFL students prefer feedback on
grammar and lexical errors (e.g., Chen, 2010; Yang & Sun, 2012). This tutee’s preference may
reflect the course goals and his perceived weaknesses in logical organization. Our particular
tutee’s preference may have been influenced by the writing course’s goals and his own
perception of his weaknesses in logical organization. Consistent with Mackiewicz and
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Thompson (2018) and Zhang and Zhao (2024), who found instruction to be the most common
tutoring strategy, our analysis likewise shows that the tutor’s strategies were primarily
instruction-based (52.8%). The tutor acknowledged his tendency towards instruction strategies
and justified them by stating that he preferred to address problems as they arose to maintain
the clarity of his explanation. It appears that the decision to provide feedback was contingent
on his comprehension of the tutee’s intended meaning and the need to establish mutual
understanding before resolving issues. In our findings, tutor-initiated problematicity episodes
accounted for over 78.65% of the total, which indicates tutor-led interactions. This, combined
with the primary use of more explicit strategies (i.e., telling and suggesting; explaining and
exemplifying), highlights the positive role of instruction in problematicity episodes. From a
sociocultural and contextual perspective, these tutor-led and explicit interactional patterns may
relate to the institutional arrangements and role expectations in this course. These include
tutoring positioned as instructional support, the tutor’s responsibility for diagnosing problems,
and the tutee’s expectation for clear guidance. Therefore, our study supports Zhang and Zhao’s
(2024) argument that a tutor’s teacher-like presence is crucial for mediation in EFL settings,
particularly when learners lack the linguistic or rhetorical concepts needed to discuss their
writing.

Regarding the second research question on suggestion uptake, this study identifies a
connection between tutor—tutee interactions and the subsequent drafts produced by a tutee. The
tutee’s subsequent texts consistently reflected issues discussed during tutoring. Furthermore,
suggestion complexity, task requirements, and tutee agency influenced the uptake of the tutor’s
advice. Our analysis shows a relatively higher uptake rate than previously observed in text-
mediated SCMC formats (Ene & Upton, 2018). This likely results from video-mediated SCMC,
which offers multimodal communication (visual/auditory cues, screen sharing) and improves
engagement and understanding. However, this observation is based on one tutor—tutee pair’s
interactions and revisions. As a qualitative case study, it provides a detailed analysis via the
established coding scheme. These details allow L2 educators to evaluate the applicability of
the findings to similar video-mediated SCMC tutoring and EFL contexts. Future studies should
include additional pairs and settings to examine if similar patterns emerge and strengthen
transferability. For Research Question 3, the tutee’s quality demonstrated rhetorical shifts in
response to the tutor’s feedback. However, challenges with text-level issues like writing flow
and supporting details persisted. Throughout the semester, the tutee progressed in areas such
as reducing text-level issues, incorporating feedback, and revising drafts, yet struggled with
others. This aligns with Vygotsky’s nonlinear view of learner development (Lantolf &
Aljaafreh, 1995; Lantolf et al., 2016, Vygotsky, 1978). In other words, the tutee’s diverse
writing experiences support the idea that learning is a complex process of unique progressions
and setbacks.

Several pedagogical implications for EFL online writing tutorials can be drawn. First,
tutor training should provide guidelines on arranging tutoring sessions effectively to cover both
global and local concerns as needed. For L2 learners unfamiliar with English writing
organization, prioritizing text-level over sentence-level issues is crucial. This aligns with the
philosophy of many ESL/EFL writing center philosophy and supports writing development
(e.g., Okuda, 2019; Purdue Writing Lab, 2021). For more complex text-level revisions, tutors
can provide comprehensive guidance and resources to help tutees address global concerns more
efficiently. The ultimate goal, beyond addressing immediate writing concerns, is to foster the
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tutee’s long-term ability to think critically and revise independently (e.g., Mackiewicz &
Thompson, 2018; Yu, 2020). Therefore, although instruction-based strategies promote clarity,
it would be beneficial for tutors to adjust strategies to allow tutees more opportunities to
reassess their linguistic and rhetorical choices before highlighting concerns. This grants them
greater autonomy in proposing their own solutions. With consistent guidance, the tutee
develops independent revision skills over time. At the same time, these pedagogical
implications should be interpreted with caution. In online video tutorials, non-verbal cues such
as eye gaze, gesture, and embodiment are relatively constrained. This may influence mediation
and meaning negotiation. Additionally, technological factors (e.g., screen-sharing constraints,
occasional latency, audio disruptions) may affect the pacing of interaction and tutor—tutee
collaboration.

This study represents an early application of Mackiewicz and Thompson’s (2018)
coding scheme to analyze an L2 English-speaking tutor’s strategies in video-mediated SCMC
writing tutorials and to examine the students’ incorporation of the tutor’s suggestions in an
EFL context. Results indicate that EFL online tutorials benefit the learning of L2 students’
English writing. As Lee (2022) highlighted, CMC feedback plays a key role in promoting L2
writing development in a post-COVID era. Future research could examine how different types
of online writing tutorials (e.g., text-mediated and video-mediated tutoring) affect tutor—tutee
interactions, revision suggestions, and text revisions. Including larger and more diverse
participants would provide insights to help L2 instructors enhance SCMC tutoring and improve
the learning of English writing.
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