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Abstract
of
MULTILITERACY CENTERS: IMPLEMENTING CRITICAL CHANGE TO
TRANSFORM CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY WRITING CENTERS
by

Setareh Haddad Tabrizi
The topic of this study was multiliteracy competencies and multiliteracy centers
on California State University (CSU) campuses. In this study, multiliteracies were
defined as WORDS: writing, oral, reading, digital and social competencies. The purpose
of this research is first, to determine California State University (CSU) students’
perceptions of multiliteracy competencies and what services they recommend would
benefit them. Second, to determine what are significant predictors that lead to strong
writing, oral, reading, digital and social literacies for students. Third, to evaluate CSU
writing center coordinators’ perceptions of expanding writing center services to include
multiliteracy support for students. There are four total research questions that drive this
study, three qualitative and one quantitative.
This study utilized a concurrent triangulation mixed methods approach. This
meant that both qualitative and quantitative data was collected simultaneously from
participants and the results were triangulated with the theoretical frameworks and the
literature review to demonstrate a well-rounded viewpoint of the topic (Boudah, 2011;
Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011). Two surveys were created, one distributed to CSU
students and the other distributed to CSU writing center coordinators. The students’
xiii

survey contained both qualitative and quantitative questions while the coordinators’
survey contained only qualitative questions.
There were four research question for this study, three qualitative and one
quantitative, regarding students’ multiliteracy attitudes, recommended services and what
variables can predict strong competencies in writing, oral, reading, digital and social
literacies. The final research question explored writing center coordinators’ perceptions
regarding a writing center expansion to include multiliteracy assistance and what
obstacles they could potentially face with this expansion. The results indicated that many
students felt positive and negative regarding their multiliteracy competencies and felt
they would benefit from increased resources, workshops, classes and tutoring. Practice
and instruction in the classroom and from a tutor were significant predictors that led to
strong multiliteracy competencies in the five focus areas. Writing center coordinators
revealed that they already provide some multiliteracy assistance with tutoring and
workshops but they are not explicitly offering multiliteracy tutoring yet. Finally, their
responses revealed that without proper resources, funding and institutional support they
will not likely expand services despite the fact that they felt positive regarding a
multiliteracy center expansion.
A total of seven recommendations for action emerged from this study. Five from
the qualitative findings and two recommendations emerged from the quantitative
findings. These recommendations included: Instructional support, faculty professional
development, multiliteracy center tutoring, increased communication between faculty and
mental health services, increased funding and institutional support as well as multiliteracy
xiv

practice and instruction in the classroom and finally, with a tutor. It is up to instructors,
writing center coordinators and administration to execute these recommendations and
implement them on CSU campuses for students. Although many themes emerged from
the findings, not all of them fit within the scope of this study and therefore are potential
suggested areas of future research. Educators could explore training and Multiliteracy
Across the Curriculum (MAC) professional development, examine CSU Channel Islands
as a multiliteracy center within the CSU system. Additionally, a set alone study that
examines faculty and administrations’ attitudes towards multiliteracy instruction and
support, a study of students’ anxiety factors in the classroom as well as examining
students’ multiliteracy competencies by using pre- and post-tests to determine at what
frequency and duration students need to receive multiliteracy practice and instruction in
order to improve their competencies.
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Preamble
As a researcher I have been involved with this topic since I was an undergraduate
student. I was an English major and worked as a tutor in the University Reading and
Writing Center (URWC) at California State University, Sacramento (CSUS). It was
during this time my love and interest grew for writing centers. I continued working as a
tutor throughout my undergraduate years. As a graduate student, once again at CSUS, I
worked as a graduate assistant coordinator of the URWC where I began to see a glimpse
of the role and responsibilities of writing center coordinators. My interest in helping
students further grew as I continued studying as a graduate student of English
Composition. My master’s thesis revolved around integrating Communication Across
the Curriculums (CAC) philosophies into writing centers. While writing was an essential
skill that students needed to learn, I believed that it was not the only skill that should be
supported and integrated into writing centers. From here I begun to research ways to
improve the daily practice of writing centers and contribute to its extensive body of
literature.
Throughout the years I have conducted research involving writing centers
examining topics such as timed writing (Tabrizi, 2012), negotiation of meaning between
teacher, student and tutor relationships (Tabrizi, 2015), Writing Across the Curriculums
(WAC) theory and practice (Tabrizi, 2013) as well as transitioning from Writing to
Communication Across the Curriculum in writing centers (Tabrizi, 2014). Most recently
in 2016 I conducted a pilot study of my dissertation topic only examining students’ need
for an oral literacy center at CSU, Sacramento. The results of this study indicated a
xxxvii

positive perception from students requesting services to assist them with their oral
literacy assignments and activities. This was what triggered my interest into further
expand my topic to explore multiple literacies, not just oral literacies; as well as examine
the California State University campuses, not just CSU Sacramento.
Examining multiliteracy competencies in the CSU system for this study has been
enlightening. I was positively overwhelmed with the level of student responses for my
survey and their responses mirrored those collected from my pilot study. I was unsure of
what to expect from the quantitative portion of this study. I had hoped one of the
variables would be a significant predictor of strong competencies in writing, oral,
reading, digital and social literacies. To my surprise, each of the five competencies had
at least one of the independent variables found as a significant predictor. What puzzled
me about these results was the negative correlations found for the “tutor” independent
variables. However, upon further examination I saw that students who felt stronger about
their multiliteracy competencies, were less likely to see the benefit of working with a
tutor. At the same time students who felt low about their multiliteracy competencies,
were more likely to see the benefit of working with a tutor. Finally, regarding the writing
center coordinators’ survey, I had thought I would receive more responses because their
names and emails are more easily accessible on each university’s website. However, I
suspect that the reasons for the low response rate to this survey was first, the season these
surveys were sent out near Thanksgiving and approaching finals time in December.
Second, the survey was aimed at writing center coordinators; however, some campuses

xxxviii

referred to themselves by alternative names which I assume is another reason that
coordinators did not respond due to name confusion.
There were many obstacles and hurdles that I had to overcome related to
demonstrating this topic, reviewing prior literature, designing a methodology, receiving
approval to conduct research, coding and analyzing data, and finally, making
recommendations for action research to transform writing centers into multiliteracy
centers. Overall, I am impressed with how this study unfolded, I had spent three years
envisioning it and to see it come full circle has been a very informative experience.
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Chapter 1
INTRODUCTION
The 21st century is evolving and education needs to evolve with it (Daggett &
Pedinotti Jr., 2014; Duncum, 2004; Huijser, 2006; Johnson, 2017; Kerr, 2007; Kitson,
Fletcher & Kearney, 2007; Walsh, 2010). Education needs to evolve in order to instruct
and lead students towards a path of obtaining the necessary skills they need to succeed in
academia and the workforce (Doing What Matters, 2015a; Felten, 2008; Huijser, 2006;
Jacobs, 2013; Johnson, 2017; Kerr, 2007; Kuh, 2008; Lankshear & Knobel, 2006;
Mishook, 2012; Schultz & Gill, 2014; Sturgis, 2014; Walsh, 2010; Wisconsin
Department of Public Instruction, 2011). Gaining multiliteracy competencies such as
digital fluency, empathy, collaboration among others are part of the 21st century
competencies (Blake, 2016; Colorado Academic Standards, 2010; Public Schools of
North Carolina, 2012; Schultz & Gill, 2014; Sturgis, 2014; Walsh, 2010). The term
“competency” generally refers to a specific goal, standard or skill and is the act of
demonstrating mastery of that standard, or skill (Foundation for Excellence in Education,
2017). Literacy continues to evolve in response to advancements in new media and
technology (Anstey & Bull, 2006; Cope & Kalantzis, 2001; Cope & Kalantzis, 2009;
Duncum, 2004; Kerr, 2007; Kitson, Fletcher & Kearney, 2007; Lankshear & Knobel,
2006; Selfe, 2010; Walsh, 2010). Literacy is defined as making meaning through one
mode of communication, whereas multiliteracy is used to refer to making meaning using
various modes of communication (Duncum, 2004). For the purpose of this study
multiliteracies are defined as WORDS: writing, oral, reading, digital and social
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literacies. Although multiliteracies are defined as WORDS, having competency in these
areas is the degree to which an individual can complete these skills. Writing competency
refers to skills in relation to completing written assignments or activities (essays,
freewrites, journaling, research papers, proposals, etc.). Oral competency refers to skills
in relation to completing spoken assignments or activities (individual presentations,
group presentations, speeches, class discussions, etc.). Reading competency refers to
skills in relation to completing reading assignments or activities (comprehension, speed
reading, articles, prompts, books, textbooks, manuals, etc.). Digital competency refers to
skills in relation to completing online or technology assignments or activities (computer
usage, researching, emails, PowerPoint, online class platforms such as Canvas,
Blackboard, Desire2Learn, etc.). Finally, Social competency refers to skills in relation to
completing social engaging assignments or activities (interviewing, collaboration,
working with peers, working in groups, understanding body language or social cues,
understanding different cultures, etc.). Table 1 depicts this information regarding the five
modes of literacy that this study will focus on.
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Table 1
WORDS Multiliteracy Model

Developing competencies in multiple literacies will help human beings gain necessary
skills needed to articulate thoughts, actions, behaviors, and emotions with other
individuals (American Library Association, 2006; Blake, 2016; Duncum, 2004; Kerr,
2007; Walsh, 2010). As new literacies emerge, the importance for teaching
multiliteracies becomes more evident.
Forms of communication have traditionally been reading, writing and speaking.
However, these forms have also adapted in recent years to accommodate for new
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modalities of communication through the internet, film, social media, and many more
(Blake, 2016; Duncum, 2004; Kitson, Fletcher & Kearney, 2007; Rowsell & Walsh
2011). This suggests a need to further expand the idea of singular literacies and start to
teach multiple literacies to our students that correlate with the changing modalities in our
society. This is critical in that it prepares individuals to be successful in their academic,
social, personal and professional lives.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this research is first, to determine California State University
(CSU) students’ perceptions of multiliteracy competencies and what services they
recommend would benefit them. Second, to determine what are significant predictors
that lead to strong writing, oral, reading, digital and social literacies for students. Third,
to evaluate CSU writing center coordinators’ perceptions of expanding writing center
services to include multiliteracy support for students. There are four total research
questions that drive this study, three qualitative and one quantitative.
Research Questions
There are four total research questions that drive this study, three qualitative and
one quantitative. The research questions are the following:
1. What are CSU students’ multiliteracy needs and perceptions of competencies in
regard to writing, oral, reading, digital and social literacies?
2. What are CSU students’ recommendations regarding what services would
improve their writing, oral, reading, digital and social competencies?
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3. Which of the following variables, or combination of variables, are significant
predictors of strong writing, oral, reading, digital and social competencies for
students:
a. Confidence
b. Practice in the classroom
c. Practice with a tutor
d. Instruction in the classroom
e. Instruction with tutor
4. What are CSU writing center coordinators’ perceptions of expanding writing
center services to include assistance with writing, oral, reading, digital and social
literacies?
Research questions one, two, and four were qualitative research questions while research
question three was the only quantitative research question. Additionally, research
questions one, two and three pertained to the students’ survey while research question
four pertained to the coordinators’ survey.
Background Information
The various forms of communication, written, verbal, auditory, gestural, etc.,
have evolved as human knowledge, skills and technology improve in order to enhance
human interaction, learning, knowledge formation, meaning making, personal and
professional communities (American Library Association, 2006; Blake, 2016; Kerr,
2007; Rowsell & Walsh, 2011; Wilber, 2010; Williams, 2008). In education, this
suggested that curricula, policies, instruction and so much more, also need to evolve to
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become more diverse and inclusive for our students, faculty, and community (Huijser,
2006; Jacobs, 2013; Kerr, 2007; Mishook, 2012; Rodriguez & Dadgar, 2017; Walsh,
2010; Williams, 2008). Additionally, regardless of what competencies are taught at the
university, there needs to be a support system in place to supplement classroom
instruction and provide students with assistance outside the classroom.
A common type of support service is a writing center which assist students with
their writing related coursework across the curriculum (Bosque & Chapman, 2007;
Carino, 2001; McQueeney, 2001;; Selfe, 2010; Sheridan, 2010b; Trimbur, 2000).
Writing centers are an integral part of the college learning experience because a
university campus should provide students with the adequate resources they need to help
them achieve academic success when classroom instruction falls short (Boquet & Lerner,
2008; Harris, 1988). There are multiple learning and teaching styles that make it
challenging for each instructor to give each student the one-on-one attention they need to
be successful. Writing centers provide that one-on-one instruction without any on site
cost to the students as it is already factored into their tuition. All students have the same
opportunity to receive the supplemental instruction or practice from a tutor (Haviland,
Fye & Colby, 2001; Kastman Breuch & Racine, 2000; Opdenacker & Van Waes, 2007;
Palmquist, Rodrigues, Kiefer & Zimmerman, 1995; Selber, 2004; Shamoon & Burns,
2001; Tuleja & Greenhalgh, 2008).
A history of writing centers indicates that institutions have referred to this type of
campus service by multiple names such as centers, studios, clinics, labs, places, studios,
and workshops (Trimbur, 2000). Sometimes centers are called writing labs or writing
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studios, and expansions are most commonly referred to as communication centers,
learning centers, or multiliteracy centers (Learning Support Centers in Higher Education,
2010; Sheridan, 2010c). In the 1920s “writing labs” were seen as another method for
composition instruction; however, later in the 1940s a shift began to see “writing labs” as
their own sites. Writing centers emerged in the late 1970s in response to the perceived
literacy crisis (Boquet, 1999; Boquet & Lerner, 2008; Harris, 1988; Lerner, 2003;
Russell, Lea, Parker, Street & Donahue, 2009). The term “writing center” has become a
generic term for tutoring support over the years (McQueeney, 2001). Most university
campuses offer some type of tutorial service to help students in their coursework
regardless of their language skills and educational status (Boquet & Lerner, 2008; Harris,
1988; Law & Murphy, 1997). Writing centers have focused on instructing traditional
literacies: writing and reading. However, reading and writing are no longer the only
literacies (International Reading Association, 2006) that we need to teach and learn to be
successful in the 21st century as evident by research on developing literacies (Anstey &
Bull, 2006; Cope & Kalantzis, 2001; Cope & Kalantzis, 2009; Duncum, 2004; Kerr,
2007; Kitson, Fletcher & Kearney, 2007; Lankshear & Knobel, 2006; Selfe, 2010; Walsh,
2010). Hence the need to focus on multiliteracy instruction and support is paramount.
While there is decades worth of writing center research, multiliteracy centers have
only been a focus the past two decades. There are decades worth of writing center
research; however, only in recent years has there been publications on multiliteracy
centers and very little has been published on multiliteracy centers. DeShaw, Mullin and
DeCiccio (2000) conducted a literature review of writing center scholarship over twenty
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years between 1980 and 2000 and most publications focused on writing center histories,
integration of technology, students’ writing apprehension, relationship building, tutoring
practices, Writing Across the Curriculum (WAC) support, recruitment and employment.
Only one source during these twenty years discussed writing center futures and nothing
was published regarding multiliteracy centers (DeShaw, Mullin & DeCiccio, 2000).
Brown (2006) expanded on the research of DeShaw, Mullin and DeCiccio (2000) by
examining the following five years of writing center research and only located one article
that focused on multiliteracy centers during that time (Brown, 2006). Far more research
focuses on tutoring practices, composition pedagogies, online centers, strategies for ESL
tutoring, relationship building between tutor and tutee. Sheridan and Inman (2010)
became influential scholars in the field of multiliteracy centers and more researchers
began to explore this area in years to follow. Although several pieces discuss the future
of writing centers, the need for more research on multiliteracy centers is prevalent as a
gap in the literature that should be addressed (Balester, Grimm, McKinney, Lee,
Sheridan, & Silver, 2012; Brown, 2006; DeShaw, Mullin & DeCiccio, 2000; Inman,
2010).
The gap in the literature regarding multiliteracy centers and student and writing
center coordinators’ perceptions on multiliteracy competencies suggests an area of new
research that can develop on this topic. As multiliteracies become more apparent, the
need to research multiliteracy centers increases in order to find ways to support students
with multiliteracy acquisition (Hicks, 2010; Murphy & Hawkes, 2010; Selfe, 2010).
Some campuses refer to their centers as communication centers, speaking centers,
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reading centers, digital studios, writing labs, and of course writing centers.
Multiliteracies vary from center to center focusing on different aspects of literacy
depending on what their students need.
Statement of the Problem
Some California State University (CSU) campuses do not have the proper support
services to help students gain competencies in multiple literacies. Multiliteracy
competencies and multiliteracy centers are relatively new topics that have not been
extensively researched and CSU campuses do not yet have the appropriate services to
assist students with their multiliteracy needs. This issue stems from a separate, but
connected, issue that too many high school graduates do not feel prepared for college or
the workforce. Hundreds of thousands of high school seniors are graduating yet they can
barely read or write which results in twenty percent of new students in four-year
universities needing to complete remedial coursework (California Department of
Education, 2017; Foundation for Excellence in Education, 2017; International Reading
Association, 2006). In California, the Department of Education has examined K-12
students’ performance scores for listening, speaking, reading and writing competencies.
Overall the majority of students across all grades are scoring intermediate or below in
these competencies. Specifically, in the twelfth grade, fifty-two percent of students are
reaching intermediate or below as depicted in Figure 1 (California Department of
Education, 2017).
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Figure 1. Multiliteracy Competencies in K-16
The average test scores for twelfth graders in these four competencies was in the 500s
testing score ranging from 200-700. This indicated that in all four domains, students
were scoring intermediate or average in reading, listening, speaking, and writing
(California Department of Education, 2017). While most standardized tests reinforce
print literacies only, these results show a focus on speaking and listening literacies as
well. However, there are many other modes of literacy that are not captured in
standardized testing and require alternative research or testing to determine students
multiliteracy competencies. These results, as well as the conversation regarding literacy
deficiencies in K-16 students, suggest the need to further explore how to supplement
instruction in order to strengthen students’ varying literacy competencies.
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Additionally, employers express that new graduates lack the proper preparation
for the workforce and require more training (Bates & Phelan, 2002; Foundation for
Excellence in Education, 2017; Hodges, 2012; International Reading Association, 2006;
Landrum, Hettich & Wilner, 2010; Manpower Group, 2012). Employers are reporting
that their new graduates are unprepared for the workforce and that they lack the necessary
skills to be successful in their fields. It is not for a lack of educational skills but the
employability skills that they are lacking (Manpower Group, 2012). As part of most
college curriculums students are expected to, on some level, engage with peers, read,
write, speak, and communicate in multiple modes. Yet employers identify that new
graduates lack strength in these skills (Bates & Phelan, 2002; Hodges, 2012; International
Reading Association, 2006; Landrum, Hettich & Wilner, 2010; Manpower Group, 2012).
The need for more educated graduates is more prevalent in this day and age. Especially as
the baby boomer generation continues to retire, it requires the workforce to be replaced
with high numbers of younger workers (Board of Governors, 2012; Bohn, 2014; Doing
What Matters, 2015a; Johnson, Cuellar Mejia & Bohn, 2015; TASC, 2013). Students
should gain competencies in multiple literacies that are essential for their success in and
out of the university (Daggett & Pedinotti Jr., 2014; Foundation for Excellence in
Education, 2017; International Reading Association, 2006). Furthermore, multiliteracies
not only help prepare students for the workforce but for their civic engagement as well.
By gaining the necessary multiliteracy competencies, students can contribute to society as
thoughtful and critical citizens by using the skills they gain from multiliteracies in their
everyday life.

12
It should be the responsibility of educators within higher education to bridge the
multiliteracy gap between K-12, higher education and the workforce by providing the
proper support students need to develop the skills they need to succeed in their academic,
personal and professional careers. With the need for more skilled workers that have the
proper competencies (Bates & Phelan, 2002; Hodges, 2012; International Reading
Association, 2006; Landrum, Hettich & Wilner, 2010; Manpower Group, 2012) along
with the substantive gap in writing center literature on multiliteracy centers (Balestar,
Grimm, McKinney, Lee, Sheridan & Silver, 2012; Brown, 2006; DeShaw, Mullin &
DeCiccio, 2000; Inman, 2010, Selfe, 2010; Sheridan 2010a, 2010c; Trimbur, 2000)
provides the need for further study on multiliteracy competencies and multiliteracy
centers in higher education. Since some California State Universities do not have the
proper support services to help students gain competencies in multiple literacies, then
multiliteracy competencies and multiliteracy centers need to be further explored on CSU
campuses to determine what proper support services are needed to assist students in these
areas.
Theoretical Framework of the Study
This study is rooted in three theoretical frameworks: Multiliteracy Theory
(MLT), Resource Dependence Theory (RDT), and Organizational Change Theory (OCT).
These three theories work together to bring forth a greater understanding of what
multiliteracies are, how to manage resources, and finally, how to transform organization
to bring about effective transformative change. Each of the theoretical frameworks will
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be delineated, first linearly, followed by a meta-framework of how these theories
connect.
Multiliteracy Theory (MLT)
Multiliteracies framework looks at research beyond traditional literacy and how it
has evolved in the 21st century (Cope & Kalantzis, 2001; Kalantzis & Cope, 2015; The
New London Group, 1996). Multiliteracies Theory (MLT) suggests that our personal,
public and professional lives are constantly changing in significant ways due to the
increased speed of new technology advancements (Cope & Kalantzis, 2001). New
literacies is related to an evolving mindset. Lankshear and Knobel (2006) state that
education is still heavily dominated by traditional literacies where new literacies
primarily exist outside of academia. Teachers use print texts as a primary form of
literacy while students are engaging in multiple literacies, or multiliteracies, out of school
through social media, television, and the internet. The phrase “multiliteracies” was
coined in 1996 by The New London Group and multiliteracy theory connects education
to the outside world (Cole, Pullen & Pullen, 2010). Multiliteracy approach brings
multimodal texts into curriculum and classroom instruction (Cope & Kalantzis, 2015).
There are four corners of multiliteracy instruction: Situated practice, overt instruction,
critical framing and transformed practice (Cope & Kalantzis, 2015; The New London
Group, 1996) which contribute to explaining how multiple literacies are created and
taught. Situated practice involves using relevant examples. Overt Instruction deals with
explicit teaching. Critical Framing encourages deep analysis and reflection. Lastly,
Transformed Practice applies all lenses together in practice. This framework examines
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the various forms of literacy and how they are used and understood in society (Selber,
2004). Multiliteracies are not new because they have been around for a long time;
however, new interest has spiked with the purpose of expanding our knowledge on
understanding and teaching literacy (Cope and Kalantzis, 2001).
Resource Dependence Theory (RDT)
Resource Dependence Theory (RDT) examines the power struggle organizations
go through to obtain the necessary resources they need to fulfill their organizational
needs (Boyd, 1990; Davis & Cobb, 2009; Johnson, 1995). To expand any service or
create new services suggests that institutions need to take inventory of their resources and
examine how they can form partnerships. RDT is defined as a theory of organizational
behavior that examines how an organization behaves in order to function and maintain
autonomy (Johnson, 1995). An organization’s survival is dependent on their ability to
obtain and manage resources (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978). An example of resource
dependence is best described as the following: person A has power over person B
because person A has control over the resources that B wants but does not have access to
(Emerson, 1962). Power is one of the key elements of Resource Dependence Theory and
understanding organizations (Pfeffer & Salancik 1978). Resource dependence suggests
that external pressures like competition causes organizations to find and create
partnerships within or around the organization (Boyd, 1990). Social context,
organizational strategies and power are three core concepts to Resource Dependence
Theory (Davis & Cobb, 2009).
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There are three forms of resources: dependent, reciprocal and dominant. This
suggests that one form is contingent on another (dependent), another that is mutual
(reciprocal), and one that is controlling over another (dominant) (Silver, 1993). Alliances
are defined as a mutual agreement with two or more organizations for a shared resources,
activities, or knowledge (Scott & Davis, 2007). By understanding the role of resources in
an organization is how organizations can ignite change and use their access to resources
to their advantage. According to Davis and Cobb (2009) “as long as power plays a part
in the conduct of organizational life, resource dependence theory will continue to provide
insight” (p. 26). This continues to prove true in university settings and gives room for
existing services to grow using this framework as a foundation. There needs to be a
revival of resource dependence theory and examine where it is heading in future research
(Davis & Cobb, 2009). This is an opportunity to apply Resource Dependence Theory to
university support services and add to the conversation and research presented previously
with this theory.
Organizational Change Theory (OCT)
Organizational Change Theory (OCT) is the final framework that takes multiple
literacies from a mindset to an actual practice that focuses on internal change to reshape
an organization from the inside out (Gornitka, 1999). In order for organizational change
to take place an argument must be made for why multiple literacies are important and
how to navigate the power dynamics of institutions in order to promote change within the
university. There are two aspects to Organizational Change Theory which are resource
dependence and neo-institutional perspectives. Resource dependence examines what
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institutions need and how they go about getting it. Neo-institutional side looks at it from
an environmental standpoint which acknowledges that organizations have rules,
understandings and requirements that drive what is acceptable or not (Oliver, 1990).
Understanding the internal processes of an organization can help determine what policies
were implemented successfully or not (Gornitzka, 1999).
In order for organizational change to occur, institutions must determine what
dependencies they have, how to control it, and how to avoid more in order to become
more autonomous and make effective change (Gornitzka, 1999). Successful leaders are
the key to organizational change in that leaders have the power to motivate, inspire and
ultimately transform organizations through their leadership style (Nevarez, Wood &
Penrose, 2013). Successful leaders are finding new ways to improve the performance of
their organizations (Wigg, 1997) and from an Organizational Change standpoint this is
critical because improved changed within an organization first begins with innovative
leaders. This is an opportunity for leaders in writing centers and administrators in higher
education to improve performance of their students by finding new ways to improve
writing center services. Intellectual Capital Management (ICM) focuses on building and
maintaining an organization’s intellectual capital whereas Knowledge Management (KM)
focus on maintaining the operational perspective within organizations (Wigg, 1997).
Together both these perspectives assist in changing organizations without impacting the
structure and integrity of the foundation.
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Meta-Framework for Building Multiliteracy Competencies
Due to the relatively new topic of multiliteracy competencies and centers, using a
meta-theoretical framework to address this topic is unique. Multiliteracy Theory (MLT),
Resource Dependence Theory (RDT) and Organizational Change Theory (OCT)
comprise the three-key foundational frameworks for understanding multiliteracy
competencies and how to propel writing centers to expand their services to include
tutoring assistance with multiple literacies. Figure 2 displays a visual of these three
frames, and the relational arrangement as prioritized in this dissertation.

Figure 2. Multiliteracy Meta-Theoretical Framework

18
The figure above demonstrates the hierarchically importance of first evaluating
Multiliteracy Theory (MLT), second Resource Dependence Theory (RDT) and third
Organizational Change Theory (OCT) to understand and address the issue of
multiliteracy competencies and centers (MLC). First, one needs to be aware of the
surrounding literature of what types of services literacies provide. Therefore, the first
theoretical framework should be MLT that explains and illustrates the importance of
multiliteracy competencies. Once an argument is made for the importance of
multiliteracies competencies then an examination of RDT will provide insight on
obstacles and behaviors organizations have when it comes to resources. An expansion of
services cannot happen without an understanding of where the resources will come to
provide the funds, time, energy and materials for that service. However, once the
argument for multiliteracies is made and the resources have been identified or managed,
writing center coordinators still need a game plan for making the expansion a reality.
This is where OCT comes into play that takes the argument from MLT and the
distribution of resources from RDT and works to create an action plan for when and how
change can and should occur. Finally, once all three frameworks are established, this is
where convergence begins and all three frameworks work together to address
multiliteracy competencies and centers in practice. Understanding or using one
framework is not enough to address this topic, all three bring unique perspectives that
impact this issue. Convergence explores the intersection of all frameworks
simultaneously as it relates to the multiliteracy competencies and centers.
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Operational Definitions
Operational definitions consist of the terminology used to describe the concepts
and main ideas in this study.
21st Century Competencies: The set of skills one needs to be successful in the
workforce which includes, but is not limited to: collaboration, communication, writing,
digital fluency, empathy and more (Blake, 2016; Colorado Academic Standards, 2010;
Public Schools of North Carolina, 2012; Schultz & Gill, 2014; Sturgis, 2014; Walsh,
2010).
21st Century Workforce Readiness: The necessary skills needed to succeed in one’s
career which include collaboration, communication, problem solving and more (Daggett
& Pedinotti Jr., 2014; Hodges, 2012; Landrum, Hettich & Wilner, 2010; Schultz & Gill,
2014).
College Readiness: The necessary skills set needed to succeed in college such as
knowing how to proficiently read, write, manage time, and use effective study skills
(College Readiness Partner Council, 2012).
Communication Across the Curriculum (CAC): Educational philosophy of teaching
communication in all classroom across the curriculum (Cronin & Glenn, 1991; Dannels
& Housley Gaffney, 2009; Steinfatt, 1986; Vrchota & Russell, 2013).
Competency: Demonstrating proficiency and knowledge of a specific skill (Foundation
for Excellence in Education, 2017).
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Digital Competency: Refers to skills in relation to completing online or technology
assignments or activities (computer usage, researching, emails, PowerPoint, online class
platforms such as Canvas, Blackboard, Desire2Learn, etc.).
Literacy: One mode of communication through which meaning is made (Duncum,
2004).
Multiliteracies Across the Curriculum (MAC): Educational philosophy of teaching
multiliteracies in all classroom across the curriculum (Unsworth, 2001).
Multiliteracy Centers (MLC): A form of tutoring support service designed specifically
to assist students with multiliteracy acquisition (Balester, Grimm, McKinney, Lee,
Sheridan & Silver, 2012; Inman, 2010; Selfe, 2010; Sheridan, 2010a, 2010b; Trimbur,
2000).
Multiliteracy Theory (MLT): Theoretical framework that examines how meaning is
formed through multiple literacies, languages and modes of communication (Cole, Pullen
& Pullen, 2010; Cope & Kalantzis, 2001; Kalantzis & Cope, 2008, 2015).
Multiliteracies: For the purpose of this study multiliteracies are defined as WORDS:
writing, oral, reading, digital and social literacies.
Multiliteracy: Using multiple modes of communication to convey meaning (Duncum,
2004).
Multimodality: Composing using multiple formats or modes such as auditory, visual,
gestural, textual and digital (Blake, 2016; Duncum, 2004; Kalantzis & Cope, 2015;
Rowsell & Walsh, 2011; Walsh, 2010).
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Oral Competency: Refers to skills in relation to completing spoken assignments or
activities (individual presentations, group presentations, speeches, class discussions, etc.).
Organizational Change Theory (OCT): Theoretical framework that examines the
relationships and management styles of organizations and when, where and how to ignite
change (Burke, 2018; Gornitzka, 1999; Keazer 2001, 2013; Srivastava, Bartol & Locke,
2006).
Personal Factors: Circumstances and conditions that relate to oneself that are beyond
students’ control such as language skills and disabilities.
Reading Competency: Refers to skills in relation to completing reading assignments or
activities (comprehension, speed reading, articles, prompts, books, textbooks, manuals,
etc.).
Resource Dependence Theory (RDT): Theoretical framework that examines power
dynamics and the creation of partnerships over resources within organizations (Boyd,
1990; Davis & Cobb, 2009; Drees & Heugens, 2013; Emerson, 1962; Johnson, 1995;
Oliver, 1990; Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978).
Social Competency: Refers to skills in relation to completing social engaging
assignments or activities (interviewing, collaboration, working with peers, working in
groups, understanding body language or social cues, understanding different cultures,
etc.).
Systems Leadership: A leadership style that examines how organizations work as a part
of the larger systems they are in (Nevarez, Wood & Penrose, 2013).
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Transformational Leadership: A leadership style that achieves greater outcomes as a
result of a leader’s ability to guide its members towards a shared goal for the betterment
of an organization (Nevarez, Wood & Penrose, 2013).
Writing Across the Curriculum (WAC): Educational philosophy of teaching writing in
all classrooms across the curriculum (Palmquist, Rodrigues, Kiefer & Zimmerman, 1995;
Russell, Lea, Parker, Street & Donahue, 2009; Steinfatt, 1986; Vrchota & Russell, 2013).
Writing Center Expansion: For the purpose of this study writing center expansions and
multiliteracy centers will hereby reference the same notion.
Writing Centers: A tutoring support service designed to assist students with writing
related assignments or activities (Bosque & Chapman, 2007; Carino, 2001; McQueeney,
2001; Selfe, 2010; Sheridan, 2010b; Trimbur, 2000).
Writing Competency: Refers to skills in relation to completing written assignments or
activities (essays, freewrites, journaling, research papers, proposals, etc.).
Assumptions and Limitations
This section addresses the assumptions regarding the problem or the solution of
this study. While limitations discuss areas that are out of the researcher’s control that
could impact the results and design of this study.
Assumptions
There are several assumptions that are present in this study. The first assumption
is that CSU students need assistance developing their literacy skills and that they would
benefit from a multiliteracy center on campus. The second assumption is that CSU
instructors assign multiliteracy assignments in their courses, such as reading, writing,
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presentations, digital communication and social interactions by engaging with their peers.
The third assumption is that, from a university standpoint, many obstacles face writing
center coordinators if they were to expand services to include tutoring support for
multiliteracies. The last assumption is that writing center coordinators want to expand
their pre-existing services but do know have a proper way to implement these new
changes and gain buy-in from the university to support or fund their expansion.
Ultimately more writing centers are beginning to call themselves multiliteracy centers
(Trimbur, 2000) and therefore it is important to understand how writing center
coordinators can work to incorporate multiliteracy instruction in their centers to
supplement student learning. By examining students and writing center coordinators’
perceptions of multiliteracy instructional support will benefit the body of research that is
lacking in this area.
Limitations
First, incorrect responses on the survey. Students may not accurately assess or
report their perceptions towards the five multiliteracy competencies. Writing Center
coordinators may not be interested in expanding writing center services and it could
impact their honest perceptions of multiliteracy competencies. Second, students and
coordinators may not see the benefit of discussing multiliteracy competencies and could
choose not to participate in this study. Third, researcher bias that a multiliteracy center
on CSU campuses would be beneficial to students. Although literature indicates the
importance of students’ developing multiliteracy competencies, there has not yet been
enough research done on multiliteracy centers. While it is new, getting higher education
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support an expansion of writing centers and see the benefit for students, faculty, the
campus and the workforce is still a battle that needs to be won. Conducting research on
students’ multiliteracy needs as well as writing center coordinators’ perceptions toward
expansions will help provide a justification of the importance of this research. Next, this
study is conducted for the purposes of a doctorate degree in Educational Leadership and
the timeframe that the study is conducted is a potential weakness for this study. The
longer the study remains open the more responses students and coordinators can give.
Finally, this study could always look at more forms of literacy or open its population to
other California universities, such as the nine University of California (UC) campuses.
However, for the timeframe, and the purpose of this dissertation, this study focuses on a
narrower topic and sample size.
Significance of the Study
The purpose of this research is first, to determine California State University
(CSU) students’ perceptions of multiliteracy competencies and what services they
recommend would benefit them. Second, to determine what are significant predictors
that lead to strong writing, oral, reading, digital and social literacies for students. Third,
to evaluate CSU writing center coordinators’ perceptions of expanding writing center
services to include multiliteracy support for students. There are four total research
questions that drive this study, three qualitative and one quantitative. The goal would be
to examine the relationship between explicit instruction and one-on-one practice in the
classroom and with a tutor to isolate significant predictors for students’ strong
competencies in writing, oral, reading, digital and social literacies and help justify a need
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for why CSU writing center coordinators should transform writing centers into
multiliteracy centers.
Additionally, this study seeks to help assist students in their academic careers as
they encounter coursework that requires them to engage in writing, oral, reading, digital
and social literacies. When instructors assign these types of activities and there is no
additional support for students to strengthen their skills, it makes it more unlikely they
will develop strong literacy competencies prior to entering the workforce. Ideally, we
want students to graduate and enter the workforce equipped with the skills they need to
succeed in the university and out in the workforce. This study will provide more insight
to university writing center coordinators as well as university administrators on what
students at their campus would benefit from having. This will help expand the concept of
literacy beyond simply reading and writing and open it up to more forms of literacy. This
study can help inform writing centers on what aspects to focus on incorporating, students
can articulate their needs, and writing center coordinators can express their concerns for
pushing this action forward. Finally, the rich meta-theoretical framework that this study
employs provides a well-rounded approach to addressing multiliteracy competencies and
centers that is unique to this field of study and a valuable tool for writing center directors.
In the past these theoretical frameworks have individually explored other topics and have
not been examined together for the sole purpose of evaluating one topic. This metatheoretical framework is a unique approach to understanding multiliteracies and can
contribute great insight to how California State Universities could address and support
multiliteracy competencies for students.
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Educational leaders should always strive to help students succeed. One integral
aspect of student success is through support services (Bosque & Chapman, 2007; Dadgar,
Nodine, Bracco and Venezia, 2013; Karp, O’Gara & Hughes, 2008). Support services
should adapt to better fit the needs of the students they serve. The more educators know
about what students need help with, the more they can help them. Furthermore, since
employers are expressing that recent graduates are lacking proper skills needed to be
successful in the workforce (Bates & Phelan, 2002; Hodges, 2012; International Reading
Association, 2006; Landrum, Hettich & Wilner, 2010; Manpower Group, 2012), this type
of study can help prepare students with the skills they need in multiple literacies that will
be expected of them in the workforce prior to graduation. Writing, reading, speaking,
digital fluency and social interactions are all skills that can be built and maintained in
college prior to graduation and entrance into the workforce (Daggett & Pedinotti Jr.,
2014). This study can also help propel CSU writing centers systematically into
multiliteracy centers by addressing the need for a writing center expansion into
multiliteracy centers.
Organization of Chapters
This chapter provided an overview of what follows in this dissertation. More
specifically, it stated the major issues related to and the importance of developing
multiliteracies at the university level in order to efficiently prepare college students for
the workforce demands of the 21st century as well as the need for multiliteracy support
services within a writing center. The purpose of this research is first, to determine
California State University (CSU) students’ perceptions of multiliteracy competencies
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and what services they recommend would benefit them. Second, to determine what are
significant predictors that lead to strong writing, oral, reading, digital and social literacies
for students. Third, to evaluate CSU writing center coordinators’ perceptions of
expanding writing center services to include multiliteracy support for students. There are
four total research questions that drive this study, three qualitative and one quantitative.
The goal would be to isolate significant predictors for students’ strong competencies in
writing, oral, reading, digital and social literacies and help CSU writing center
coordinators transform writing centers into multiliteracy centers. The following four
chapters will be organized in the following order. Chapter two, will review of the relevant
literature of this issue will be provided. In chapter three, the concurrent mixed methods
research design that will be conducted for this study is proposed. Chapter four will
examine the quantitative and qualitative results of this study using SPSS software and
coding for common themes from open-ended survey responses. Finally, chapter five will
propose recommendations for future research and implementation of research results to
transform writing centers into multiliteracy centers.
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Chapter 2
REVIEW OF RELEVANT LITERATURE
Introduction
The purpose of this research is first, to determine California State University
(CSU) students’ perceptions of multiliteracy competencies and what services they
recommend would benefit them. Second, to determine what are significant predictors
that lead to strong writing, oral, reading, digital and social literacies for students. Third,
to evaluate CSU writing center coordinators’ perceptions of expanding writing center
services to include multiliteracy support for students. There are four total research
questions that drive this study, three qualitative and one quantitative. This chapter has
provided an overview of scholarship surrounding the topic of multiliteracy competencies
as well as multiliteracy centers in higher education. This literature review was organized
into three sections that articulate the surrounding body of literature relevant to explaining
the importance of multiliteracy competencies: Expanding Literacies, Writing Center
Evolutions, and Multiliteracy Center Emergence. Figure 3 provides an illustration of the
key themes in the literature.
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Figure 3. Impactful Themes in Literature
As indicated in Figure 3, multiliteracy competencies and multiliteracy centers are at the
center of this figure, as it is the topic that drives this study and is influenced by the
surrounding literature. The figure represents the three prominent themes found in the
literature that revolve around expanding literacies, writing centers evolutions and the
emergence of multiliteracy centers. Each of these areas uniquely contributed to the
discussion on multiliteracy competencies in higher education. However, when they work
together, all three angles help to explain why a focus on multiliteracies is warranted.
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Expanding Literacies was the first section in this literature review which evaluates
what literacies are, the different types and the influence of multiliteracies in the
workforce and education. This element of the literature highlighted the external impact
of the workforce on students and why they should develop multiliteracy competencies
while in the university. Writing Center Evolutions examined the role writing center
professionals have contributed over centuries addressing one form of literacy with
writing support for students. Writing centers remain a popular form of support for
students to access when they need writing help. However, while writing is an important
literacy for students to know it is not the only literacy in the 21st century. Multiliteracy
Center Emergence was the final element in this literature review that explores a newer
area of development and entails expanding writing centers to address the developing
literacies of the 21st century. Finally, all three elements surround the issue of this study,
and, more importantly, they rotate in a cycle to demonstrate the continuous understanding
of multiliteracy competencies and multiliteracy centers. Without the external impact of
the workforce on literacies, students would not need to develop strong multiliteracy
competencies. At the same time, without the role of writing center professionals within
universities, a need to develop multiliteracy centers to support students’ new developing
competencies would be unnecessary.
Expanding Literacies
This section examines research related to expanding literacies to demonstrate the
evolving nature of this topic. The areas explored include: literacies, multiple literacies,
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the impact of multiliteracies in the workforce and education. Figure 4 is a visual
representation of the four major areas that inform how literacies are expanding.

Figure 4. Focus Areas of Expanding Literacies
Literacies
Literacies have been redefined in the 21st century. Beginning with functional
literacies such as reading and writing and now have grown with the emergence of
technology to encompass many literacies especially critical literacy.
Functional literacy. Any form of communication to make meaning is considered
literacy (Duncum, 2004). This definition of literacy provided a foundational
understanding that literacy is used to form meaning, and thus suggests, that any method
to form meaning, is another form of literacy. Using this basic understanding of literacy
allowed individuals to expand literacies beyond traditional forms that have been apparent
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for centuries. Traditional forms of literacy were typically just reading and writing
(International Reading Association, 2006; Kalantzis & Cope, 2008; Luke, 2012). People
understood that learning to read and write was important to help keep up with the growth
of the U.S. economy. To gain employment, individuals needed to have a basic functional
approach to reading and writing, knowing enough of these skills in order to do their jobs
and interact as a part of society. Strong reading skills were strongly related to functional
workforce skills (De Castell, Luke & MacLennan, 1981; Kirsch & Guthrie, 1977-1978;
Wilkins, 2000). As a result of having these functional literacies, individuals were able to
maintain their jobs and in turn contribute to the growth of the economy. However, since
no single definition for functional literacy exists, individuals were unclear about what
“adequate” function meant, and what qualified as “functional literacy.” Functional
literacy was simply knowing what you needed to know in order to do what you had to do.
This has transformed over the years; the new focus was on expanding our minds to
encompass new ways of thinking more critically.
Critical literacy. Critical thinking was a strategy used to think, read and write
deeper and question information, rather than strictly consume it (Paul & Elder, 2008).
Critical literacy was an expansion of critical thinking that now aims to develop “human
capacity to use texts to analyze social fields and their systems of exchange—with an eye
to transforming social relations and material conditions” (Luke, 2012, p. 9). In other
words, to engage in critical thought to transform the meaning that was gained through
visuals, media, culture, objects, etc. Critical literacy explored reading to better
understand relationships, to evaluate for meaning, and to engage more deeply with texts
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(Coffey, 2008; Daniel, 2008; Janks, 2012; Thomas, Hall & Piazza, 2010) whereas
functional literacy simply meant knowing how to read, not engaging critically about what
you. Table 2 displays the distinction between the functional and critical approaches to
literacy.
Table 2
Approaches to Literacy

(Kirsch & Guthrie, 1977-1978; Luke, 2012)
However, simply knowing how to read and write, were not the only skills people needed
in the 21st century. By limiting literacy to just reading and writing limits individuals’
knowledge and skills set in other literacies. It was time to explore other literacies and
how they contributed to individuals’ personal and professional development. Literacy
definitions have evolved over time impacting how educators view the concept of literacy
and how to expand education to include a focus on multiliteracies (Ahmed, 2011;
Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction, 2011).
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Multiple Literacies
Multiple literacies begin with understanding the concept of how multiliteracies
came to be and the usage of multimodalities. It later leads to the incorporation of
technology and the emerging value of digital literacy.
Understanding multiliteracies. Different forms of literacy emerged in higher
education. As literacy evolved it moved towards a society of multiliteracies (Anstey &
Bull, 2006; Selber, 2004). The term “multiliteracies” was coined in 1996 by the New
London Group to illustrate the growing literacies and important awareness of knowing
multiple forms of literacy (Cole, Pullen & Pullen, 2010; The New London Group, 1996).
The New London Group paved the way for research on multiliteracies by highlighting
that singular literacies exist everywhere and knowing multiple literacies is an important
tool for individuals to have. Duncum (2004) built on this by stating that it was not
possible to only know singular literacies in a world where there are many different forms
of communication. Multiliteracies takes into consideration this understanding and
emphasized the value of knowing and using more than one form of literacy. Although
reading and writing have been around for centuries, researchers have only been
examining multiliteracies as its own area of study for the past several decades. A further
examination of multiliteracies in higher education added to the body of research previous
scholars have conducted to understand the impact and benefits of multiliteracies.
Multiliteracies and multimodalities. One benefit of understanding multiple
literacies was that it allowed individuals to access more critical thoughts because they can
engage in multiple literacies simultaneous through multiple modalities. Multimodality
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referred to the different forms one can use to make meaning, whether that was
linguistically, visually, auditorily, gesturally or spatially (Anstey & Bull, 2006; Blake,
2016; Kitson, Fletcher, Kearney, 2007; Sheridan, 2010c). Multiple modalities provided
learners multiple opportunities to engage in the classroom and out of the class. There is
no denying that multiliteracies and multimodalities exist in society today for instance
Twitter, Instagram, YouTube, and Pinterest are available on any smart device where
individuals can access them easily and quickly. Once educators acknowledge the
existence of multimodalities, they begun to address multiliteracies in higher education
(Jacobs, 2013; Kerr, 2007; Sheridan, 2010c; Walsh, 2010). This was because different
modalities required different forms of literacies. Students’ preferred learning styles had a
domino effect on their preferred modalities and literacies. Whatever style they learn best
in, they will produce texts in those modalities and have a stronger sense of that
multiliteracy skill. By researching students’ multiliteracy perceptions it not only
indicated to educators what literacies students need help with but also what literacies they
feel confident with and why. This helped design services or resources to help them
improve on the other literacies they have less experience and confidence with.
Multiliteracies and technology. Hsu and Wang (2010) stated that one factor that
has transformed the definition of literacy was technology. Previously, literacy meant
reading, writing and communicating but now it meant doing that and more through
technology (Connor-Zachocki, 2015; Hsu & Wang, 2010) this was where digital literacy
grew in popularity. In education, literacy had always been an important goal; however,
as new literacies emerged in reaction to technology, developing new skills to use them
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are required. Digital literacies helped to develop language, problem solve, work
collaboratively, acknowledge how different modes connect, and understand key elements
of designing and redesigning meaning to form new knowledge (Conner-Zachocki, 2015;
Hockly, 2012). The value of having digital literacy competency moved beyond
traditional literacy and into multiliteracies. This was a valued skill to have due to the
evolving modes of communication in society today that required digital aspects to be
integrated into both work and education and should be further explored in relation to
students’ multiliteracy competencies.
Digital literacy incorporation. Education has adapted to incorporate aspects of
digital and technology literacy into their curriculums. Digital literacy curriculum
implemented in the classroom has focused on developing students’ critical literacy
through technology or digital mediums. Consequently, students in these studies felt that
these curricula were intellectually challenging, allowed them to have an authentic voice,
and were able to connect with their identities (Dockter, Haug & Lewis, 2010; Morgan,
2010). Jewett (2011) and Steinkuehler (2010) have studied the use of gaming in school
curriculum as a tool to enhance digital literacy. By using tools and resources students
have a passion for, such as gaming, allowed students to comfortably engage in a task they
already know while simultaneously improving their digital literacy competency allowing
for greater growth of digital literacies in the classroom (Jewett, 2011; Steinkuehler,
2010). Gaming combines multiple forms of literacy into one activity that builds on the
importance of all literacies combined. In addition to gaming, another effective way to
teach digital literacies was to bridge print and digital literacies in the classroom. It
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allowed students to explain the difference between modes and engage in individual,
partner and classroom activities. By layering literacies, combining digital and non-digital
elements, was a powerful way to create meaning (Abrams & Russo, 2015; Wood, 2011).
Teaching multiple literacies was impactful because it took into consideration all literacies
together as one larger unit. Students simultaneously needed to interact with all forms of
literacy to achieve its purpose (Abrams & Russo, 2015; Jewett, 2011; Wood, 2011).
Multiliteracies and the Workforce
The impact of multiliteracies in the workforce was profound on career readiness,
how employers perceived workforce skills and built a broader understanding of 21st
century competencies. Furthermore, the impact of multiliteracies started a conversation
regarding what higher education should do to better prepare students for the workforce
and the value of developing 21st century competencies.
Impact of multiliteracies on a diverse society. In July 2017, there was roughly
326,000,000 people in the United States. Of those 326,000,000 individuals, 61% are
White, 18% are Hispanic or Latino, 13% are Black or African American, 6% Asian, 3%
Mixed Races, and 1.5% American Indian, Alaskan, Hawaiian or Pacific Islander (U.S.
Census Bureau, 2017). Figure 5 provides a visual representation of this breakdown.
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Figure 5. U.S. Ethnicity Breakdown in 2017
(U.S. Census Bureau, 2017)
As society evolves, the needs of citizens are not what it used to be (Cope & Kalantzis,
2009). As the country grows and becomes more ethnically diverse, the emphasis on
understanding multiple literacies increases and helps build a stronger culturally aware
society. In the 21st century digital, social and cultural literacies are emerging in the
workforce (Blake, 2016; Colorado Academic Standards, 2010; Public Schools of North
Carolina, 2012; Schultz & Gill, 2014; Sturgis, 2014; Walsh, 2010) creating a need for
students to further develop these literacies. Having competency in social literacy help
students navigate the ethnically diverse society as they become more critically aware of
social cues, collaboration, understanding cultural awareness. Furthermore, multiliteracies
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not only help students in their academic careers but also in their personal and professional
ones (Anstey & Bull, 2006; Bates & Phelan, 2002; Dannels, 2001; Jewett, 2011; Jobs for
the Future & the Council of Chief State School Officers, 2015; Morreale Osborn &
Pearson, 2000; Reiss & Young, 2001; Rowsell & Walsh, 2011; The New London Group,
1996; Wilber, 2010). There was a growing importance of knowing a variety of skills
beyond traditional academic topics. These literacies helped build strong skills in students
prior to graduation and entrance into the workforce. The evolving literacies of society in
conjunction with employers’ expectations of 21st century skills suggested an opportunity
for educators to explore these other literacies in relation to workforce or career readiness
to help students improve their multiliteracy skills.
Career readiness. A career ready individual was defined as someone who
“effectively navigates pathways that connect education and employment to achieve a
fulfilling, financially-secure and successful career” (College Readiness Partner Council,
2012, p. 2). Students must learn how to engage with employers, understand how to find
jobs, maintain jobs and grow in their fields. This was mutually beneficial for the
employee and the employer. Employees will not be taken advantage of if they have a
clear understanding of their responsibilities, their wages and benefits, etc. At the same
time, employers will benefit by having competent employees that can work and not be
trained on how to be a worker first. They will already come into the workplace with
strong workforce competencies.
Employers’ perspectives. Employers identified a career readiness gap for
students, and students were not finding jobs after graduation because they did not have
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the necessary skills they need to be successful (Bridgeland, Milano & Rosenblum, 2011;
Busteed & Seymour, 2015; Manpower Group, 2012; Kelly, 2014; Landrum, Hettich &
Wilner, 2010). There should be a greater emphasis placed on teaching students career
readiness skills in conjunction with their discipline specific coursework. Career readiness
encompassed many skills that were previously mentioned as 21st century competencies or
multiliteracy skills. Regardless of the name researchers have used to study this topic, it is
one in the same. At this point it is essential that future research be done to tie these three
areas together and paint a larger understanding of how to build multiliteracies in college
in conjunction with what employers identify as the necessary 21st century competencies
all in hopes to close the career readiness gap for students after graduation.
21st century competencies. Multiliteracies are important to students’ workforce
readiness suggesting the need to strengthen students’ multiliteracy competencies prior to
graduation and entrance into the workforce. Multiliteracy proficiencies are needed in the
21st century (Blake, 2016; Colorado Academic Standards, 2010; Public Schools of North
Carolina, 2012; Schultz & Gill, 2014, Sturgis, 2014; Walsh, 2010). Employers have
identified 21st century competencies that are needed in the workforce that include the
following: self-awareness, communication, digital literacy, collaboration, problem
solving, reading, writing and many more (Bates & Phelan, 2002; Colorado Academic
Standards, 2010; Davis, Fidler & Gorbis, 2011; Manpower Group, 2012; Schultz & Gill,
2014; Voogt, Estrad, Dede & Mishra, 2013) which ultimately entails a greater
knowledge, awareness and usage of multiliteracies. A lack of proper education for
students resulted in a lack of educated workers in society. Cope and Kalantzis (2009)
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brought up the concept of lifeworlds to demonstrate individuals engage in multiple
worlds through work, academic, personal and community lives and the ability to have
multiliteracy competencies enhanced communication and benefit individuals’ work,
social, personal and community lives. Through multiliteracies students gained the ability
to better communicate, multitask, collaborate and express more sophisticated ideas.
There should be a discussion about what employers are looking for and what educators
should provide to students while in college prior to graduation and entering the
workforce.
Impact of 21st century competencies on students. National Research Council
(2012) grouped together the 21st century learning competencies into three categories:
Cognitive, Interpersonal and Intrapersonal. These three areas contributed to the growth
of an individual in their personal, personal and social lives by helping them gain the skills
needed to reflect, engage and interact with the world around them (National Research
Council, 2012). Cognitive skills helped individuals think and create. Interpersonal skills
allowed individuals to interact with others and build relationships both professionally and
personally. Lastly intrapersonal skills helped teach individuals how to self-reflect and
learn self-management techniques and improve character traits (National Research
Council, 2012). The National Council of Teachers of English (NCTE) discussed 21st
century competencies and the skills individuals gain through this literacies framework.
The framework identified the following six competencies as essential to a global society:
Developing fluency with technology, building cross-cultural relationships, designing and
sharing information, managing multiple platforms of information, analyzing multimedia
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texts and be an ethically responsibility citizen (NCTE, 2013). The implications for using
this framework impacted assessment and student learning through their interaction with
tools, texts, and information ultimately leading to building the skills students needed in
and out of school. Research on 21st century competencies suggested that these skills
were needed in the workforce, these competencies helped students be well-versed in a
variety of skills that are needed to succeed in the workplace. All professions, to a certain
degree, involve writing, reading, and communicating through face-to-face or online
interactions. These 21st century skills provided a list of competencies to help students
gain prior to entering the workforce.
Students need more preparedness. Too many students do not have the proper
skills needed to succeed in college or their careers (Bohn, 2014; Foundation for
Excellence in Education, 2017; Hodges, 2012; Lopez, 2012; McRobbie, 2004; Thomas &
Hubbard, 2013). Students scored below average on their literacy skills (California
Department of Education, 2017; Zinshteyn, 2015) reinforcing the notion that students do
not have the skills they need to be successful. Additionally, there had been a greater
focus on singular literacies and teaching to the assessment in K-12 education (Jacobs,
2012; Lapp, Moss & Rowsell, 2012) and instructional teaching needed to be redesigned
to validate new literacy approaches to teaching. However, as a result of the Common
Core Standards, more instructors were “moving beyond simplistic mandates to create
engaging learning environments” (Bean & O’Brien, 2012/2013, p. 276). Individually this
research was not alarming in relation to other educational issues. However, when
considering this research together, it demonstrated a cyclical problem that should be
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addressed. Although standardized testing does not capture the students’ multiliteracy
competencies, these results suggested that unprepared employees and declining literacy
skills go hand in hand. This was an issue that needed further research to determine, more
accurately, students’ complete literacy competencies. Students that had low literacy skills
carry on these skills, or lack thereof, into the workforce. By introducing students to
multiple texts and literacies helped them prepare to be active members in society
(Thomas & Hubbard, 2013). Multiliteracies are not studied at length yet, when schools
and society think of literacies, they think primarily reading and writing. There should be
more emphasis put on multiliteracy education and assessment to accurately understand
students’ multiliteracy competencies and areas educators can address to better prepare
students for academic, personal, and workforce success.
Rethinking higher education. Preparing students for the workforce should be a
greater priority for higher education. The changing economy of California needs more
skilled and educated workers to fill the workforce jobs (Board of Governors, 2012; Bohn,
2014; Johnson, 2017; Johnson, Cuellar Mejia & Bohn, 2015; Reed, 2008; TASC, 2013).
As the baby boomer generation retires there will be an influx of new jobs (Bohn, 2014)
and these jobs will require more advanced credentials then before. There is a pressing
need to fill these jobs otherwise the economy will encounter many challenges. While the
state of the economy is not within the scope of this study, higher education does have a
duty to uphold in relation to the quality of students they graduate and push into the
workforce. Educational outcomes and resources should be aligned with what employers
are looking for and needing in new graduates (Doing What Matters, 2015a). Educators

44
can redesign education to better fit the needs of society and students. Through the work
done on literacy and what employers’ perceptions are of new graduates, research can
grow around how to apply these two perspectives into higher education (Doing What
Matters, 2015b). By staying involved and framing the issue from the perspective of what
employers are looking for, educators can help education reform their curriculum to
incorporate these necessary skills for workforce success. Higher education needs to
change their goals to reflect the demands of the 21st century. Multiliteracies have been
identified as crucial for workforce success and these skills should be taught alongside
discipline specific knowledge to students otherwise students will graduate with the
knowledge to do their jobs but not the skills needed to maintain those jobs. Only when
educators examine students’ multiliteracy perceptions will they begin to understand what
areas to further develop and how.
Multiliteracies in Education
The impact of multiliteracies in education is vast from initiatives created to
support student success, the impact of multiliteracies on students, and principles for how
educators can integrate multiliteracy instruction. Furthermore, research needs to grow
beyond career technical education and into understanding students’ multiliteracy
perceptions and support services.
Higher education contributions. Educators in higher education have a great
responsibility to help inform students of the necessary skills needed in the workforce
while they are still in the university. The Board of Governors has created a taskforce to
address building a stronger economy (Doing What Matters, 2015a). Increasing
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employers’ investment in students’ education through internships, using more
collaborative strategies to engage the workforce, and providing more online tools for job
access (Doing What Matters, 2015b) are several ways the taskforce is working to rethink
success. The goal of the taskforce is to provide the incoming workers of California with
the skills they need to be successful in the workforce by offering the government and
educational institutions strategies to better prepare students to be career ready (Doing
What Matters, 2015a; Doing What Matters, 2015c). To bridge clearer pathways between
education and the workforce, educators should remember that students are at a delicate
stage in their lives after K-12 and are choosing between higher education or the
workforce. In other words, if educators do not provide students with the proper skills
they need to succeed in college and their careers they are doing them a disservice to be
successful citizens in this day and age.
Impact of multiliteracies on students. Although multiliteracies are important
for the workforce, little connection has been made to how multiliteracies impacts
education (Burnett & Merchant, 2015). The New London Group (1996) explored the
impact of multiliteracies on individuals’ civic life. Multiliteracies not only impacted
students’ education by giving them skills they need to be successful in academia, but it
will help them gain the skills they need to be active contributing members of society.
Alberta Education (2011) further explored this notion of multiliteracies on civic
engagement by addressing the competencies students will develop through multiliteracy
instruction. The results of developing these skills lead to an engaged thinker, ethical
citizen and an entrepreneurial spirit. The student learner was at the core of this research
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that focused on the knowledge students will need to gain to benefit their lives. Those
skills included: 1) digital and technological fluency, 2) lifelong learning and personal
management, 3) collaboration and leadership, 4) critical thinking and problem solving, 5)
creativity and innovation, 6) social, cultural and global responsibility and 7)
communication (Alberta Education, 2011). These seven areas informed one another to
facilitate student learning. The seven areas encompassed personal and professional
competencies with a goal that they will instill higher principles in students, thus creating
more engaged thinkers, more ethical citizens and an entrepreneurial spirit. While not all
students wanted to be entrepreneurs, the entrepreneurial spirit was a self-starter mentality
that will motivate students to go after their goals in life (Alberta Education, 2011). This
research indicated not only the value of having a variety of skills but also the continuous
impact developing these skills has on an individual’s life. Student learners today become
tomorrow’s contributing members of society giving back what they have gained through
new knowledge of multiliteracies.
Principles for educators to implement. The research of Salas-Pilco (2013)
enhanced this understanding of student learning by describing four pillars for educators to
implement 21st century competencies in education: 1) learning to know, 2) learning to
do, 3) learning to live together, and 4) learning to be. Learning to know, meant having a
mentality that promotes lifelong learning. Learning to do, meant the application of
knowledge gained. Learning to live together promoted collaboration and acceptance of
other individuals. Finally, learning to be meant learning how to be an independent
responsible person (Salas-Pilco, 2013). Although these pillars were important, they did
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not provide educators with specific direct examples on what educators should focus on
when implementing 21st century competencies. Research in this regard was enhanced by
Burnett and Merchant (2015), as they identified it was important to recognize and build
on students’ textual practices, encourage experimentation of ideas, promote collaboration,
acknowledge the importance of meaning making and the role of multimodality.
However, even knowing the pillars and principles on where instructors should place
value, ultimately a great way for instructors to implement new literacy practices in the
classroom, instructors must understand and experience new literacy practices themselves.
Inquiry-based practices gave instructors opportunities to explore complex issues,
acknowledge and honor home literacies students bring into the classroom and eventually
build in new literacy instruction (Coiro & Moore, 2012; Sandretto & Tilson, 2016).
Thinking beyond Career Technical Education. Colleges need to reshape their
programs to incorporate elements of what employers find necessary in the workforce. A
primary step in reshaping programs is to examine multiliteracy competencies and the
need for support prior to making any changes. There are educational investments for
students to gain proper workforce competencies to be successful in their careers, but they
revolve around workforce development or Career Technical Education (CTE).
Workforce development entailed research and initiatives on how to increase the economy
and build a stronger workforce (Busteed & Seymour, 2015; Daggett & Pedinotti Jr.,
2014; Jez & Adan, 2016; Jez & Nodine, 2016; National Center for Education Statistics,
1996). On the other side, Career Technical Education (CTE) initiatives were researched,
created and implemented to promote college and career pathways for students through
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vocational careers (Booth, 2015; Bracco, Dadgar, Austin, Klarin, Finkelstein, Mundry &
Bugler, 2014; California Community Colleges Chancellor’s Office, 2013; Division of
Economic Development and Workforce Preparation, 2011; Kerna, 2012; Moore, Jez,
Chisholm & Shulock, 2012; Shulock, Chisholm, Moore & Harris, 2012; Shulock &
Offenstein, 2012; Shulock, Moore & Offenstein, 2011). Through CTE, students gained
hands-on experience working in their field of interest learning the practical and
knowledge skills needed to succeed in their fields. However, there was a lack of
investment in workforce readiness for students in mainstream academic programs. A
further exploration of how to address employers’ workforce readiness, or 21st century
competencies, is needed in higher education to help non-CTE students also be successful
in the skills they need in their careers. Multiliteracy proficiencies are needed in the 21st
century and it is a challenge for educators to integrate other literacies into the education
system.
Students multiliteracy perceptions. Throughout this section research has
highlighted several trends in literacy development, workforce expectations, 21st century
competencies, career readiness gap, Career Technical Education (CTE) and college and
career pathways. However, one important aspect that was missing from this literature
was the voice of students. There has been extensive research on what everyone thinks
students need, yet very little known about how students perceive their multiliteracy
competencies. This presented a great opportunity for future research to evaluate how
students perceive their multiliteracy competencies and what they want or need in order to
succeed. Prior to addressing any of the issues presented in the literature, there should be

49
an examination of students’ perceptions. Tabrizi (2016) conducted a study on oral
communication competencies, a component of multiliteracies, asking students to describe
their attitudes towards oral communication related assignments or activities. The
findings indicated that most students felt anxious and nervous about regarding their oral
speaking abilities and when asked what would help alleviate these concerns, they
revealed that they would benefit from one-on-one practice, quiet space and resources to
help improve this skill (Tabrizi, 2016). While other researchers had previously published
on students’ multiliteracy competencies and perceptions (Gee, 2004; Hawisher & Selfe,
1989), it is essential to build on the finding of other scholars to better understand and
further address students multiliteracy needs in higher education. Although there may be
some research on this topic, multiliteracy competencies and centers still need further
examination and attention.
Building multiliteracy support services. Educators have spent too long
speculating, judging, or determining what is best for students without taking into
consideration what they feel they would benefit the most from. One way to address
multiliteracies in education and alleviate anxieties is to provide tutoring support services
to help students foster these skills while at the university. One common form of support
services on college campuses is writing centers because students indicated that they
would be more willing to go get help from writing centers if they provided help with
other literacies (Sheridan & Inman, 2010; Tabrizi, 2016). Writing centers can help
students have a well-rounded college experience. Students having the necessary skills
needed to be successful in the workforce pertains to institutions, policy makers, and
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businesses. For education, they need to place an emphasis on developing skills,
interacting more with literacy and broadening learning (Davis, Fidler & Gorbis, 2011).
Multiliteracy competencies are only one component of what this study hopes to address.
The other component is the role writing centers have in addressing multiliteracies in
higher education to provide students these skills within the CSU system.
Writing Center Evolutions
This section evaluates research related to writing center evolutions to provide a
portrait of the past, present and future in the context of the university. Areas that will be
discussed include: student support services, writing center spaces, tutoring practices,
technology and online centers, and writing center partnerships. Figure 6 is a visual
representation of the five major areas that inform how writing centers have evolved over
the years.

Figure 6. Focus Areas of Writing Center Evolutions
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Student Support Services
Support services are created to assist students and improve success, yet they are
not equally accessible. One way to improve support services is to integrate support in
classrooms and develop high impact practices in higher education to benefit student
success.
Support services are not equally accessible. Educators should help students
with the necessary resources they need in order to help them achieve a postsecondary
education (Finley & McNair, 2013; Karp, O’Gara & Hughes, 2008). One way is to
provide students with the proper support services. Support services can increase student
success towards degree attainment or transfer but research shows that although support
services are open to all, the students that benefit the most from them are ones that have
previous knowledge of college ins and outs (Dadgar, Nodine, Bracco & Venezia, 2013).
Karp, O’Gara and Hughes (2008) supported this research through their work that found
students who had family members who went to college or completed college had an
advantage over students that were first generation college students. Additionally,
available support services were complicated by the fact that although resources were
available to students, not all students can equally access them. Although students are
aware of the resources that are available, many of them are juggling school, work and
families throughout their academic careers. As a result, barriers such as lack of time,
money, social networks or competition for spots in programs hindered the ability to
engage in external support services (Finley & McNair, 2013). Even if students needed or
wanted to participate in extra services to supplement their classroom instruction, many of
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them cannot afford to spend more time and energy on campus when they have work or
family obligations.
Faculty perceptions of support services. Another aspect of support services
was faculty members’ perceptions on this issue. While faculty believed these services are
accessible to all, students who had higher levels of social and cultural capital accessed the
resources more than others (Finley & McNair, 2013). This suggested that all support
services were not accessed equally and if faculty felt the opposite, they were too quick to
recommend support services without properly understanding that they were not equally
accessed by all. However, if support was embedded within each course, access to all
students would be immediate. Students would not have to go searching for it.
Integrated support services. There were several strategies used to integrate
support services with academics. Those strategies include embedding support with
advisors and tutors and offering student success centers to supplement classroom
instruction (Dadgar, Nodine, Bracco & Venezia, 2013). Tutors or advisors directly inside
the classroom were able to hear the teaching first hand, take notes, and answer questions
immediately for students. Embedded supported eliminates ideas lost in translation when
students have to retell their understanding of the teacher’s expectations to a tutor or
advisor. Student support centers that supplement classroom instruction, were designed to
give students the one-on-one space and attention they need to succeed (Dadgar, Nodine,
Bracco & Venezia, 2013). This was useful and practical because one instructor cannot
realistically accommodate all students in a single class period by themselves. It was
more likely that students fell behind in these scenarios. Supplemental support centers
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help give students the extra attention they needed in order to succeed and not fall behind
in their classes (Dadgar, Nodine, Bracco & Venezia, 2013). One popular strategy for
integrating support services with academics is by using High Impact Practices or HIPs.
High Impact Practices have begun to grow in popularity revolving around student
engagement. HIPs was different types of support services designed to maximize student
learning (Kuh, 2008).
High Impact Practices. Examples of HIP services included service learning
courses, learning communities, internships, tutoring, writing intensive courses, study
abroad experiences, culminating experience courses and research with faculty members
(Finley & McNair, 2013; Kuh 2008). Service learning courses gave students
opportunities to engage with the community through volunteering activities. Learning
communities partner specific courses together so that students took them in the same
semester or series of courses. This allowed for the cross instruction of content and
double the exposure to information that was learned in one class, was implied in the
other, or vice versa. Internships gave students workforce exposure by having students
work in their fields for extra experience. Tutoring gave students the opportunity to be
taught coursework in one-on-one sessions. Study abroad experiences allowed students to
visit other countries and they gained exposure to other cultures. Lastly, culminating
experiences and working with faculty helped students build strong academic relationships
by working closely to faculty in their chosen fields of study. High Impact Practices such
as those listed above, suggested that HIPs were effective the more time students spend
engaging in them. The more time spent exposed to these services, increased the
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opportunities students had to gain the knowledge and support needed to succeed in their
academic endeavors.
Benefits of High Impact Practices. Finley and McNair (2013) point out that
High Impact Practices were very influential in higher education. Students who enrolled
in multiple forms of HIPs have a stronger self-perception of their learning. In other
words, their results indicated that regardless if they were underserved or traditionally
advantaged, students’ views of their own learning are benefited by HIPs (Finley &
McNair, 2013). Educators had a common goal of helping students achieve essential
outcomes that would be useful to them both in school and in the workforce. Therefore, it
is necessary that educators think and plan a sequence of HIPs to help engage students in a
meaningful way (Finley & McNair, 2013; Kuh, 2008). The more different forms of HIPs
that were offered allowed for students to engage in a variety of forms to determine which
HIPs are best suited to their personalities, learning styles and academic goals. One form
of a High Impact Practice might not work for every student so that is why it is important
for educators provide multiple types of HIPs for students in higher education. While all
forms of High Impact Practices have their benefits on student success, the remainder of
this literature review focuses on evaluating the role of writing center tutoring programs in
higher education.
Writing Center Spaces
Writing center spaces involved center names, locations, and addressing
stakeholder needs. Every aspect of writing center spaces is under the responsibility of
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writing center coordinators to handle from funding, advertising, recruitment, training and
staffing.
Writing center names. There as over one hundred years of writing center
history. Writing centers were the response to remediation for students with writing
difficulties (Russell, Lea, Parker, Street & Donahue, 2009). In order to support students,
writing centers were created. However, writing centers have had many different names
for the writing support service they offer students: centers, clinics, labs, and more
(McQueeney, 2001; Trimbur, 2000). These names have different connotations about the
services they offer and how they provide help. Centers gave off the perception that it was
a community location where individuals gather. Clinics gave off the perception that it
was somewhere that one goes when they are “sick” to be treated for something that is
wrong with them. Finally, labs gave off the perception that students would be
experimented on or that the services offered are not fully tested or beneficial. The term
“writing center” has now become the generic term to describe student tutoring for writing
support (McQueeney, 2001). Names impact how other perceive these services. It was
important that writing support services carefully choose their names to reflect the services
that they offer as well as how they want students to view them. In terms of multiliteracy
centers, names played a significant role in how students and the campus perceive this
service. For writing centers, names changes from writing to multiliteracy centers implied
that support services will be offered beyond writing making the service more
approachable to students. However, name changes were not an easy immediate change
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and requires careful consideration of what services the center was willing and able to
provide to students.
Writing center locations. In addition to the name, location is major concern for
writing centers. Writing centers are typically linked to academic departments, usually
English. Research indicates that writing centers have continuously debated where writing
centers should be located and scholars continuously discuss whether they should be
associated and housed within the English department or not (Abels, 2010; Childers, 2010;
Fitzgerald, 2006; Haviland, Fye & Colby, 2001; Lowe, 2010; Mullin, Carino, Nelson &
Evertz, 2010). Scholars have debated the benefits and consequences of having centers
positioned or associated with English departments. Being associated with English
departments gives the impression that writing centers only help with English writing
related assignments as opposed to assignments from all disciplines. The majority of
writing centers look at writing from across the disciplines ever since the Writing Across
the Curriculum (WAC) movement began in the 1970s (Gentile, 2014; Good & Barganier,
2013; Mullin, Reid, Enders & Baldridge, 2008; Palmquist, Rodrigues, Kiefer &
Zimmerman, 1995). Writing Across the Curriculum is a faculty-driven initiative to teach
faculty how to teach writing to students. Centers that are housed in the English
department have to be mindful about how they advertise to ward off the misconception
that they only help with English related assignments. Ultimately every institution is
different and therefore there are many centers associated with English departments and
others who are not. Writing centers housed in English department have a more
challenging time gaining faculty buy-in from instructors who focus primarily on print
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literacy. This poses a challenge for writing center directors who want to shift beyond
print literacy and focus on addressing multiliteracies.
Addressing stakeholder needs. Writing center locations is an exploration of
various stakeholder agendas involving students, tutors, faculty and administrators in order
to help directors understand where to position writing centers within the campus. Finding
the right location for any department or center can be difficult because of the various
factors that contribute to finding a location: space, parking, classrooms, libraries, etc.
(Haviland, Fye & Colby, 2001). Centers that are positioned too far from the students’
necessary amenities on campus will likely have less foot traffic. Further research by
writing center scholars indicates a continuous exploration of trying to find the right
“space” for centers. This included location, atmosphere, services offered, tutoring
practices, population served and more (Busekrus, 2017; Carpenter & Apostel, 2012;
Grutsch McKinney, 2005; Haviland, Fye & Colby, 2001; Lawson, 2015; LeCluyse, 2013;
Raign, 2017; Scott, 2013; Turner & Sheckels, 2012). Writing centers start off small but
need space to grow and without the appropriate number of classrooms or labs their
growth has a limit. These factors need to be considered when educators decide on
writing center locations. It is important to examine writing center professionals’
perceptions of writing center expansions and evaluate what factors support or hinder
growth in additional areas. Furthermore, stakeholder involvement was essential to the
success of multiliteracy centers in higher education. Centers that focused on multiple
literacies would benefit from stakeholder involvement because they could contribute
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knowledge, resources, expertise and assistance to support the growth of multiliteracy
centers.
Responsibilities of writing center coordinators. In addition to names and
locations, writing center professionals have many responsibilities to the start and day-today function of the center. Writing center professionals have a responsibility to staff the
center, recruit hires (Mattison, 2010; Pemberton, 2010b; Strang, 2010), secure funding
(Schreiber, 2010; Simpson, 2010), and build campus relationships on behalf of the center
(Fitzgerald & Stephenson, 2010; Haviland & Trianosky, 2010). Recruiting and hiring is
an important priority because tutors are an integral part of writing center experience.
Hiring involves critical thinking to determine the right amount of staff (quantity needed
to serve students), background (level of experience, previous positions) and majors
(history, education, psychology, etc.) to recruit a variety of student tutors from various
disciplines. Funding is a huge concern that impacts a lot of choices that writing centers
can make, staffing, resources, advertisement, equipment, etc. It is the responsibility of
writing center coordinators or directors to understand and navigate funding that is
provided to them. For instance, knowing 1) the base budget which is the permanent
source of funding, 2) the budget line, how specific items are distributed in the finances, 3)
development projects to fund raise, and 4) the cost to pay faculty, staff and students
(Simpson, 2010). Lastly it is important for writing center professionals to build
relationships to and promote themselves across campus to increase awareness of the
center and the tutoring services they provide. In terms of multiliteracy centers, writing
center professionals will be responsible for staffing a variety of tutors from other
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disciples or individuals with strengths in multiple literacies. Directors of multiliteracy
centers will face their own unique challenges related to funds, equipment, staffing, etc. It
is not enough to have English or writing tutors, for multiliteracy centers, tutors need to
have expertise in their other literacies in order to best support students obtain these skills.
Tutoring Practices
The most common association made about writing is that they provide tutoring to
students. Peer tutoring approaches have their benefits and challenges when working with
student writers. Their challenges involve addressing ethical issues, non-traditional and
diverse student populations. Finally, to fully understand and improve tutoring practices,
more research needs to be done on students’ motivations for regularly attending writing
centers.
Tutoring approaches. Writing center tutoring comes down to one of three
approaches to tutoring: minimalist, generalist, or discipline specific tutoring. Although
there are tutors that employ cross tutoring approaches, for example, a minimalist tutor
can also have discipline specific knowledge. However, generally speaking minimalist
tutoring helps students learn that writing is a process more than it is perfecting the
outcome (Brooks, 2008). Writing centers have a mission to help students improve as
writers and consequently improve their writing over time, because once students improve
as writers so will their writing (Law & Murphy, 1997). Using this minimalist approach
tutors help guide students but take a more hands-off approach, letting the student control
the session more than the tutor. Generalist tutoring refers to tutors having a basic
understanding of writing practices enough to help students in any writing situation they
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encounter (Shamoon & Burns, 2001). Tutors discuss higher order concerns with students
such as structure, organization, addressing the prompt, etc., and then address sentence
level issues, grammar, spelling and punctuation (Reigstad & McAndrew, 1984). The
final method has tutors that are specifically trained in specific disciplines. This is
beneficial because tutors can understand and describe certain conventions of writing
related to the arts, sciences and history (Walker, 1998). These three approaches complete
each other strategies are typically conducted by peer tutors. By training tutors to
understand and know all three approaches, they are able to use whichever strategy best
fits into the session they are working with. This allows tutors to be critically aware of
their sessions and use a strategy that will best benefit their student. Discipline specific
tutoring particularly relates to multiliteracy competencies because if centers were to
incorporate multiliteracy tutoring, minimalist, generalist and discipline specific
approaches would need to be taught in training.
Peer tutoring benefits. Since the late 1960s, peer teaching and tutoring has been
frequently used by most writing centers (Gillespie & Kail, 2010; Murphy, 2010; Tuleja &
Greenhalgh, 2008; Turner & Shekels, 2012; Wilson, 2012). Peer tutoring had a positive
impact on both students and tutors because of the relationship building that occurs
through collaboration, open dialogue, and improved conversational skills such as
listening, and responding in diverse situations (Cooper, Bui & Riker, 2008; Diardo, 2008;
Gillespie & Kail, 2010; Hug, 2013; Jacoby, 2008; Lunsford, 2008; Murphy, 2008;
Murphy, 2010; Raign, 2017; Wilson, 2012). These researchers have studied the
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importance of collaboration and open dialogue in peer tutor and student relationships
because of the positive impact it has on students’ understanding of writing.
Peer tutoring challenges. While there were plenty of benefits of peer tutoring,
there were also some critiques on how involved tutors should be with students’ writing
during sessions (Scrocco, 2017; Shamoon & Burns, 2008). This related to minimalist
tutoring and how involved tutors should or should not be during sessions. For example,
if the tutor should take write during the session, or if they should read drafts prior to
sessions are a few examples of concerns regarding how involved tutors should be in
sessions. How much involvement the tutor had during the session impacted the
ownership of the writing. The more tutors were involved, the more students depended on
the role they play in addressing writing concerns (Pemberton, 2010a). Peer tutoring
challenges will present themselves in multiliteracy center tutoring sessions as well.
However, the challenges will revolve more on other literacy challenges not just print
literacy issues. However, there is not enough research on multiliteracy center tutors to
know the extent of these challenges and until these centers are created, peer tutoring
challenges with multiple literacies will not be explored.
Ethical responsibilities. Writing center scholars built on the previous research
on the role of tutors by examining how they address conflicts or ethical issues during
sessions (Boquet, 2008; Bowen, 2007; Bringhurst, 2010; Howard & Carrick, 2010;
Pemberton, 2010a; Sherwood, 2008). Ethical issues such as plagiarism, how to teach
avoiding it, consequences for it, and whether it is a tutor’s responsibility to report
plagiarism if they see it (Bowen, 2007; Bringhurst, 2010; Howard & Carrick, 2010) were
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all issues that face tutors in the writing center. Another issue was how to address
censorship of language in students’ writing. This was an ethical decision tutors must
navigate and make choices during the session (Sherwood, 2008). These issues brought
up concerns for writing centers because these was sensitive topics that both writing center
administration and tutors both need to know and address so that tutors were prepared on
how to respond in these situations. Ethical issues were not exclusive to writing center
tutors. In terms of multiliteracy centers, tutors will still need to uphold ethical
responsibilities similar to what researchers found on plagiarism (Bowen, 2007;
Bringhurst, 2010; Howard & Carrick, 2010) in multiliteracy tutoring sessions. However,
the issue of ethics varies from traditional writing centers to multiliteracy centers in regard
to how tutors address plagiarism issues, for instance, in oral, digital, and social platforms.
While in writing centers this may simply mean addressing it with the student, but with
multiliteracies this will inevitably change depending on which mode of literacy students
are creating in. Due to the lack of research in this area, this is an opportunity for scholars
to further examine how ethics will be addressed by tutors in multiliteracy centers.
Motivations behind attendance. There was minimal research on getting
students to come to the center regularly (Childers, 2010; Goddu, 2012; Pexton, 2012) but
an area of future research could be to examine students’ needs for attending the writing
center. If writing centers could explore the reasons behind students’ attendance, they will
gain a stronger understanding of 1) where they heard of the writing center (flyers, new
student orientations, faculty members, etc.), 2) motivation factors for why they attend (to
improve their paper, extra credit purposes, to get an “A”, because their teacher told them
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to, etc.), and 3) what they specifically hope to gain from these sessions (idea
development, organization, grammar, etc.). Only once writing centers understand
students’ needs will they be able to reflect the services that adequately addresses those
concerns. Writing centers have typically served students with writing concerns, so by
examining students’ multiliteracy needs it will begin to paint a picture for writing center
coordinators on the importance of expanding services to address those concerns for
students.
Addressing Diverse Students
Writing centers work with a variety of student groups from different majors,
language skills, ethnicities and student populations. As diversity grows in the nation and
college campuses, it is inevitable for writing centers to work with diverse students.
Multiliteracies and diverse students. California State University campuses are
growing in ethnic diversity. Figure 7 depicts that breakdown of ethnicities across the
twenty-three CSU campuses.
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Figure 7. CSU Systemwide Enrollment by Ethnicity in 2016
(The California State University, 2017)
While the majority of higher education has been comprised of White individuals, as of
2016 the majority of students within the CSU system are Hispanic or Latinx. Writing
centers interact with students from all cultures and ethnicities. Students from different
ethnicities write with different structures (Clyne, 1984; Connor & Lauer, 1988;
Edamatsu, 1978; Eggington, 1987; Grabe & Kaplan, 1989; Hamady, 1960; Leki, 1991;
Mohan & Lo, 1985; Shouby, 1951). Tutors need awareness of how different cultures
write in order to teach the appropriate writing strategies without degrading anyone’s
cultural practices. Beyond writing, multiliteracies had a great impact on diverse students
because it taught awareness of cultural sensitivity and social interaction. While the figure
shows the varying ethnic groups present on CSU campuses it also indirectly suggests a
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variety of languages present, therefore multiliteracies also touches on multilingual
instruction and how to address that as a component in writing center tutoring.
English Second Language students. Writing center research indicated a pattern
of tutoring strategies specific to working with English Second Language (ESL) students
(Cherney, 2017; Davis, 2013; Harris, 2008; Hitt, 2012; Myers, 2008; Neff, 2008; Phillips,
2013, 2017). English Second Language students have different writing styles in their
home language that impacts organization, structure and clarity of writing (Kennell, 2014).
Additionally, they have insecurities and worries with language barriers that impact
grammar and how they express content in their writing. Tutors need to be aware of these
strategies and how to address them with tact and understating to help convey English
academic discourse. ESL students, like any other students, will likely attend
multiliteracy centers and while these types of centers are new, tutoring ESL students is
not. However, tutoring ESL students in other literacies is an area of research that has not
been researched yet. More research needs to be done on how ESL students interact and
engage with multiliteracies beyond what writing centers can traditionally offer.
Non-traditional students. Non-traditional students are another student
population that writing center help address (Cooper, 2008; Haynes-Burton, 2008;
Weaver, 2008). However, they have their own issues and concerns that are not
necessarily writing related but that students bring with them into writing center sessions.
Some of these issues include juggling work, family, kids, and school and maintaining the
motivation to balance everything. Non-traditional students consist of returning college
students, older students, or part-time students. Nearly 17% of total students in the CSU
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system are part-time students (The California State University, 2017). Although more
students have full-time enrollment, there was still a significant number of students that
have different obligations and commitments that impact their overall attendance.
Although within the California State University system, the majority of students were
under twenty-four years old there was still an existing student population in their midtwenties or older as depicted in Figure 8.
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Figure 8. CSU Systemwide Enrollment by Age in 2016
(The California State University, 2017)
Older or returning students have different concerns when it comes to academics and
balancing their school loads. Furthermore, this played an impact on student enrollment
and the concerns they brought into writing centers. Pistone (2010) suggested that
students bring this baggage with them into sessions and sometimes it is the tutor’s

67
responsibility to patiently listen before moving onto the writing itself. Multiliteracy
centers will serve non-traditional students and, like traditional writing centers, will have
to address students’ needs with the baggage they bring to sessions with tutors. Knowing
more about the students that enter writing centers helps when writing center coordinators
recruit tutors, develop training and market services. Although it is important to
understand the students who come to writing centers, it is equally as important to
understand why students come to writing centers. This is an opportunity for multiliteracy
centers to evaluate the reasons that students attend their center and target their services to
support non-traditional students’ multiliteracy acquisition.
Technology and Online Centers
Writing centers have made efforts to integrate technology in on-ground centers as
well as offer online writing center services for students who cannot attend face-to-face
tutoring. However, incorporating technology and transitioning into online centers
presented its own challenges for traditional on-ground centers.
Incorporating technology. In addition to tutoring practices, writing centers in
recent years have focused on incorporating technology and starting online centers. There
was a great amount of research on the role of technology in the writing center (Bailey,
2012; Bradbury, 2014; Bridgewater, 2017; Carlson & Apperson-Williams, 2008; George,
1995; Gresham, 2010; Kastman Breuch & Racine, 2000; Kavadlo, 2013; Lunsford, 2006;
Opdenacker & Van Waes, 2007; Pantelides, 2012; Purdy, 2010; Roscoe, Allen, Weston,
Crossley & McNamara, 2014; Sheridan, 2010b; Simons, Bryant & Stroh, 1995; Thomas,
2005). This incorporation highlighted an increasing awareness of the value of technology
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and the benefit it had on students’ digital literacies. Simons, Bryant and Stroh (1995)
explored three unique perspectives to incorporating technology into a writing center
through the perspectives of an instructional designer, computer coordinator and a writing
center coordinator. The instructional designer and the writing center coordinator brought
a macro viewpoint of technology in the writing center while the computer coordinator
brings a micro viewpoint of the day-to-day activities of the computers in the center
(Simons, Bryant & Stroh, 1995). These perspectives build on one another to encompass
a full outlook on integrating technology into a writing center. Other scholars expand on
this topic by focusing on multimodal texts and the roles of computers and technology in
online tutoring sessions (Carlson & Apperson-Williams, 2008; Pemberton, 2008). This
addition to the growing body of knowledge on technology suggests that as writing centers
grow, particularly in the 21st century, technological advancements should be valued as an
enhancement to writing center practices.
Online writing centers. Technology in writing centers eventually led to the
inclusion of online writing centers that helped tutors and students navigate online
platforms and replicate face-to-face tutoring but in a virtual platform (Bell, 2010;
College, 2012; Conrad-Salvo & Bomkamp, 2015; Harris, 2010; Kastman, Breuch &
Racine, 2000; McCarroll, 2017; Raign, 2013; Stella & Corry, 2016; Troillett & McIntyre,
2012). By incorporating technology and online tutoring, writing centers begin to reflect
the emerging needs of multiliteracies. Gresham (2010) explores components of what it
takes to build an online writing center. These areas include: commitment to online
conversations, acceptance of multimodal texts, understanding the need for a plan and a
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back-up plan, plus acknowledging that online centers need time, energy and effort to
create and maintain. This entails so many details needed to start an online center but
highlights the fact that in order for online centers to get started, writing center
professionals need to have these critical conversations. Scholars in this field have
dedicated time and research to exploring conversations regarding online tutoring, online
centers (Kastman Breuch & Racine, 2000; Kavadlo, 2013; Purdy, 2010) and using online
tools and software to teach students (Bridgewater, 2017; Opdenacker & Van Waes, 2007;
Roscoe, Allen, Weston, Crossley & McNamara, 2014; Stela & Corry, 2016). This body
of research suggests the value of exploring other literacies and forms of communication
in writing centers beyond face-to-face and print texts. However, for writing centers to
expand into additional services, they need the buy-in from other departments to make the
most of the resources they are provided.
Writing Center Partnerships
Writing centers have formed partnerships with other departments, programs or
faculty to share resources and maximize support for students. Areas that writing centers
have formed partnerships include Writing Across the Curriculum, Communication
Across the Curriculum, communication centers, and embedding tutors directly into
classrooms.
The value of partnerships. Partnerships in writing centers allows for sharing of
resources and building alliances to support the same goal. Resource Dependence Theory
(RDT) helps provide context that could address students’ multiliteracies competencies in
higher education (Hillman, Withers & Collins, 2009). Understanding how RDT works in
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the context of education, will help organizations find ways to mutually benefit from
shared resources through alliances and partnerships. The three key facets of RDT—the
environment, the organization and the decisions (Johnson, 1995) could help explain the
obstacles that face universities when it comes to expanding a support service and what
resource dependencies they have and what they can also provide. This is particularly
useful to keep in mind as it impacts how organizations form partnerships to survive and
maintain resources within the larger institution. Finding and maintaining partnerships is
especially valuable for writing center directors as they make the shift for multiliteracy
centers. Directors should build partnerships with other departments on campus such as
libraries and information technology in order to have to the right resources, staff,
equipment, and expertise. Writing center partnerships have included library and
information technology departments (American Library Association, 2006; Bosque &
Chapman, 2007; LeFebvre, 2012; Nelson & Wambeam, 1995). These partnerships help
provide tutoring support on multiple campus locations but more importantly to gain
knowledge of digital, information, and computer literacies which contribute to writing
centers expanding to include other literacies beyond writing. These partnerships slowly
paved the way for writing centers to explore multiliteracies.
Writing Across the Curriculum. In addition to technology and online
components in writing centers, writing center research was furthered by Writing Across
the Curriculum (WAC) and Communication Across the Curriculum (CAC) educational
movements that expressed the importance of writing and communicating across all
courses within the university. These movements led to writing center expansions to
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support learning in both writing and speaking. Ultimately it resulted in stand-alone
Communication Centers and Multiliteracy Centers to serve varying literacy needs.
Writing centers partnered with Writing Across the Curriculum (WAC) programs to
incorporate tutoring support in all writing related assignments or activities across the
campus (Gentile, 2014; Good & Barganier, 2013; Mullin, Reid, Enders & Baldridge,
2008; Palmquist, Rodrigues, Kiefer & Zimmerman, 1995). WAC is an education reform
to train faculty to teach writing across all courses (Bazerman & Herrington, 2007;
Kaufer, Ishizaki & Al-Malki, 2007; Maimon, 2007). WAC began in the 1970s (Russell,
2007; Russell, Lea, Parker, Street & Donahue, 2009; Thaiss, 2007) and over one third of
U.S. institutions have WAC programs (Russell, Lea, Parker, Street & Donahue, 2009).
Writing Across the Curriculum had strong influences on what writing centers have
incorporated into their daily practices while Communication Across the Curriculum had a
strong impact on the growth of these practices leading into stand-alone communication
centers. Writing centers have incorporated elements of Writing Across the Curriculum
into their centers by no longer just focusing on English writing assignments but opening
it up to all writing tasks done in any course.
Communication Across the Curriculum. While WAC is still very prominent in
higher education universities today, Communication Across the Curriculum (CAC) was a
spin off movement of WAC that focused on teaching communication skills to students
across the curriculum. Eventually WAC led to Communication Across the Curriculum
(CAC) (Anson & Dannels, 2009; Anson, Carter, Dannels & Rust, 2003; Dannels &
Housley Gaffney, 2009; Reiss & Young, 2001; Steinfatt, 1986; Tuleja & Greenhalgh,
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2008; Vrchota & Russell, 2013; Yook, Rao & Wilde, 2012). Similar to WAC, CAC is an
education reform movement designed to expand literacies across the curriculum, focusing
on how communication skills are essential in all courses (Dannels, 2001; Ihmeideh, AlOmari & Al-Dababneh, 2010; Liberman, 2012; Morreale & Pearson, 2008; Morreale,
Osborn & Pearson, 2000; Morreale, Rubin & Jones, 1998). The importance of
communication skills had spread across a variety of disciplines in teaching medical
students (Hargie, Dickson, Boohan & Hughes, 1998; Humphris & Kaney, 2001; Laidlaw,
MacLeod, Kaufman, Langille & Sargeant, 2002; Rider & Keefer, 2006; Rider, Hinrichs
& Lown, 2006; Skelton, Kai & Loudon, 2001; Von Fragstein, Silverman, Cushing,
Quilligan, Salisbury & Wiskin, 2008; Wear & Castellani, 2000), business schools
(Tucker, McCarthy, Hoxmeier & Lenk, 1998; Wunsch & Tomkovick, 1995), engineering
schools (Ford & Riley, 2003) and even animal science courses (Orr, 1996). The
importance of communication skills has spread across a variety of disciplines indicating
the value of communication as a form of literacy that should be incorporated into all
courses within the university. Communication Across the Curriculum highlighted
another literacy, speaking, that also needed to be taught and supported across the
curriculum. However, in terms of future growth, writing centers fell short of offering
students help with other literacies. This is where communication centers emerged to
address this literacy across the curriculum for students.
Communication centers. Other partnerships existed between writing centers and
communication centers. Communication centers emerged in the late 1980s after
university and colleges already had writing centers (Turner & Sheckels, 2012).
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Partnerships formed between writing centers and communication centers to help create a
combined tutoring and training approach (Maugh, 2012). There has been plenty of
research on communication centers logistics, spaces, funding, and personnel (Carpenter
& Apostel, 2012; Turner & Sheckels, 2012), marketing (Barnett Love, 2015; Butler Ellis
& Clark-Hill, 2012), online centers (Cooper, 2012; Davis, 2012) and benefits and
challenges (Dannels & Housley Gaffney, 2012; Pensoneau-Conway; Yook, 2012). All
areas that impact the creation and maintenance of communication centers, similar to
writing centers. These decisions should not be taken lightly and require careful thought
to address. The importance of noting communication centers in this study was to
demonstrate that when writing centers lacked specialty in other literacies, communication
centers emerged to fill that gap. In the progression of center developments, first there
were writing centers, then communication centers. It is important to note that
communication centers did not replace writing centers, in fact there are very few
communication centers as compared to writing centers. Although communication centers
were stand-alone centers separate from writing centers, their emergence in higher
education was due to the preexisting work writing centers were doing to support student
learning. The contribution of communication centers demonstrated the slow expansion
from only addressing print literacy in writing centers to discussing various forms of
communication and future growth will be in multiliteracy centers addressing the
burgeoning forms of literacy.
Embedded classroom tutors. Finally, writing centers had also worked with
classroom faculty to embed tutors in the classroom (DeLoach, Angel, Breaux & Keebler,
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2014; Hallman, 2014; Hannum, Bracewell & Head, 2014; Pagnac, Bradfield, Boertje,
McMahon & Teets, 2014; Parmiter & Morgan, 2014; Raica-Klotz, Montgomery, Giroux,
Brinson, Gibson, Singleton, Stoneman & Vang, 2014; Titus, Boyle, Scudder & Sudol,
2014; Webster & Hansen, 2014). Embedded tutors helped learn content knowledge
alongside students in order to give the best appropriate feedback. Embedding tutors was
a strategy multiliteracy centers used to market as well as help students across the
curriculum. Through this method of partnership, tutors learned discipline specific
content and writing centers coordinators become aware of the types of writing different
disciplines do, what student needs are which ultimately helps them grow into better
understanding the students they serve. This knowledge provided insight for directors of
multiliteracy centers regarding what services they should provide to the student body
based on the involvement of faculty and embedded classroom tutors. Unlike traditional
writing center embedded tutors, multiliteracy embedded tutors will have different roles
and responsibilities. There would need to be greater communication between
multiliteracy coordinators, instructors and tutors in order to provide embedded assistance
without interfering with class instruction. Multiliteracy centers would need to invest time
and energy into exploring how multiliteracy embedded tutoring works.
Multiliteracy Center Emergence
The final section of this review explores research related to the emergence of
multiliteracy centers in higher education. Areas that were evaluated include:
multiliteracy pedagogy and instruction, from writing to multiliteracy centers, and future
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growth of multiliteracy centers. Figure 9 is a visual representation of the three major
areas that inform how multiliteracy centers have emerged in higher education.

Figure 9. Focus Areas of Multiliteracy Center Emergence
Multiliteracy Pedagogy and Instruction
Multiliteracy pedagogy involved understanding multimodalities and elements of
design. Multiliteracy instruction examines principles for implementing multiliteracy
instruction in the classroom, gaining faulty buy-in, and developing instructors’
knowledge of how to teach multiliteracies across the curriculum.
Multiliteracy pedagogy. Multiliteracy pedagogy was a popular from of literacy
instruction that specifically aimed to address the instruction of multiliteracies. This
approach taught the value of variety of texts and understanding how people make
meaning (Jacobs, 2013/2014). Multimodality used to signify meaning making through
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different modes of communication. However, that definition had grown to include forms
of communication that cross modes. For example, websites that included videos, images,
and text use cross modes of multimodality in one platform (O’Brien & Voss, 2011). This
informed a deeper understanding of how different modes are composed and interact
simultaneously to create new meaning. The other component of multiliteracy instruction
is design. Multiliteracy pedagogy integrates multiliteracies with multimodalities to form
new meaning and how educators can address the “what”, “how” and “why” of
multiliteracy instructional design (Cope & Kalantzis, 2015; Kalantzis & Cope, 2008).
The “what” referred to making meaning of the world as an active form of designing. The
“how” referred to the teaching of multiliteracies and the “why” referred to multilingual
and multimodal dimensions of multiliteracies that encouraged teaching multiliteracies
(Cope & Kalantzis, 2015; Kalantzis & Cope, 2008; The New London Group, 1996).
These three elements of multiliteracy pedagogy encompassed how educators should
approach instruction of multiliteracies. Furthermore, the purpose of each element is
crucial for both educators and students to understand in order to develop meaning from
any text.
Multiliteracy instruction. Another aspect of multiliteracy pedagogy consists of
four components to multiliteracy classroom instruction. As seen in Table 3, the four
components are: situated practice, overt instruction, critical framing, and transformed
practice (Cope & Kalantzis, 2015; Skerrett, 2016; The New London Group, 1996).

77
Table 3
Stages in Multiliteracy Instruction

(The New London Group, 1996)
Situated practice meant immersion of experiences utilizing as many available discourses
student share to simulate the relationships students will have in their personal and
professional lives (Cope & Kalantzis, 2015; Skerett, 2016; The New London Group,
1996). Overt instruction meant introducing students to metalanguages, or the analysis of
other languages, and helping them design and interpret meaning through different modes.
Critically framing referred to students standing back from the text and interpreting social
and cultural contexts related to designing meaning and viewing it in a different way.
Finally, transformed practice was when students are able to apply the knowledge they
have learned (Cope & Kalantzis, 2015; Skerrett, 2016; The New London Group, 1996).
Although situated practice, overt instruction, critical framing and transformed practice
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helped justify multiliteracy instruction in the classroom, it was a practice that could be
implemented in multiliteracy centers to support students across the curriculum. These
four approaches in conjunction with the three elements of design, provided unique angles
on multiliteracy instruction that could be beneficial for incorporating into all courses or in
multiliteracy centers. Furthermore, the work of multiliteracy scholars and writing center
professionals have informed the basis for the independent variables selected for this study
(Cope & Kalantzis, 2015; Cuny, Wilde & Stephenson, 2012; Diardo, 2008; Tabrizi,
2016; The New London Group, 1996; Wilson, 2012). Instruction and practice differ in
that instruction involves teaching from the instructor or tutor’s perspective while practice
involves more active role from the student’s perspective.
Gaining buy-in from instructors. Educators should to implement multiliteracy
instruction practices in the classroom (Street, 2003). Law (2009) pointed out that
although instructors feel that 21st century competencies are important, most of them do
not implement it in their teaching. This was due to the fact that instructors still think of
literacy as only reading and writing and content area teachers (history, science, math,
etc.) do not feel that it was their responsibility to teach these skills (Wilson, 2011). This
suggested that future research could be done to demonstrate why multiliteracy instruction
was needed in classes across the curriculum and a priority to get faculty across the
curriculum to buy into this initiative. However, there was research on the continuous
development of understanding multiliteracy pedagogy and the implication for instructors
(Dallacqua, Kersten, & Rhodes, 2015; Jacobs, 2012; Knobel & Lankshear, 2014; Leander
& Boldt, 2012, 2013; Sandretto & Tilson, 2016). Multiliteracies is a growing area of
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research research and only focusing on reading, writing and speaking is limiting all the
possibilities of multiliteracies. Instructors need to critically evaluate their own
understanding of multiliteracies to effectively teach it to students. Practitioner inquiry
was a strategy used by instructors as they attempt to make meaning of new ideas (Coiro
& Moore, 2012; Sandretto & Tilson, 2016). Specific strategies instructors could use to
begin practitioner-based inquiry started with a self-examination of their own multiliteracy
experiences. Only when teachers experienced multiliteracies themselves were they able
to teach it to others (Knobel & Lankshear, 2014). There needs to be further research that
examines writing center professionals’ views on multiliteracy expansions and practices.
From Writing to Multiliteracy Centers
As writing centers transition into multiliteracy centers they should be mindful to
integrate the appropriate services and inform themselves of prior multiliteracy center
research. Additionally, there needs to be an understanding of how multiliteracy centers
fit into the context of the university and address multiliteracy center ideals.
Transitioning between centers. Writing centers have referred to themselves as
labs, clinics, centers, places, studios, and workshops; however, more writing centers will
begin to define themselves as multiliteracy centers to start addressing new literacies
(Trimbur, 2000). Writing centers are ideally placed within a conversation that surrounds
other literacies and should work towards engaging in that scholarly field (Selfe, 2010).
Multiliteracies have emerged from new means of communication, media and text forms.
Multiliteracy Centers (MLCs) have worked hard to recognize and incorporate other
literacies into their services. Multiliteracy Centers thrive because they are willing to
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change with the evolving culture, they explore the changing literacies practices and
encourage new ones, they think locally and globally with technology, and they are
willing to allow others to participate in the planning process (Selfe, 2010). Lauren (2016)
examined a strategy used by the computer science field called refactoring which
essentially redesigned a structure from within so that there is the least disturbance to the
overall function of the structure. In terms of writing centers, this meant slowly
integrating changes by expanding services, adding additional training to implement
multiliteracy instruction. Slowly integrating into an existing structure helped redesign the
structure—from writing center to multiliteracy center—without impacting the day-to-day
functions of the writing center during the transition. As writing centers move forward
with expansion of services it is crucial for institutions to evaluate their missions and
services to accurately reflect the multiliteracies they could potentially offer (Balester,
Grimm, McKinney, Lee, Sheridan & Silver, 2012; Ballingall, 2013; Inman, 2010;
Sheridan, 2010a).
Multiliteracy center research. Research has been done specifically on how to
provide digital literacy support in writing centers (Bancroft, 2016; Grouling & Grutsch
McKinney, 2016). Grouling and Grutsch McKinney (2016) researched students’
perceptions of their multimodal writing to determine the frequency of multimodal text
production and the majority of students felt that their texts were not multimodal;
however, there was a significant number of students that were unsure. Further
examination determined that students were creating multimodal texts but they just were
not aware of it (Grouling & Grutsch McKinney, 2016). Multiliteracy center tutors helped
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support students by providing them with access to information and resources. It is the
responsibility of multiliteracy centers to support students in the complex extent of their
digital literacy practices (Bancroft, 2016). This research indicated that administrators
need to examine digital literacies and focus on their mission statements to accurately
reflect the change to the services they are providing (Groiuling & Grutsch McKinney,
2016; Naydan, 2013). Digital literacy had a great impact on multimodality and
multiliteracies and is a crucial aspect of development in multiliteracy centers. However,
there still needs to be more research done on other literacies and how they fit into
multiliteracy centers.
Understanding the context of the organization. Writing centers, like any
organization, do not exist in a vacuum but they interact with the environment around
them (Gornitzka, 1999). Organizational change first starts by understanding how
organizations perceive themselves and their environments. Writing centers should take
into account their role within the institution as well as the institution’s role in the
community. The role of graduating students in a timely manner as well as preparing
them for their careers beyond the university are two overarching goals of the institution.
Writing centers should contribute to the institution’s goal of producing graduates in a
timely manner, as well as understand the impact of employers’ expectations of students in
the workforce. These expectations from within and beyond the university suggested that
writing centers needed to have conversations about how they should address these
changes and what those changes will look like.
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Multiliteracy center ideals. There were several ideas about how multiliteracy
centers should function. First, multiliteracy centers should be a space that promotes
diversity. Second, they should be staffed by individuals that have strong backgrounds in
pedagogy, rhetoric and technical skills from various academic backgrounds. Third,
multiliteracy centers should facilitate critical reflection of technologies and cultural
resources (Sheridan 2010c). One goal for multiliteracy centers should be to incorporate
more technology such as desktops, mixing boards, cameras, drawing tablets, digital
recorders, external hard drives, and applications and software for production (Sheridan,
2010c). By having the right resources and tools available, tutors can better assist students
with their multiliteracy needs.
Future Growth of Multiliteracy Centers
Future growth of multiliteracy centers involved a wide range of areas to help
centers develop services to support students. Multiliteracy centers need to maximize
resources by building upon writing center practices and ultimately revise names and
mission statements to reflect the addition of new multiliteracy services. Finally,
multiliteracy center scholarship is new and still needs further development to justify the
value of this type of student tutoring service.
Maximizing resources. Multiliteracy Centers (MLCs) should use the resources
and materials already in place for recruiting and training to expand on literacy assistance
rather than completely starting a new center from scratch (Balestar, Grimm, McKinney,
Lee, Sheridan & Silver, 2012). Additionally, an expansion of writing centers into
multiliteracy centers is a smart choice because writing centers have already been
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established and remain secure entities in university settings (Selfe, 2010). By expanding
writing centers, multiliteracy centers do not take away additional resources from the
university, but rather redistribute original sources into new services. This gives writing
centers or multiliteracy centers power through the resources they obtain and manage.
Resource Dependence Theory (RDT) framework will continue to exist if resources,
power and control exist in education (Dress & Heugens, 2015). As long as competition
for resources exists, RDT can explain why multiliteracy centers have trouble emerging in
higher education because they are competing for resources along with every other support
service on campus. Due to the competition of resources, forming partnerships could be a
potentially great avenue for multiliteracy centers to explore by working in conjunction
with pre-existing services, such as writing centers as opposed to starting from scratch.
Multiliteracy centers address students’ perceptions. Multiliteracy centers
could be both a space to create new media but also one that helps support critical thinking
and reflection for students. Several questions coordinators should keep in mind regarding
writing center outreach are: “what does the pedagogy of multiliteracies look like? In
what ways can a Writing Center support the kinds of efforts that will lead to systemic
change in teaching practice?” (Hicks, 2010, p. 160). Writing centers could expand
themselves within higher education as multiliteracies centers which examine digital,
visual, information, global literacies and much more. It is important to note that learning
about students’ perceptions can be extremely useful for writing or multiliteracy centers
when they make their case about expanding writing center services to include assistance
with multiliteracy needs (Grouling & Grutsch McKinney, 2016). This is why examining
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students’ multiliteracy perceptions will help make an argument for the development of a
multiliteracy center.
Areas to change during the transition of centers. Writing centers can shift
their centers to reflect the elements of multiliteracy pedagogy if they were to expand into
multiliteracy centers. Writing centers would need to initially change in the following
areas: 1) staff re-education, 2) re-designing physical spaces, 3) re-branding and
marketing, and 4) formal name change (Balestar, Grimm, McKinney, Lee, Sheridan &
Silver, 2012, p. 8). Staff re-education includes tutor recruitment and training to inform
tutors on multiliteracy pedagogy and instruction. Additionally, this meant explaining the
new services the center offers, the resources available to use during sessions and how to
tutor in specific literacies (Selfe, 2010). Re-designing physical spaces was more than just
having a space, coffee pots and a comfortable non-threatening environment (Grutsch
McKinney, 2005), it entailed having the right resources to accommodate the support for
multiliteracy tutoring. For instance, multiliteracy centers should incorporate more
technology such as desktops, mixing boards, cameras, drawing tablets, digital recorders,
external hard drives, and applications and software for production (Sheridan, 2010c) to
re-design spaces to effectively provide the tools tutors would need during tutoring
sessions. Re-branding entailed marketing to advertise the new services and encourage
students at the center (Butler Ellis & Clark-Hill, 2012) and part of marketing means
looking at the factors that motivate students to come into the center (King & AtkinsSayre, 2012). Without the proper marketing strategies, which included advertising and
appealing to the factors that motivate students, new centers will not have as much
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attendance and impact on student success. Finally, re-naming entailed formally changing
writing center names to multiliteracy centers, which more centers are beginning to do
(Trimbur, 2000). This research highlighted the areas that writing centers can change to
reflect multiliteracy instruction and pedagogy.
Implications of changing names. Although some researchers argued that
writing centers should change their names to multiliteracy centers (Trimbur, 2000), other
researchers are hesitant to support the name change. Changing the name brought up
several of the following issues: confusing students, causing variation among sister
universities’ centers, and impacting the mission of the center (Balestar, Grimm,
McKinney, Lee, Sheridan & Silver, 2012). Student confusion was a huge concern for
centers because it impacted attendance and if ultimately the goal of writing centers was to
help students succeed, confused students were unlikely to attend if they did not
understand the purpose of the center. Another concern was variation among sister
universities. Particularly in the state of California that has twenty-three state universities,
inconsistent naming impacts how students, educators and outsiders find and perceive the
center to be. As a result, this impacted general research conducted on state university
centers because educators were misinformed about the services their sister campuses
offer if the names do not match identically. Finally, name changes impacted writing
center missions which are typically tied to the university mission statements and funding
for support. Although writing center professionals could prevent these problems with
changing names through proper planning, this research suggested that any change to

86
writing centers would not be easy and there would be a lot for writing center
professionals to take into consideration regarding the matter.
Marketing and mission statements. As writing centers move to multiliteracy
centers there is a shift in their mission’s focus. Multiliteracy centers should adjust their
mission statements to reflect the changes that they are making to their services (Inman,
2010). Too often writing centers marketing campaigns of available services did not fully
capture how tutors can help students or the knowledge of these services were not made
readily apparent for students on campus. Writing center coordinators needed to choose
their philosophical underpinnings wisely because it impacted daily practice between
students and tutors (Shamoon & Burns, 2001) especially when multiliteracy assistance
was introduced into writing centers. Once their mission statements were adjusted, proper
marketing of services available for students could be created and distributed promoting
the center as well as multiliteracy competency instruction for students across the campus.
A resource for both students and faculty. When incorporating multiliteracies
into writing centers, coordinators needed to also be sure there had adequate support for
multimodal texts that students use to produce critical work (Grouling & Grutsch
McKinney, 2016; Harris, 2004). This allowed students and tutors to engage in critical
thought and form new meaning together on multimodal texts from multiliteracy
assignments across the curriculum. Several ways multiliteracy centers could achieve this
was through Writing Across the Curriculum (WAC) partnerships and training for online
tutoring. Multiliteracy centers were not just support services but also sites for research
and outreach with faculty such as collaboration with Writing Across the Curriculum
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(WAC) to build support for instructors as well as students (Selfe, 2010). A central
location that provided resources to both students and teachers would support multiliteracy
instruction across the curriculum more efficiently for all stakeholders involved. Lastly,
implementing a tutoring online training within writing centers or multiliteracy centers is
important when integrating digital literacy and exploring different interfaces for optimal
success of technological components (Gallagher, 2014; Kastman Breuch & Racine, 2000;
Pantelides, 2012). This research highlighted specific partnerships and platforms with
multiliteracy instruction. However, there was still more elements to consider when
shifting from writing to multiliteracy centers.
Past and future scholarship on multiliteracy centers. Over the past twenty
years of writing center scholarship there had been a heavy focus on tutoring practices,
apprehension towards writing, relationship building, diversity, identity, financial
responsibilities, professional status, recruitment and employment (Bitzel, 2013; Cheatle
& Bullerjahn, 2015; Childers, 2010; DeShaw, Mullin & DeCiccio, 2000; Freed, 2008;
Gray, 2013; Greenberg, 2015; Harris, 1990; Jackson & Grutsch McKinney, 2012; Jones,
Becker, Riley & Draxler, 2015; Mendez Newman, 2008; Pemberton, 1994; Weaver,
2010; Shamoon & Burns, 2001; Woolbright, 2008). DeShaw, Mullin and DeCiccio
(2000) found only one source between 2000-2005 that discussed writing centers futures
and nothing was published regarding multiliteracy centers. In recent years scholars had
been discussing multiliteracy centers more (Bancroft, 2016; Balester, Grimm, McKinney,
Lee, Sheridan & Silver, 2012; Ballingall, 2013; Gresham, 2010; Grouling & Grutsch
McKinney, 2016; Hitt, 2012; Inman, 2010; Lauren, 2016; Murphy & Hawkes, 2010;
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Selfe, 2010; Sheridan, 2010a, 2010b, 2010c, 2016; Trimbur, 2000) yet more work still
needs to be done to explore multiliteracy centers and how they contribute to the success
of students’ multiliteracy competencies in higher education. The lack of literature
showed a need to investigate this area more deeply.
Conclusion
Through an analysis of the literature, the three prominent themes—expanding
literacies, writing center evolutions and multiliteracy centers—had been found to shape
the importance of multiliteracy competencies and multiliteracy centers in higher
education today. As a result of literacies evolving over the last several decades,
employers had seen the benefit of having multiple literacies in the workforce and are
expecting these skills in new graduates in the 21st century (Blake, 2016; Colorado
Academic Standards, 2010; Public Schools of North Carolina, 2012; Schultz & Gill,
2014; Sturgis, 2014; Walsh, 2010). It is the responsibility of educators to redesign higher
education curricula to implement multiliteracy education (Jacobs, 2013; Kerr, 2007;
Sheridan, 2010c; Walsh, 2010) and support for students prior to graduation (Bates &
Phelan, 2002; Hodges, 2012; Landrum, Hettich & Wilner, 2010; International Reading
Association, 2006; Manpower Group, 2012).
Writing centers have been valuable to universities supporting students across the
curriculum for over a century (Boquet & Lerner, 2008; Bosque & Chapman, 2007;
Carino, 2001; Harris, 1988; McQueeney, 2001; Selfe, 2010; Sheridan, 2010b; Trimbur,
2000). Tutoring practices helped shape and inform students to be more critical thinkers
of their work (Gillespie & Kail, 2010; Murphy, 2010; Tuleja & Greenhalgh, 2008; Turner
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& Shekels, 2012; Wilson, 2012). While writing centers begun incorporating online and
technological components into their centers, addressing aspects of digital literacy (Bell,
2010; College, 2012; Conrad-Salvo & Bomkamp, 2015; Harris, 2010; Kastman, Breuch
& Racine, 2000; McCarroll, 2017; Raign, 2013; Stella & Corry, 2016; Troillett &
McIntyre, 2012) it was time for writing centers to move into the 21st century and expand
into multiliteracy centers. Multiliteracy centers helped support students and teachers with
tutoring or instruction strategies to develop these skills; however, this was a new field of
study that still requires further research (Balestar, Grimm, McKinney, Lee, Sheridan &
Silver, 2012; Brown, 2006; DeShaw, Mullin & DeCiccio, 2000; Inman, 2010, Selfe,
2010; Sheridan 2010a, 2010c; Trimbur, 2000).
Multiliteracy competencies and centers was a complicated topic that was
positioned between university and workforce expectations. Although many stakeholders
are impacted by this topic—students, employers, the community, the university, writing
centers, tutors, coordinators—by not addressing this topic, it impacted students most
significantly in that they will not have the skills needed to be successful in their
academic, professional and personal lives (Daggett & Pedinotti Jr., 2014; Foundation for
Excellence in Education, 2017; International Reading Association, 2006). However, to
only examine the impact on students would leave out the valuable scholarship on what
coordinators are doing in writing centers to support student learning. While excluding
the societal and workforce expectations of would not demonstrate a pressing need to
explore multiliteracy competencies in higher education today. Only when both the
external and internal factors are examined in conjunction will it begin to paint an overall
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picture of this topic.
The following chapter will present the methodology for conducting research for
this study regarding students and writing center coordinators’ perceptions of multiliteracy
competencies and a need for a multiliteracy center within the California State University
(CSU) system. The voices of students and writing center professionals were both equally
valued in this study in that their separate perspectives help give a holistic view on how to
address multiliteracies and develop a multiliteracy center through writing center
expansions.
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CHAPTER 3
METHODOLOGY
Introduction
This chapter explored the methodology that was used to conduct this research
study. A mixed method concurrent triangulation approach was used to design a
qualitative and quantitative study to examine CSU students’ multiliteracy competencies
and writing center coordinators perceptions of multiliteracy competencies expansion.
The students’ survey collected both quantitative scale questions and qualitative openended questions in the survey instrument. The coordinators’ survey primarily collected
open-ended qualitative questions to provide a well-rounded view of the issue of
multiliteracies. In addition to the research design this chapter also explained the
following sections:
● Research Design and Approach
● Role of the Researcher
● Research Questions
● Setting Population and Sample
● Data Collection and Instrumentation
● Data Analysis
● Reliability and Validity
● Protection of Participants
This chapter outlines the methodology that was used to conduct a concurrent mixed
methods approach collecting quantitative and qualitative data from CSU students and
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only qualitative data from CSU writing center coordinators and assistant coordinators
simultaneously. This chapter provides a preview of what type of study occurred, how
results were collected and analyzed using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences
(SPSS) software to run five multiple regression analyses on the quantitative data and
coding for themes from the qualitative responses. This methodology helped to explore
students’ multiliteracy competencies and writing center coordinators’ perceptions of the
need for multiliteracy centers within the CSU system.
Research Design and Approach
A concurrent triangulation mixed methods approach (Creswell & Plano Clark,
2011) was used to examine multiliteracy competencies within the CSU system.
Triangulation looks at multiple perspectives to prove a concept or idea (Boudah, 2011).
In this case, it examines the theoretical framework, literature review and findings from
the research questions. A concurrent mixed methods approach collects both qualitative
and quantitative data simultaneously, meaning there is no greater importance of one
methodology over the other. Furthermore, materials and results were circulating and
collected at the same time. This method collected quantitative and qualitative surveys
simultaneously to gain a well-rounded viewpoint of students’ multiliteracy needs as well
as coordinators’ perceptions for expanding writing center services to incorporate
additional assistance with other literacies. Two separate surveys were distributed online
through Survey Monkey to all students at all twenty-three CSU campuses and writing
center coordinators.
The rationale behind this design was twofold. First collecting quantitative data
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from students’ surveys and qualitative data from coordinators utilized both
methodologies to demonstrate numbers and stories to illustrate perceptions of this issue.
Additionally, to make critical change and transform writing centers you cannot do it in
isolation. First, collecting data from students regarding their multiliteracy needs will
demonstrate to writing center coordinators that there is a need for an expansion of
services. Without this knowledge of an eminent need writing centers will not be
compelled to expand services without an eminent need. Second, only collecting data
from writing center coordinators regarding their perceptions for expansion would not
provide sufficient motivation to administration to help expand services if there is no
knowledge that students need and will utilize the services. To conclude, a need exists to
enhance the study with a second method. Having the voices of students and coordinators
available in the same study helped paint a picture of how to transition writing centers into
multiliteracy centers and ignite change for student support services in the CSU system.
Role of the Researcher
The role of the researcher was to create, distribute and collect data from
participants. Students remained anonymous through the collection of surveys online and
reporting of results in chapter four. The researcher coded open-ended survey responses
from students and writing center coordinators to determine common themes. Two
separate surveys were created and distributed by the researcher: one survey to students
and the other to writing center coordinators. All data from surveys were collected online
through the paid version of Survey Monkey. All qualitative data was coded by the
researcher for common themes among open-ended questions and all quantitative data was
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used to run five multiple regression analyses using SPSS software.
Research Questions
This research study sought to find answers to four research questions: three
qualitative questions and one quantitative question. These questions attempted to capture
students’ multiliteracy needs and writing center coordinators’ perceptions of expanding
services to become a multiliteracy center. The research questions were as follows:
1. What are CSU students’ multiliteracy needs and perceptions of competencies in
regard to writing, oral, reading, digital and social literacies?
2. What are CSU students’ recommendations regarding what services would
improve their writing, oral, reading, digital and social competencies?
3. Which of the following variables or combination of variables, are significant
predictors of strong writing, oral, reading, digital and social competencies for
students:
a. Confidence
b. Practice in the classroom
c. Practice with a tutor
d. Instruction in the classroom
e. Instruction with a tutor
4. What are CSU writing center coordinators’ perceptions of expanding writing
center services to include assistance with writing, oral, reading, digital and social
competencies?
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Research questions one, two, and four were qualitative research questions while research
question three was the only quantitative research question. Additionally, research
questions one, two and three pertained to the students’ survey while research question
four pertained to the coordinators’ survey.
Setting Population and Sample Size
This study took place on the twenty-three CSU campuses surveying students and
writing center coordinators online. The twenty-three campuses included:
1. Bakersfield
2. Channel Islands
3. Chico
4. Dominguez Hills
5. East Bay
6. Fresno
7. Fullerton
8. Humboldt
9. Long Beach
10. Los Angeles
11. Maritime
12. Monterey Bay
13. Northridge
14. Pomona
15. Sacramento
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16. San Bernardino
17. San Diego
18. San Francisco
19. San Jose
20. San Luis Obispo
21. San Marcos
22. Sonoma
23. Stanislaus
Writing center coordinators and students of all academic levels from all twenty-three
campuses were invited to participate in this study. Each CSU institution has its own
demographics and population size which gave this study insight ranging from Southern,
Middle and Northern California state universities. Random sampling gives every
member equal opportunity to participate in this study, whereas convenient sampling is
determined by the researcher on what participant sample to use based on what is made
available to them (Boudah, 2011). Although this study was open to all twenty-three CSU
campuses, depending on what Institutional Review Board (IRB) approval was received
from each university determined what sample size the researcher would have access to.
In the case of this study, a convenient sample was used by the researcher to obtain
participants once IRB approvals had been provided by the CSU universities contingent
upon what the IRB approval specified or the specific requirements of the institution about
how to recruit participants.
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Data Collection and Instrumentation
The researcher contacted each CSU institution’s Institutional Research Board
(IRB) to receive permission to conduct research on their campus. Next, the Office of
Institutional Research (OIR) was contacted at each institution to receive access to student
and writing center coordinators’ email addresses. The researcher provided approved IRB
documentation from the home institution, in this case Sacramento State University, along
with any other materials required by the other CSU institutions. The documentation
included approved IRB letter, application, surveys and recruitment details. Subsequent
materials were dependent on individual IRB offices. Possible supplemental materials
could include, but were not limited to, the following: campus sponsor support,
resubmitting a new IRB application, and an external researcher agreement form between
Sacramento State University and the other CSU campus. Once IRB was approved, the
researcher contacted the Office of Institution Research (OIR) to obtain access to students’
email addresses. This procedure also varied between institutions and the researcher was
asked to contact department chairs requesting that they distribute the survey on the
researcher’s behalf. Once IRB approval was received the researcher begun to contact
participants through direct email access or through department chairs.
Students were sent an online link to the survey on Survey Monkey (paid version).
Students were not required to participate but all students were sent this link and invited to
participate. CSU students were contacted via their campus emails; however, the
researcher did not have access to the students’ email addresses or names. CSU writing
center coordinators were contacted via their campus emails by the researcher’s school
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email address. All CSU writing center coordinators were sent emails inviting them to
participate in the online survey; however, no one is required to participate. Additionally,
the researcher did not have face-to-face contact with students or writing center
coordinators, nor did the researcher have knowledge of which individuals have and have
not participated in the study. Students helped provide a perspective of what their needs
are in relation to multiliteracy competencies. Writing center coordinators helped provide
insight on their perceptions for expanding services to include tutoring for multiliteracy
skills.
This study conducted a concurrent mixed methods triangulation approach
collecting both quantitative and qualitative data (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011).
Triangulation looks at multiple perspectives to prove a concept or idea (Boudah, 2011).
In this case, it examined the theoretical framework, literature review and findings from
the research questions. Quantitative and qualitative data was collected in the student
survey and only qualitative data was collected from the coordinators’ survey. Results
from this study will be triangulated between Student participants received an email
about the survey and receive a link to participate in an online survey through Survey
Monkey (paid version). The link was open for approximately two months for students to
participate if they chose to. Once the student opened the link, they were given an online
informed consent and had to choose whether or not to continue with the survey.
Participating in this survey was completely voluntary. If students gave consent and
proceeded to complete the survey they were asked a series of questions pertaining to their
multiliteracy needs at their respective CSU institution. Once the student had completed
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the survey their results were recorded on Survey Monkey. If a large enough sample size
was collected from student surveys, then five multiple regression analyses would be run.
A multiple regression analysis was used to test multiple independent variables to
predict an outcome or dependent variable (Green & Salkind, 2014). Five multiple
regression analyses were run to compare the twenty-five independent variables (the five
independent variables specific to each of the five dependent variables) to predict strong
competencies in each of the five dependent variables. Students’ responses provided an
understanding on the multiliteracy needs of students within CSU institutions. The survey
took no longer than fifteen minutes to complete the survey and students could withdraw
or skip questions at any point throughout the process. This was a voluntary survey.
Participants could decline to participate and did not have to complete the survey. If
students chose to participate, they could withdraw or skip questions at any time during
the survey without any consequences.
CSU writing center coordinators received an email inviting them to participate in
a separate online open-ended qualitative survey and received a link through Survey
Monkey (paid version). Those individuals that chose to participate also had
approximately two months to complete their survey. They were provided an electronic
consent form online through the survey. If writing center coordinators gave consent and
proceeded to the survey they were asked a series of questions pertaining to their
perceptions related to expanding writing center services to include multiliteracies
components respective CSU institution. The time to complete this survey was dependent
on the length of coordinators’ responses. This was a voluntary survey. Participants could
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decline to participate and did not have to complete the survey. If coordinators chose to
participate, they could withdraw or skip questions at any time during the survey without
any consequences.
Reliability and Validity
All participants received the same survey questions to ensure reliability of
instruments. Two surveys were created, one for students, the other for writing center
coordinators and all participants received the same survey depending on which category
they fall into. Data transformation was used as a method to ensure reliability in this
study, meaning qualifying quantitative data and quantifying qualitative data (Creswell &
Plano Clark, 2011). An example of this includes creating themes from quantitative data
and comparing it to qualitative results. Descriptive statistics was used once qualitative
data was coded and themes are created by the number of occurrences found in the text.
Descriptive statistics of demographics and frequency of themes will be provided in
chapter four to demonstrate data transformation in this study.
Additionally, a variety of techniques were employed to increase the validity of the
study. Construct validity was increased in this study because the questions on the survey
accurately measure what the variables in the research questions intend to ask (Boudah,
2011). There were four research questions in this study and two surveys were created,
one for students and the other for coordinators. Aside from demographic questions in
both surveys, the questions directly related to components of the research questions.
Thus, creating construct validity and accurately measuring what the research questions
outlined.
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Next a triangulation technique was used to build coherent justification for themes
between the theoretical frameworks, literature review, and research findings (Boudah,
2011). Chapter one outlined the theoretical frameworks used for this study, chapter two
discussed the literature findings and chapter four will explore the research findings. At
this point, chapter five will explore all three areas in tandem to further demonstrate the
issue of multiliteracy competencies and multiliteracy centers on CSU campuses. Finally,
the researcher openly clarified any researcher bias at the start of the study to be straight
forward about the researcher’s involvement in this topic. As well as used an external
auditor to review and provide an overall assessment of this study to further validate the
reliability of the findings.
Data Analysis
This study used a concurrent mixed methods approach and collected quantitative
and qualitative data simultaneously. Two separate surveys were distributed through the
paid version of Survey Monkey online to both CSU students to collect primarily
quantitative data as well as some qualitative data and to CSU writing center coordinators
to collect strictly qualitative data. CSU students’ responses provided data for the
quantitative section of this study. Qualitative data was coded using open coding methods
looking for themes among open-ended survey questions. Coding breaks down data into
categories and open coding compares one sample to another to find common themes
(Boudah, 2011). A multiple regression analysis was used using Statistical Package for
the Social Sciences (SPSS). A multiple regression analysis is used to test multiple
independent variables to predict an outcome or dependent variable (Green & Salkind,
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2014). There are five dependent variables in this study to predict students’ strength in:
1) writing competency, 2) oral competency, 3) reading competency, 4) digital
competency and 5) social competency. There are also five independent variables:
1. Confidence
2. Practice in the classroom
3. Practice with a tutor
4. Instruction in the classroom
5. Instruction from a tutor
Instruction and practice differ in that instruction involves teaching from the instructor or
tutor’s perspective while practice involves more active role from the student’s
perspective. The work of multiliteracy scholars and writing center professionals have
informed the basis for the independent variables selected for this study (Cope &
Kalantzis, 2015; Cuny, Wilde & Stephenson, 2012; Diardo, 2008; Tabrizi, 2016; The
New London Group, 1996; Wilson, 2012). Furthermore, five multiple regression
analyses were run to compare the twenty-five independent variables, the five independent
variables listed above specific to each of the dependent variables, to predict strong
competencies in the five dependent variables which are writing, speaking, reading, digital
and social. Lastly, once the qualitative data was collected from CSU coordinators and
assistant coordinators using open-ended survey questions, their responses were coded for
themes found in each of the questions.
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Protection of Participants
Participating in the survey was completely voluntary. Participants could decline
to participate and do not have to complete the questions on the survey. If students and
writing center coordinators chose to participate, they could also withdraw or skip
questions at any time without any consequences. The researcher was the only person had
have access to the data. The raw data will be stored on a password-protected account on
the paid version of Survey Monkey, on a password-protected personal laptop of the
researcher, in a locked office of the researcher. Data will be kept from October 2017
through June 2019 before it will be destroyed. No direct identifiers were collected during
this study. No personal information was collected that can potentially be used to contact
participants. Emails were collected for the Office of Institutional Research (OIR) at each
institution or distributed to students via department chairs. The researcher did not have
access to the students’ names, addresses or any other personal identification. Writing
center coordinators were contacted directly by the researcher but the researcher did not
use or ask for participants’ addresses or any other personal identifications were collected
in this study. No direct identifiers were collected during this study. No personal
information was collected that can potentially be used to contact participants. Emails
were sent to CSU students and writing center coordinators using their campus email
addresses only from the researcher’s school email address. Participants’ names,
addresses or any other personal identification were not collected. Participants’ identity
and privacy was protected through the survey being confidential.
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Conclusion
Prior to conducting any research, it was essential to outline one’s methods in
order to protect participants, delineate how data was collected and analyzed, as well as
note the importance for a particular method design. For this study, a concurrent mixed
methods approach allowed the researcher to simultaneously collect quantitative and
qualitative data from participants and begun to analyze data as they come in.
Additionally, collecting data using both methods helped present a well-rounded
viewpoint of multiliteracy needs and assistance within the CSU system. Solely collecting
data from students or coordinators would not add the depth and rich knowledge that
would be gained by having data from both populations in one study. For a writing center
to expand services or transform into a multiliteracy center it needs a strong argument
made by both students and coordinators on the need for it. The following chapter will
report the data collected from the study and present an analysis of both qualitative and
quantitative results.
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Chapter 4
ANALYSIS OF DATA
Introduction
This chapter provided a thorough examination of the findings of this study
exploring multiliteracy competencies in the California State University (CSU) campuses.
The purpose of this research was to evaluate CSU students’ and writing center
coordinators’ multiliteracy perceptions in writing, oral, reading, digital and social
competencies as well as determine the need for a multiliteracy center. Additionally, this
research hoped to isolate significant predictors that can lead to strong multiliteracy
competencies. The research questions were the following:
1. What are CSU students’ multiliteracy needs and perceptions of competencies in
regard to writing, oral, reading, digital and social literacies?
2. What are CSU students’ recommendations regarding what services would
improve their writing, oral, reading, digital and social competencies?
3. Which of the following variables, or combination of variables, are significant
predictors of strong writing, oral, reading, digital and social competencies for
students:
a. Confidence
b. Practice in the classroom
c. Practice with a tutor
d. Instruction in the classroom
e. Instruction from a tutor
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4. What are CSU writing center coordinators’ perceptions of expanding writing
center services to include assistance with writing, oral, reading, digital and social
literacies?
Research questions one, two, and four were qualitative research questions while research
question three was the only quantitative research question. Additionally, research
questions one, two and three pertained to the students’ survey while research question
four pertained to the coordinators’ survey.
Demographics
For the students’ survey, sixteen CSU campuses provided an Institutional Review
Board (IRB) approval and included participation from students. For the coordinators’
survey, seven CSU campuses provided IRB approval as well as, and included
participation from coordinators. Overall, a total of seventeen combined CSU campuses
participated in both surveys in this study. Over 2,100 survey responses were collected
from students, and seven survey responses were collected from writing center
coordinators. Figure 10 depicts the percentage of survey responses collected from CSU
students. Additionally, seven writing center coordinators participated in this study from
seven different campuses. The campuses that participated were: Channel Islands,
Fresno, Fullerton, Sacramento, San Bernardino, Sonoma, and Stanislaus.
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Channel Islands
Chico
Dominguez Hills
East Bay
Fresno
Fullerton
Humboldt
Monterey Bay
Northridge
Pomona
Sacramento
San Bernardino
San Diego
San Francisco
San Jose
Stanislaus

CSU Students’ Participation
0.33%
1.09%
1.80%
0.80%
1.61%
3.36%
0.38%
1.23%
3.97%
3.50%
51.70%
1.75%
21.95%
2.13%
1.09%
3.31%
Figure 10. CSU Students’ Participation

For CSU students’ participation in the survey, the figure demonstrated that the majority
of responses came from CSU Sacramento with 52% of the total responses; the second
highest response rate came from CSU San Diego at 22%. The other campuses that
participated had a response rate of under 4%. In terms of the CSU coordinators’
participation in the survey, the seven campuses that participated had equal participation
from each campus. Seven campuses participated in this portion of the study and one
survey response was collected from each of the campuses.
In terms of ethnic representation, the majority of survey responses collected from
both surveys indicated that the number one ethnicity that participants identified with was
white. Figures 11 and 12 demonstrate the complete breakdown for students’ and
coordinators’ responses.
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CSU Students’ Ethnicities
White

39.69%

Hispanic or Latino/a

25.29%

Black or African American
Native American or American Indian

4.52%
0.67%

Asian or Pacific Islander

13.78%

Middle Eastern

2.47%

Indian

1.85%

Multi-racial
Other

9.17%
2.57%

Figure 11. CSU Students’ Ethnicities
CSU Coordinators’ Ethnicities
White

86%

Hispanic or Latino/a

0%

Black or African American

0%

Native American or American Indian

0%

Asian or Pacific Islander

14%

Middle Eastern

0%

Indian

0%

Multi-racial

0%

Other

0%

Figure 12. CSU Coordinators’ Ethnicities
These figures revealed that, in both student and coordinator populations, the majority of
participants were white. The student ethnicities showed a significant amount of Latino,
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Asian and Multi-Racial students across the sixteen CSU campuses that participated in
that portion of the study. Since only seven coordinators from seven CSU campuses, their
ethnicities were not as varied as the student participants. The representation of
coordinators’ ethnicities did not reflect the students’ ethnicities.
The majority of survey responses came from female participants for both the
students’ and coordinators’ survey. Figure 13 provides the breakdown of responses
collected from CSU students regarding their sex. Figure 14 depicts the breakdown for
responses from CSU coordinators.

Sex of CSU Students
Male
29%

Female
71%
Figure 13. Sex of CSU Students
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Sex of CSU Coordinators
Male
14%

Female
86%

Figure 14. Sex of CSU Coordinators
These figures indicated that the majority of responses collected on both surveys were
females. Since only seven coordinators responded to their survey, the chart indicated that
the majority of responses came from female coordinators from these campuses. For
students, however, these results suggested that more females responded to the survey than
males.
The majority of CSU students were thirty-four years old or younger, while the
coordinators were thirty-five years or older. Figure 15 depicts the age breakdown of
CSU student participants. Figure 16 demonstrates the breakdown for writing center
coordinators.

111

CSU Students’ Ages
18 years old or younger

7.91%

19-24 years old

52.89%

25-34 years old

24.48%

35-44 years old
45-54 years old
55-64 years old
65 years old or older

8.24%
4.69%
1.42%
0.38%

Figure 15. CSU Students’ Ages
CSU Coordinators’ Ages
18 years old or younger

0%

19-24 years old

0%

25-34 years old

0%

35-44 years old

29%

45-54 years old

29%

55-64 years old

29%

65 years old or older

14%

Figure 16. CSU Coordinators’ Ages
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The majority of CSU students that participated in this study were thirty-four years or
younger, while coordinators were thirty-five years or older. However, the chart
demonstrated that there was still a significant number of older students enrolled in the
CSU universities. Conversely, no coordinators under thirty-five responded; this data
could have changed as more writing center coordinators from other CSU campuses
participated in this study.
The final demographic question collected from CSU students regarded their
current class standing, as seen in Figure 17. While the final demographic question for
CSU coordinators asked them to identify their highest level of education, as seen in
Figure 18.
CSU Students’ Class Standing
First Year

10.25%

Second Year

6.88%

Third Year or Transfer

28.00%

Fourth Year

20.69%

Fifth Year or More

14.24%

Graduate Student

17.47%

Doctoral Student

1.33%

Graduated

1.14%

Figure 17. CSU Students’ Class Standing
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CSU Coordinators’ Education Level

Associates

0%

Bachelors

0%

Masters

Doctorate

57%

43%

Figure 18. CSU Coordinators’ Education Level
These figures reflected similar, but different, demographic questions. Students were
asked to identify their class standing, while writing center coordinators were asked to
identify their highest level of education. A fairly even distribution of class standings for
CSU student responses was represented in the chart; fewer doctoral students were
reflected due to the limited number of doctoral students in the CSU system. A low
percentage of students are shown to have graduated because the primary distribution of
this survey was given to currently enrolled, not graduated, students. Coordinators’
responses were fairly evenly distributed, but only between Master’s and Doctoral
degrees. None of the coordinators that participated in this survey had only an Associates
or Bachelor’s degree, they all had reached either a Master’s or Doctorate degree as their
highest level of education attained. The next section of this chapter will provide an indepth exploration of the findings from the four research questions of this study. Each
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research question themes will be summarized and then individually analyzed as the
chapter progresses.
Research Question One Data Report
“What are CSU students’ multiliteracy needs and perceptions of competencies in
regard to writing, oral, reading, digital and social literacies?”
This section was organized by the top five themes found in students’ qualitative
responses to what their attitudes or concerns were regarding their writing, oral, reading,
digital and social competencies. Each competency yielded its own unique top five
themes that will be individually explored and discussed. The five multiliteracy
competencies explored in tandem in this study will help provide a glimpse of CSU
students’ multiliteracy competencies. Figure 19 depicts the top five themes for
multiliteracy attitudes found for writing, oral, reading, digital, and social literacies.
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Figure 19. Top 5 Themes Across Multiliteracy Attitudes
Writing Attitudes
The first competency explored in this study was writing. In this study, writing
competencies referred to students’ skills in relation to completing written assignments or
activities (essays, freewrites, journaling, research papers, proposals, etc.). A total of
1,754 students responded to this particular question regarding their writing attitudes and
concerns. The top five themes found were: Negative attitudes, positive attitudes,
classroom factors, resources and training, and personal factors. The top five themes are
visually depicted in Table 4. Furthermore, all themes will be individually discussed as
they related to writing competencies.
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Table 4
Top 5 Themes for Writing Attitudes

Negative attitudes. The number one theme that emerged from students’
responses regarding their writing was negative attitudes. Students’ negativity towards
writing ranged in severity. Some simply did not like the process of writing because it is
not their strong suit. While others felt strong disdain toward the process of writing due to
a variety of factors. A significant number of responses cited grammar-related issues as a
top concern for why they do not like writing. Grammar, spelling, vocabulary,
punctuation, and flow cause students’ writing concern, and upon deeper reflection,
students discuss this area as one major are that impacts their attitudes for the worse. One
participant stated, “My concerns are in regards [sic] to grammar rules and sentence
structures. English is my third language and therefore [sic] I sometimes have difficulty
with explaining more difficult concepts” (Student Response). Responses also indicated
that another challenge that caused them to feel negativity towards writing assignments
was not knowing where to begin. Some students felt that they do not know where to
begin or what to write and, as result, end up procrastinating; for instance, one student
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mentioned that “It’s always hard for me to start essays because I have trouble putting my
thoughts onto paper” (Student Response). Finally, students’ responses indicated that they
perceived writing as boring or a chore. Students did not like, appreciate, or enjoy the
amount of writing assignments they are required to produce for their classes, and a
significant portion of their negativity is the result of being forced to adhere to academic
writing components: researching, citation, analyzing, organization, etc. One student
wrote,
I almost always get stressed out when I have to write an essay. Even the rough
draft. I have a lot of thoughts, and ideas to put into the paper, but I cannot put
them in the order I want to express it all the time. (Student Response)
Negative attitudes appeared in 30% of student responses, making it the number one
theme in writing attitudes.
Positive attitudes. Although the number one theme expressed by students was
negative attitudes, the next largest theme was positive attitudes. Students reported that
they felt comfortable with and confident about their writing, and some even expressed
enjoyment with the process. Students who felt positive towards writing even appreciated
the freedom they had to express themselves through creative writing or researching to
write on new, interesting topics. One student wrote:
My attitude towards writing is generally positive. I enjoy the challenge of
academic writing, and I embrace the freedom of writing for fun. I also recognize
that writing has a tremendous power to change things, so I would embrace the
ability to write proposals. (Student Response)
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Others felt that writing allowed them to process information as well as give them a
chance to understand the material through their own voice. Another student stated,
I enjoy writing. I’ve kept a journal since I learned how to write, and I now have a
journal on my computer in which I make entries at least once a day. I also enjoy
writing assignments, such as scientific commentaries or journal articles. I also
have experience writing short stories and poetry. (Student Response)
Overall, students that felt positive towards their writing understood and saw the value that
writing had on learning. The theme positive attitudes appeared in 23% of student
responses, making it the number two theme in writing attitudes.
Classroom factors. For the theme of classroom factors, students named time,
teacher bias, type, and course as areas that impact their writing attitudes. These areas
have been collapsed into an overarching theme of classroom factors, as they are issues
that occur within the classroom. Students’ responses suggested that time was a major
problem when it came to writing. They felt that writing either took too much time to
complete or that their instructors did not allow them enough time to complete their
writing assignments. For instance, a student commented: “I always feel like I never give
myself enough time to write my assignments. I just assume that they will be be [sic]
done quick and easy and then I stress myself out doing them last minute” (Student
Response). Some students took ownership of their issues with time by saying that they
overthought their writing assignments, which consumed too much of their time. Part of
this worry stemmed from how students perceived their instructors’ grading as uncertain,
which resulted in students overthinking their assignments. However, students’ main
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issue was that writing was not a short task; it required more time than other academic
tasks. Time was a commodity for college students as they tried to meet the requirements
of all instructors. This led to teacher bias, where some students felt that their instructors
were unfairly grading them on their writing. One student said, “Writing expectancies can
be inconsistent. The expected level of writing with some Graduate Professors is very
high” (Student Response). Several responses indicated that they wished instructors
would grade more on improvement and less on other factors.
Writing assignments. Students noted that their attitude varied based on the type
of writing assignment as well as the course in which they were completing the writing
assignment. Students preferred journaling and freewriting more than essays and felt that
the classes that included these writing components helped them enjoy writing more.
Students also noted that their attitudes depended on what class they were writing for; one
student indicated, “Not a fan of research papers, but enjoy writing. Essays and
Freewrites [sic] are my favorite” (Student Response). Although students did not really
specify which courses they enjoyed writing for more, this type of response suggested that
writing was very dependent on the student and their preferences. The theme classroom
factors appeared in 15% of student responses making it the number three theme in
writing attitudes.
Resources and training. The fourth largest theme found in writing attitudes was
resources and training. Students’ responses indicated a need for more resources and
training to improve their writing. Specifically, students said that they wanted more
resources for research papers and style formats (such as MLA, APA, Chicago, etc.). In
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terms of research papers, students wanted help with learning how to write them, where to
find sources, and how to cite information in formats appropriate to the subject matter.
One response said,
I have a hard time with APA formatting. Research papers are extensive so I often
times lose steam while writing and therefore make more errors. I also struggle
with sounding too broad and vague. I often times [sic] go through multiple drafts.
(Student Response)
The desire to have more resources in these areas was directly linked to students also
expressing that they needed more training. Responses for this theme indicated that many
students did not get enough guidance or direction from instructors. One student stated,
“Sometimes professors aren’t clear enough about exactly what they want, other times
they are too specific and then students lose their own voice and the writing becomes pure
drudgery” (Student Response). Expectations and requirements were not clearly
addressed by their professors and, as a result, students felt unclear and unequipped to
handle their writing task. Many students wished that their instructor would go over their
expectations, or explain how to conduct research, how to document sources or how to
properly organize their paper. The theme resources and training appeared in 8% of
student responses, making it the number four theme in writing attitudes.
Personal factors. The final theme found in this section was personal factors.
This theme included responses from students where they expressed a desire to improve,
or cited disabilities and language barriers as issues that impact their writing attitudes.
First off, students simply stated that they want to learn or need improvement. As one
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student explained, “Though I am a doctoral student, I feel that my writing can always be
improved. My writing competencies are sufficient enough to complete assignments but I
must work to develop them further before my dissertation” (Student Response).
Straightforward responses demonstrated the personal factors that students acknowledge
about themselves in regard to writing. The other prominent area addressed in this theme
was English as A Second Language (ESL) learning as well as learning with disabilities.
Both groups of students felt that language barriers and disabilities made it harder for them
to write. ESL students admitted to translating their thoughts and words from their home
language to English and, as a result, losing meaning in translation. One student said,
“English is my second language (ESL). My thoughts can’t translate sometimes and
phrasing or articulating thoughts does not come out correctly” (Student Response).
Students with disabilities identified dyslexia as the learning disability that impacts their
writing while others did not name a disability but said their lack of focus makes writing
harder to accomplish. Another student stated, “I have Learning Disabilities and it is hard
for me to focus and i’m [sic] bad at spelling” (Student Response). Finally, it is important
to note that students did not express that writing was impossible due to their language or
disabilities but, rather, it made it harder. The theme personal factors appeared in 6% of
student responses, making it the number five theme in writing attitudes.
Summary of writing attitudes. Overall, students had a wide range of emotions
when discussing attitudes and concerns towards writing. Although the number one
response was negative attitudes, the remaining responses demonstrated positive emotions
as well as emotions that acknowledged personal or instructional factors that impact their
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attitudes. Students’ responses in this section reflected their negativity, confidence,
procrastination, and lack of instruction and resources in relation to writing competency.
While there were many responses for this section, not all could be reported. However,
those that were provided valuable insight into of how CSU students view writing
attitudes and multiliteracy perceptions. The students’ responses were randomized and
selected based on how the response correlated to the themes discussed in this section.
Oral Attitudes
The second competency explored in this study was oral or speaking. In this study,
oral competencies referred to students’ skills in relation to completing spoken
assignments or activities (individual presentations, group presentations, speeches, class
discussions, etc.). A total of 1,646 students responded to this particular question
regarding their oral attitudes and concerns. The top five themes found were: Anxiety
and nervousness, positivity, negativity, preparation and opportunities, and individual
preferences in class. The top five themes are visually depicted in Table 5. Furthermore,
all themes will be individually discussed as they related to oral competencies.
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Table 5
Top 5 Themes for Oral Attitudes

Anxiety and nervousness. The number one theme that emerged from students
discussing their oral attitudes was anxiety and nervousness. Students overwhelmingly
named anxiety, nervousness, and/or worry as their top concern when it comes to
speaking-related assignments or activities. Students that elaborated on their anxieties or
nervousness said that they worried about stumbling on their words, sweating, saying
“um” too much, and voice shaking when delivering oral presentations. For instance, one
student said, “I get major anxiety. My heart beats faster, palms get sweaty, and I
completely freeze in front of the class and make a fool of myself” (Student Response).
Some students expressed that due to elements outside of their control such as accents,
lisps and stuttering they have been made fun of or judged during presentations. One
student cited that their biggest issues were “Nervousness and anxiety. I know the
material front and back, but once the time comes to report in front of teach and class to be
judged and graded is frightening” (Student Response). This contributed to overall
anxiety and nervousness in regard to oral assignments or activities. The theme anxiety
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and nervousness appeared in 29% of student responses, making it the number one theme
in oral attitudes.
Positive, confident and beneficial. Although 29% of students named anxiety
and nervousness as the top theme, a significant number of students had positive, confident
and beneficial attitudes regarding their oral competencies. Many students felt that oral
assignments and activities were enjoyable, easy, fun, comfortable and beneficial. One
student wrote “I love speaking assignments. They allow you to test how much you
actually know instead of just seeing if you can research like in a traditional essay”
(Student Response). These responses indicated that speaking was a necessary skill, and
these students saw the benefit that speaking provides in their ability to express
themselves, in social interactions, and in their academic and professional careers.
Finally, many students indicated that their positivity towards oral speaking had, in large
part, to do with their personalities, previous interaction in high school clubs, and their
careers as well as the numerous amount of presentations they have had to do in college
that eventually made it feel easier. “I have been teaching for 5 years- public speaking has
become somewhat of a strength for me” (Student Response). The theme positive,
confidence and beneficial appeared in 26% of student responses, making it the number
two theme in oral attitudes.
Negativity and dislike group work. The third largest theme regarding oral
aptitudes was negativity and dislike group work. While the first theme was anxiety and
nervousness, this theme specifically saw a trend of general dislike and difficulty in any
oral-related assignments or activities. Additionally, students named group work hardship
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as a huge stressor and, thus, it negatively impacted their oral attitudes. One student
wrote, “I worry that I can’t get a word in when people start yelling and arguing” (Student
Response).
Group work negativity. Students who said they dislike speaking referred to it as
uncomfortable due to shyness, the possibility of forgetting ideas, feeling judged, and
perceiving the assignment as a waste of time, among other reasons. For many of these
students speaking individually was more stressful than group presentations because
during group presentations, they are not standing in front of the class alone. Although
students preferred group presentations so as not to present alone, students
overwhelmingly had negative remarks about working with groups. Many students felt
that group work caused more stress because of the varying roles each student had in the
group which impact the overall success of the whole presentation. As one student stated,
“Group presentations should be more thoroughly monitored in the classrooms with more
structure- in the [sic] sense of everyone have roles and being graded separately. This will
help avoid having imbalanced group assignments and can increase group cohesion”
(Student Response). The theme negativity and dislike group work appeared in 22% of
student responses, making it the number three theme in oral attitudes.
Opportunities, improvement and preparation. The next largest theme found
was opportunities, improvement and preparation. Students expressed that they needed
more resources for speaking and more opportunities to practice. They acknowledged that
speaking was not their favorite activity; however, they know that the more often they do
it, the better they will become. One student wrote that, “more of a direct practice related
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skill that definitely benefits from instruction but personal practice is key” (Student
Response). Students stated that their oral skills have improved or are still improving.
These students did not specify how they have improved; they have only implied that,
over time, their skills have gotten better. However, other students specifically named
preparation as a key factor that positively influenced their oral competency. The more
prepared they were for their presentations, the more confident they felt while presenting.
Another student said, “The more practice you get, the better your presenting gets”
(Student Response). Preparation included knowing the material as well as practicing and
having an interest in the topic. This particular theme highlighted students’ desire to
improve their oral skills through more opportunities for practice and preparation. The
theme opportunities, improvement and preparation appeared in 9% of student responses,
making it the number four theme in oral attitudes.
Individual preferences in class. The final theme that emerged in this section
was individual preferences in class. Students with mixed feelings regarding their oral
competencies had both positive and negative attitudes, depending on the class and topic.
“Depends upon the group and length of presentation. Comfortable in my class” (Student
Response). These preferences specifically stated that group presentations were better
than individual; as long as they had good group members, then speaking was okay,
depending on their role in the class and much more. One student revealed, “Group
presentations are my favorite because the spotlight can be shared, i [sic] don’t have the
confidence to do an individual presentation unless I am passionate about the topic or not
intimidated my audience” (Student Response). In this section the type of presentation
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impacted students’ oral skills, for instance small versus large group presentations. This
type of presentation was commonly discussed in the responses to this section. Students
felt that they performed better in small groups and, consequently, felt more confident in
their oral skills. However, in large group discussions or presentations to the class
students felt tense and, scared, and they generally disliked the activity, ultimately leading
to more negative attitudes towards oral assignments and activities. One student said,
“Individual presentations are scary. Group presentations are better because you are
standing in front of a group with others so you are not alone. Class discussions are
pointless” (Student Response). The theme individual preferences in class appeared in
5% of student responses, making it the number five theme in oral attitudes.
Summary of oral attitudes. Overall when discussing attitudes and concerns
towards speaking, students’ responses were more negative than positive. Students
indicated a high amount of anxiety and nervousness in their responses to this question.
Although others did not explicitly state anxiety as their concern, students did worry a lot
about group work interactions and speaking assignments such as presentations. Students’
responses in this section reflected their anxiety, negativity, group work-related hardship,
and lack of resources in relation to oral competency. While there were many responses
for this section, not all could be reported. However, those that were provided valuable
insight into of how CSU students view oral attitudes and multiliteracy perceptions. The
students’ responses were randomized and selected based on how the response correlated
to the themes discussed in this section.
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Reading Attitudes
The third competency explored in this study was reading. In this study, reading
competencies referred to students’ skills in relation to completing reading assignments or
activities (comprehension, speed reading, articles, prompts, books, textbooks, manuals,
etc.). A total of 1,505 students responded to this particular question regarding their
reading attitudes and concerns. The top five themes found were: Positivity, negativity
towards groups, circumstantial viewpoints, resources and opportunities, and personal
factors. The top five themes are visually depicted in Table 6. Furthermore, all themes
will be individually discussed as they related to reading competencies.
Table 6
Top 5 Themes for Reading Attitudes

Positive, confident and beneficial. The number one theme in reading attitudes
was positive, confident, and beneficial. The majority of students felt confident and good
about their reading skills. They described their reading attitudes as enjoyable or
beneficial. However, their responses mainly referred to enjoying and/or loving reading
for pleasure as opposed to reading for class. One student said, “I love reading (for
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pleasure mainly), but reading text books [sic] can be a bit boring” (Student Response).
Some students even credited their love for reading to all of the reading they did when
they were younger and how that makes reading as a college student even easier. Others
expressed that, throughout their academic careers, the quantity of reading they have been
exposed to positively impacted their reading skills today. They saw the benefit of reading
profusely, and it positively benefited their reading skills. Additionally, students
acknowledged that the type of reading had changed from reading for fun to reading
academic journals or textbooks for class. While they still said they love to read, their
responses indicated that they would prefer reading for pleasure than for class. Another
student said, “I have been reading since I was little and really enjoy it. I am confident in
my reading and comprehension due to my passion for reading early on” (Student
Response). However, some students cannot find the time to read for pleasure because of
the amount of reading for class. Overall, students’ responses to this theme did not
suggest negative attitudes towards reading; even when they admit that they do not have
the time to read for pleasure, they continue to assert that they love reading. The theme
positive, confidence and beneficial appeared in 36% of student responses, making it the
number one theme in reading attitudes.
Negativity towards reading. In regard to reading attitudes, students felt either
extremely positive or extremely negative about reading. While there were other themes
found in this section, the top two themes were very close in the number of responses.
Students that felt negativity towards reading implicated the following factors as impact
on their attitudes: general dislike and negativity of reading, perceiving reading as time
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consuming, being assigned too much reading, lacking reading comprehension and being a
slow reader. Students that described their attitudes as negative or bored did not express
their attitudes much further. One student said, “I have a hard time reading mainly
because I do not enjoy it. So sometimes it is difficult to really understand books. This
applies mostly to books, but if it is textbooks or articles then I’m usually okay with”
(Student Response). More students attribute their negative perceptions of reading to a
belief that reading is time consuming and is too much to do, as well as to a lack of
comprehension and being a slow reader. These four factors had a snowball effect on each
other. If reading was time consuming, having too much of it became an issue. Similarly,
if the student lacked comprehension they had to read slower to grasp the information.
Another student revealed, “I don’t like to read as much, but I still need to do it for
assignments. I don’t read fast enough. I need to reread often to comprehend” (Student
Response). Finally, if a student needed to read slower because they lacked
comprehension, then too much reading became extremely time consuming. This was the
essence of the response for this theme. Students’ negativity stemmed from one or all four
points of this type of reading cycle. The theme negativity towards reading appeared in
32% of student responses, making it the number two theme in reading attitudes.
Circumstantial viewpoints. Students’ circumstantial viewpoints revealed that
their attitudes toward reading were mixed or dependent on the topic or class. Mixed
feelings indicated both positive and negative attitudes. Students said they did not like
reading but they did not struggle with it as well. As one student suggested, “I don’t enjoy
reading but I am good at it” (Student Response). However, more responses discussed
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how students’ attitudes depended on the type of assignment or class. Reading for
pleasure was fun, while reading textbooks was boring, and reading academic journals was
topic-dependent. One thing that appeared throughout this theme was that the longer or
more complex the reading became, the less students expressed positive attitudes.
Another example response indicated that, “reading is inviting as long as it’s not dry
literature” (Student Response). This was not to say that longer and complex readings
automatically meant that students did not enjoy their assignment; it merely suggested that
negative descriptions come to their minds first. Throughout these responses, no student
said that they enjoyed longer complex readings; at most, these students said they were up
to the challenge. The theme circumstantial viewpoints appeared in 9% of student
responses, making it the number three theme in reading attitudes.
Resources and opportunities. Students requesting more resources and
opportunities for reading became the fourth theme. Especially resources for reading
strategies to improve speed. Students indicated that they had heard about these areas, but
they had not received any resources to better understand how to implement these
strategies. One student stated, “I am really good at reading, but my retention isn’t that
great. I think learning how to take notes in a more effective way would be helpful”
(Student Response), while another student said, regarding guidelines, “Only issue I have
is with research assignment because they’re normally so massive; clear and concise
instructions on what is needed helps greatly” (Student Response). Their responses
indicated that they wished their instructors would go over these strategies with them
because this would help their overall reading abilities and positively impact their reading
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attitudes. However, overall, these responses demonstrated a desire to have more reading
instruction. Students’ responses which indicated average or lower reading skills
attributed a lack of proper instruction throughout their academic careers as the cause.
Finally, students indicated a desire for more practice, and for reading, this translates into
more reading. One student claimed, “Reading just takes more practice. I read a lot as a
child” (Student Response). Students admittedly understood and acknowledged that more
practice meant more reading, but they believed that increased practice would ultimately
help them because the more they read, the more they would improve. The theme
resources and opportunities appeared in 5% of student responses, making it the number
four theme in reading attitudes.
Personal factors. The last theme in this section was students’ personal factors.
These personal factors were once again disabilities and language barriers. Students who
had disabilities found that it was harder for them to focus on reading and that their
disability more difficult to understand. For example, one student explained, “I have
dyslexia, and so speed reading, and really complex literary articles are difficult, but I
manage” (Student Response). Additionally, English as a Second Language (ESL)
students felt that their lack of English reading skills, primarily with vocabulary, made
reading more challenging. These students had to stop reading to define vocabulary words
they did not know, and the constant break from reading made it harder to comprehend
and retain the information in the text. Another student revealed, “Language is my biggest
obstruction when it comes to reading since English is my second language” (Student
Response). Secondly, it took them more time to complete readings due to the amount of
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times they needed to define unfamiliar words. The theme personal challenges appeared
in 4% of student responses, making it the number five theme in reading attitudes.
Summary of reading attitudes. Overall when discussing attitudes and concerns
towards reading, students’ responses were more positive than negative. The number one
response was positive, and, although the second response was negative, the other themes
suggested that students acknowledged their shortcomings as well as identified the
underlying causes of those attitudes. Students implied through their responses that if
more resources were provided, or if the underlying circumstantial and personal issues
were addressed, their attitudes towards reading would be positively impacted. Students’
responses in this section reflected their comprehension issues, their stress related to the
high volumes of reading in their classes, and factors beyond their control such as
disabilities and language barriers that impact their reading competency. While there were
many responses for this section, not all could be reported. However, those that were
reported provided valuable insight into of how CSU students view reading attitudes and
multiliteracy perceptions. The students’ responses were randomized and selected based
on how the response correlated to the themes discussed in this section.
Digital Attitudes
The fourth competency explored in this study was digital. In this study, digital
competencies referred to students’ skills in relation to completing online or technology
assignments or activities (computer usage, researching, emails, PowerPoint, online class
platforms such as Canvas, Blackboard, Desire2Learn, etc.). A total of 1,429 students
responded to this particular question regarding their digital attitudes and concerns. The
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top five themes found were: Positivity, negativity, mixed personal feelings, inconsistent
instruction, and workshops and resources. The top five themes are visually depicted in
Table 7. Furthermore, all themes will be individually discussed as they related to digital
competencies.
Table 7
Top 5 Themes for Digital Attitudes

Positive, confident and beneficial. The number one theme for digital attitudes
was positive, confident and beneficial. Students’ responses indicated that their attitudes
towards digital assignments or activities were confident, essential, convenient and overall
positive. Students felt comfortable interacting with and using digital components and had
no problems in this area. These responses were overwhelmingly positive. Some students
stated that because of their age, growing up with technology, made them more
comfortable in this regard. A student mentioned, “I believe people who live during this
generation are the best at technology, and I am speaking for myself too” (Student
Response). The more exposure they had to technology while growing up, the more
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comfort and ease they felt presently. Other students appreciated the convenience and
efficiency they can access information and classwork from anywhere, and it makes
communicating with their instructors and classmates as well as simply working on their
assignments faster and more efficient. While some students attribute their confidence to
their majors or careers which interact with digital technology frequently, thus improving
their skills and attitudes positively over time. As one student explained, “I am becoming
more comfortable with using digital technology but that is because I have had to learn
how to use it” (Student Response). The theme positive, confident and beneficial
appeared in 50% of student responses, making it the number one theme in digital
attitudes.
Negative concerns with technology. The second theme that emerged regarding
students’ digital attitudes was negative concerns with technology. In these responses
students simply remarked that technology was distracting, and they indicated having
problems with technology and/or software. Distraction appeared often throughout these
responses because, although digital technology is conveniently accessible, students have
become too dependent on it, and it created a distraction for them while they are working.
As one student mentioned, “I think it’s very useful when not done with distractions”
(Student Response). Other negativity was aimed at technology and software. Negativity
towards internet outages, technical difficulties with computers and/or laptops and lack of
knowledge of different software appeared throughout students’ responses. Lacking
knowledge about different software meant that students knew how to use the basic
functions of Word, Excel and PowerPoint, but any new software was beyond their
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understanding. Another student said, “Using Canvas, when instructors make full use of
it, is terrific. As an older returning student, I have never had instruction in Power Point
[sic]. As a result, I am lost” (Student Response). Overall, students in this section
indicated that, once the digital components required more than a basic understanding,
they begun to feel negatively about it. The theme negative concerns with technology
appeared in 22% of student responses, making it the number two theme in digital
attitudes.
Mixed personal feelings. The third theme in this section was mixed feelings
referring, once again, to students’ responses that were neither all positive nor all negative.
This theme included mixed feelings about continually learning and improving their
digital competencies. A sample response included, “It’s a double edged [sic] sword per
say, it’s a great learning tool and helps us learn faster and so much more but at the same
time it diminishes our social interaction with each other and nature” (Student Response).
However, a significant number of students in this section described their digital attitudes
as indifferent or average without further elaboration. A unique observation occurring in
this theme was students’ attitudes related to their generation. For instance, older students
felt less confident about their digital competencies because the digital age emerged when
they were older. One student revealed, “I feel behind due to the generational gap
between the average student and myself” (Student Response). These students felt that
stronger digital competency was more prevalent in the younger generation. The theme
mixed personal feelings appeared in 10% of student responses, making it the number
three theme in digital attitudes.
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Inconsistency and lack of instruction. The next theme that emerged was
instructors’ inconsistency and lack of instruction. In terms of online classroom platforms
students named Canvas and Blackboard as the two Learning Management Systems
(LMS) that were used in their classes. Students had used both and preferred Canvas over
Blackboard, and wishing that more instructors would make the switch to Canvas. One
student shared, “Canvas is a great tool! Blackboard is garbage!!!!! I think teachers
should embrace technology because that is what many employers look for” (Student
Response). However, even with the instructors that used Canvas, students’ negativity
stemmed from their instructor’s lack of knowledge on how to properly use the platform
for classes. For example,
I have little to no problem using any of this. My only concern is that if each
teacher uses a different program or platform then it can become hard to follow
and finish the work. For me, I like paper. I do have a laptop but for some reason
I am more motivated to do paper assignments than digital ones. (Student
Response)
While some instructors used it, others did not, and the inconsistency in the location of
information created the negative attitudes about these digital platforms for students. The
theme inconsistency and lack of instruction appeared in 4% of student responses, making
it the number four theme in digital attitudes.
Workshops and resources. Lastly, students reported wanting more workshops
and resources when asked to discuss their digital attitudes. Students did not feel
confident about their digital competencies and named workshops and resources as areas
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that would help them improve their digital skills. Additionally, students expressed that
they lack access to digital resources and instruction but want to acquire more fluency in
this competency. As one student stated, “I haven’t had much instruction on excel and I
wish classrooms would take more time to show students how to use this technology”
(Student Response). Students expressed that they knew that resources existed but that
these resources were not easily accessible to them. Suggestions or resources included
help with technical difficulties as well as support for research and online video tutorials.
Once again, the responses in this area expressed students’ overall lack of knowledge of
digital competency while not outwardly expressing this sentiment in negative terms.
Another response mentioned that, “Some people come from places where they are not
taught basic computing skills. A basically computer literacy tests and following required
classes might be helpful for these students” (Student Response). The students
acknowledged a need for more resources because of their lack of skills, but they also
indicated positivity towards improving if provided these additional resources. The theme
workshops and resources appeared in 3% of student responses, making it the number five
theme in digital attitudes.
Summary of digital attitudes. Overall when discussing attitudes and concerns
towards digital assignments and activities, students’ responses indicate a balanced range
of emotions. The number one response was positive and although the second response
was negative, the other themes identify factors that would help students improve in these
areas. Students implied, through their responses, that if provided more instruction,
workshops, and resources their digital attitudes would be positively impacted. Students’
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responses in this section reflected their positivity, their online teaching platform
concerns, and the generational factors that impact their digital competency. While there
were many responses for this section, not all could be reported. However, those that were
provided valuable insight into of how CSU students view digital attitudes and
multiliteracy perceptions. The students’ responses were randomized and selected based
on how the response correlated to the themes discussed in this section.
Social Attitudes
The fifth competency explored in this study was social. In this study, social
competencies referred to students’ skills in relation to completing socially engaging
assignments or activities (interviewing, collaboration, working with peers, working in
groups, understanding body language or social cues, understanding different cultures,
etc.). A total of 1,386 students responded to this particular question regarding their social
attitudes and concerns. The top five themes found were: Group work attitudes,
positivity, negativity, understanding benefits and learning, and, social cues, body
language and cultural awareness. The top five themes are visually depicted in Table 8.
Furthermore, all themes will be individually discussed as they related to social
competencies.
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Table 8
Top 5 Themes for Social Attitudes

Group work attitudes. The top theme for social attitudes was group work
attitudes. This theme references students’ responses for positive, negative and mixed
feelings towards group work. Students that described group work as positive felt that
they were social people that could work well with anyone. For instance, one student
asserted, “I enjoy working with other people because you can hear ideas that you might
not think of. It also helps you develop your own ideas and social interaction helps you
shape the way you describe them” (Student Response). They also described working
with others as an opportunity to learn from their peers by collaborating with them.
Lastly, students with positive responses also indicated one of two things—that they either
took the lead in group work or they did not have a preference in group work and would
work with whatever the group’s plan was. Either way, both positions indicated a positive
perception of group work and social interactions. Conversely, students who described
group work as negative had opposite views. These students felt that working in social
settings was extremely stressful due to the lack of equal involvement from all group
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members. This one particular factor was enough to negatively impact students’ attitudes
towards social interactions. Working with peers who did not contribute to the group or
who would “piggyback” off their classmates was the number one cited cause of disdain,
stress, and overall negativity towards social interactions. As one student noted,
I’m not a fan of group work. Yes, I will have to deal with people in life, but in
college everyone is everywhere at different times and there is just not a
convenient time to sufficiently meet with and succeed as a group. I want a grade
for what I do and not have to depend on others and add stress to my life dealing
with those who don’t do anything. (Student Response)
A small portion of responses in this section had both positive and negative feelings
towards group work. They preferred to work both alone and in groups, or they enjoyed
working with others, yet they did not enjoy it in class. Ultimately, the theme ups and
downs regarding group work appeared in 42% of student responses, making it the
number one theme in social attitudes.
Positive and confident. The second largest theme was positive and confident for
social attitudes. Students’ responses indicated that they are social, confident, good at
talking to people, and overall have strong social skills and attitudes. Their responses
demonstrated comfort, joy and interest in people. They have reported feeling positive
towards social interactions because it allows for collaboration to build stronger
communication skills. One student stated, “I enjoy collaborating in group environments
as it helps me to develop my social skills and allows me to see how others learn material
differently” (Student Response). Another student revealed, “I am a people person
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therefore enjoy working with others and studied Behavioral Science therefore enjoy
understanding how culture, body language, social status effect [sic] our lives” (Student
Response). Some students described their ability to socialize as something that comes
naturally to them, and while others do not explicitly state the same, their responses
suggest strong social literacies. The theme positive and confident appeared in 22% of
student responses, making it the number two theme in social attitudes.
Negativity and anxiety. Once again general negativity and anxiety was another
prominent theme for students’ social attitudes. Students’ responses indicated social
anxiety, shyness, nervousness and frustration. For instance, one student claimed,
I struggle with anxiety (including social anxiety) which makes it hard for me to
interact with people or go out to do “fun” things. However, I hate conflict and I
generally act as an arbiter in student/work politics, and I am an open minded
individual so I would say those skills are strong. (Student Response)
These negative attitudes reflect how students feel when socializing with others. Some
students felt that people were intimidating, while others felt like they were being judged.
One student said, “People are intimidating and I really just don’t want to offend anyone
in any way, so it’s easier to stay quiet” (Student Response). These attitudes together
demonstrated how some students genuinely have concerns with social interactions.
While it was a necessary part of daily life, these students either approached it with
anxiety or predisposed negativity. However, in this particular section, students’
responses demonstrate that sometimes shyness is not a bad thing, but, rather, just a
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preference. The theme negativity and anxiety appeared in 15% of student responses,
making it the number three theme in social attitudes.
Understanding benefits and wanting to learn. Although negative and positive
viewpoints are competing in students’ responses, another theme that presented itself was
understanding benefits and wanting to learn. Responses in this section demonstrated that
students acknowledge the importance of interacting or working with groups. They see
collaboration as key in the workforce and find it beneficial to learn how to socialize with
others. One student said, “Being able to communicate is such a major tool in having
work being done efficiently and effectively. It is an important everyday skill everyone
should have, because it will affect you in all aspects of life” (Student Response).
Students also admitted that they could improve in this area and learn better
communication, team building and collaboration skills. Not only was it an important
skill in their academics, but it was important in their professional careers as well.
Another student indicated that, “The opportunity to socialize and network is very
important to me. Whether it’s purpose is to advance a career or just to comfort a
colleague who is experiencing an unfortunate occurrence, social competencies are vital”
(Student Response). Regardless of whether students had positive or negative attitudes
towards social work in this section, they recognized the importance of building stronger
social skills whether they liked it or not. The theme understanding benefits and wanting
to learn appeared in 6% of student responses, making it the number four theme in social
attitudes.
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Social cues, body language and cultural awareness. In the final theme students
stated wanting more resources to learn about social cues, body language, and cultural
awareness. Social cues and body language helped students understand how to interact
with others by recognizing certain body language and knowing the appropriate ways to
ask, respond to, and address individual personalities. One student said, “Understanding
different cultures is a problem for many or even most Americans, young and old. In
terms of general social interaction and assignments related to that, I feel fairly confident
as I am extroverted” (Student Response). By understanding social cues and body
language students admitted they had greater patience when working with people and that
they would appreciate social interactions more. Lastly, students wanted more cultural
awareness. Students viewed different cultures as positive; they felt that everyone has
their own unique perspectives, thoughts and attitudes. At the same time, they recognized
that there are certain cultural characteristics that not all students are aware of, but that
they would benefit from knowing. For instance, one student said:
Not everyone has the same body language or comes from the same culture. What
is expected from one culture is not the same in another. For example, the
mainstream really values eye-contact, but other cultures, do not look in eyes while
speaking. (Student Response)
A lack of cultural awareness impacted how individuals of different cultures interacted,
and, therefore, having resources or training in cultural awareness would positively impact
their social attitudes. The theme social cues, body language and cultural awareness
appeared in 3% of student responses, making it the number five theme in social attitudes.
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Summary of social attitudes. Overall when discussing attitudes and concerns
towards social assignments and activities, students’ responses indicate a wide range of
emotions. The number one response highlighted the ups and downs of group work.
Students had conflicting viewpoints regarding social activities and groups because they
either liked the interaction or worried about the lack of involvement form their peers.
Although a significant number of responses (over half) indicated negative attitudes,
students that still acknowledged that they wanted to learn and improve because they
understood the benefits of social interactions. Students’ responses in this section
reflected both their fears and their perceived benefits of working in groups as well as
identified wanting more information and resources on cultural awareness and social cues
to better improve their digital competency. While there were many responses for this
section, not all could be reported. However, those that were provided valuable insight
into of how CSU students view social attitudes and multiliteracy perceptions. The
students’ responses were randomized and selected based on how they correlated to the
themes discussed in this section.
Summary of Research Question One Data
In conclusion, five themes were prevalent throughout the five competencies listed
above in response to the research question, “What are CSU students’ multiliteracy needs
and perceptions of competencies in regard to writing, oral, reading, digital and social
literacies?” Those five themes included positivity, negativity, personal factors, classroom
factors, and, finally, resources, instruction, and learning. These areas were consistently
brought up throughout writing, oral, reading, digital and social attitudes.
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Positivity, negativity, personal and classroom factors highlighted students’
preferences regarding their multiliteracy competencies. Positivity and negativity are
common forms of attitudes to exhibit for any topic. Multiliteracies are not different.
Multiliteracies were both positive and negative depending on how students experienced
the competencies throughout their personal and academic lives. However, students that
shared personal and classroom factors attitudes towards multiliteracies, identified that
their individual preferences towards these five literacies impacted their overall attitude.
Although some of these preferences were positive and negative, for these responses,
students were able to look deeper to openly admit that their preferences limited their
attitudes towards multiliteracies.
The other themes found across the five literacies in this study identified that
students’ attitudes towards multiliteracies was wanting more resources, instruction and
learning. Students did not establish a clear attitude however, their responses indicated
that how they felt was contingent upon their desire for more assistance with their
multiliteracy develop. By identifying resources, instruction and opportunities as their
attitudes, students indirectly are saying that their attitude towards multiliteracies is that
they find it important. These responses looked for additional help to self-develop their
skills and improve their competencies in writing, oral, reading, digital and social
literacies.
Research question one examined students’ attitudes towards multiliteracy
competencies in writing, oral, reading digital and social literacies. The essence of the
responses collected from students for this particular research question reflected attitudes
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that ranged from simple emotions to instructors’ roles to the desire to improve, learn, and
better understand these areas. Although not every competency elicited the same attitudes,
some attitudes overlap in the way students perceive their multiliteracy competencies
occurred. Knowing that their attitudes were positive, negative, personal, instructional,
and still developing can help educators better understand CSU students’ multiliteracy
perceptions.
Research Question Two Data Report
“What are CSU students’ recommendations regarding what services would
improve their writing, oral, reading, digital and social competencies?”
This section was organized by the top five themes found in students’ qualitative
responses to what services they would recommended to improve their writing, oral,
reading, digital and social competencies. Each competency yielded its own unique top
five themes which will be individually explored and discussed. The five multiliteracy
competencies explored in this study (writing, oral, reading, digital and social) will help to
provide a glimpse of CSU students’ multiliteracy competencies. Figure 20 depicts the
top five themes for multiliteracy services found for writing, oral, reading, digital and
social literacies.

148

Figure 20. Top 5 Themes Across Multiliteracy Services
Writing Services
The first competency explored in this study was writing. In this study, writing
competencies referred to students’ skills in relation to completing written assignments or
activities (essays, freewrites, journaling, research papers, proposals, etc.). A total of
1,594 students responded to this particular question regarding what services they
recommended to improve their writing competency. The top five themes found were:
Training, nothing, tutoring, extending writing center availability, and classroom factors.
The top five themes are visually depicted in Table 9. Furthermore, all themes will be
individually discussed as they related to writing competencies.
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Table 9
Top 5 Themes for Writing Services

Training and resources. The first theme that appeared as students recommended
what services would improve their writing competencies was training and resources.
Students’ responses indicated that they wanted more models, instruction, and guidelines
on how to write. Models refer to sample writing assignments that indicate how to
structure content, development, analysis, and organizations. Instruction meant more
explicit teaching from the professor about writing-related components. Guidelines were
more of an understanding of what teachers were looking for with the assignment. One
response said about resources, “I wish I had more seminars or other programs that
actively taught academic writing for different styles (Chicago, MLA, etc) [sic]” (Student
Response), while another student said regarding guidelines, “Only issue I have is with
research assignment because they’re normally so massive; clear and concise instructions
on what is needed helps greatly” (Student Response). Students felt that they had to
estimate the guidelines, and that is why they preferred more training to better equip them
with the tools they needed to be successful writers. In terms of resources, students
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mainly referred to handouts, guides, strategies, grammar lessons, and editors as their
resources. Students did not specify if they wanted these resources from instructors
specifically; rather, they indicated that what they wanted was just something tangible to
refer to later on their own. Grammar lessons and editors were specific types of resources
that addressed a particular need; specifically, many students felt that grammar, spelling
and punctuation issues were a big deal in their writing and one area that would help them
was either having grammar instruction or editors to help provide this service to students.
Another student revealed, “To have another student check on my paper (like a second
person to read and check for grammar and spelling etc) [sic]. I need a constructive
criticism before submitting my paper” (Student Response). The main resources that
students named in this section were grammar resources. Additional requested resources
were vague, but grammar instruction or editors were a specific type of resource. The
theme training and resources appeared in 28% of student responses, making it the
number one theme in writing services.
No service or unsure. The next theme in this section was no service or unsure.
Although students have reported none, nothing, NA, or unsure for other sections in this
study, when asked what services students would recommended to help them with their
writing competency, it is important to note that there were a significant amount of
responses that said “nothing” or “unsure.” The other themes in this section suggested
that there are services that students identify as helpful; however, there were still a
significant number of students that were satisfied or content with the available services
already provided to them, or they could not think of what would help them until it was
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provided. The theme no service or unsure appeared in 14% of student responses, making
it the number two theme in writing services.
Tutoring and practice. The third common theme found in this section was
tutoring and practice. When asking for tutoring students either specifically mentioned
tutoring, tutors, or having someone review their papers. One student suggested,
Probably one on one tutoring with a person who can help me edit my paper. Most
tutors now cant [sic] even help you with some basic stuff like grammar or tell you
what you can do better in a paragraph or simple sentence since its [sic] against
policy. (Student Response)
Some students even stated that they see a writing tutor regularly for help. Conversely,
practice was repeatedly mentioned as a service that would help them improve their
writing competencies. Another student said, “My concerns with writing are linked to
how I think and process information. As such, my troubles can only be alleviated with a
LOT more practice” (Student Response). The more writing students were exposed to, the
more they will improve their skills. Both tutoring and practice were areas that students
felt would help them improve their writing skills. Throughout these responses tutoring
and practice are inferred by the types of descriptions students what services they would
benefit. The theme tutoring and practice appeared in 13% of student responses, making it
the number three theme in writing services.
Writing centers and extended availability. Building off the previous theme of
tutoring, another theme brought up for this section was writing centers and extended
availability. These responses named the writing center as a service that would help them
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with these skills. Some responses indicated similar words such as “place”, “lab”, or
“space” that are closely related to writing centers. These responses indicated that
students are looking for a physical location to help. For example, one student said, “A
simple service where I can send in a draft, and have fresh eyes point out what’s a little
confusing or where the piece loses focus” (Student Response). Students also indicated
that they wanted more available hours for writing center operations. This could mean
more available hours during the day, more tutors on staff during open hours, online
tutoring, or weekend tutoring. Students expressed that they work during the week and
were not available during regular tutoring hours. Others stated that, because they were in
graduate programs, they needed help during the evenings or weekends. Finally, some
students said that they commuted to campus and would benefit from online services. One
student stated:
As a doctoral student and full-time working professional that commutes, I would
appreciate if we had access to writing centers and writing tutors during the
weekend. It is unfortunate that these services are closed during the weekend,
when graduate and doctoral students need them the most. It would be helpful to
have access to writing tutors online. At the end of the day, we are paying for
services that we have no access to. (Student Response)
Essentially these responses all demonstrated that students have isolated one specific
service that would help them and would like to see more availability from writing
centers. The theme writing center and extended availability appeared in 13% of student
responses, making it the fourth theme in writing services.
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Classroom factors. The final theme that emerged was classroom factors. This
entailed more attention and awareness from teachers, more time and more drafts, and
peer review. More attention and awareness meant that teachers took more time to discuss
writing with students so that they more clearly understood expectations, while awareness
itself meant that students wished their instructors knew how much homework or writing
they were assigning and would keep the assignments within reasonable limits considering
their other course loads. As one student said,
More time in between writing assignments would be helpful. It can feel like a
grind to write two essays per week per class. If there could be a variety of
assignments instead of a single format, I would find that helpful. (Student
Response)
Students that specifically wanted more awareness felt that their teachers were assigning
unrealistic amounts of writing or deadlines without keeping in mind that their class is not
the only class students are taking. This led to students responding with a desire for more
time and more drafts. Many students expressed that they wrote too much too often. They
wanted more time to work on their writing assignments as well as have more
opportunities to create drafts. Students felt that multiple drafts allowed them to get their
ideas out over time rather than all at once. Another student said, “I benefit from
instructors that assign rough draft due dates give feedback on writing assignments before
final draft is due” (Student Response). Multiple drafts also led to peer review, which
gave them the opportunity to get feedback from their peers in class. Overall classroom
factors looked at the components within the classroom that impact students’ writing and,
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if addressed, could help them improve. The theme classroom factors appeared in 12% of
student responses, making it the fifth theme in writing services.
Summary of writing services. Overall, when discussing what services would
help improve their writing competencies, students suggested training, tutoring, writing
center assistance, and instructional factors in the classroom. The number one response
was training and resources indicating a high level of instruction desired by the students.
Overall, students were able to identify services that would help them. Some students felt
that no services were needed to address their writing competencies. Students’ responses
in this section reflected their desire to have more training and one-on-one tutoring as well
as extended writing center hours to accommodate their busy schedules. Additionally,
these responses demonstrated how students felt about improving their writing
competencies, and having successfully identified these areas as ways to help them
improve. While there were many responses for this section, not all could be reported.
However, those that were, provided valuable insight into how CSU students view writing
services and multiliteracy perceptions. The students’ responses were randomized and
selected based on how the response correlated to the themes discussed in this section.
Oral Services
The second competency explored in this study was oral or speaking. In this study,
oral competencies referred to students’ skills in relation to completing spoken
assignments or activities (individual presentations, group presentations, speeches, class
discussions, etc.). A total of 1,506 students responded to this particular question
regarding what services they recommended to improve their oral competency. The top
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five themes found were: More opportunities, practice, no service, workshops, and
centers. The top five themes are visually depicted in Table 10; furthermore, all themes
will be individually discussed as they related to oral competencies.
Table 10
Top 5 Themes for Oral Services

More speaking opportunities. The number one theme for oral services was
more speaking opportunities. This included more chances to practice speaking through
individual or group presentations. Students felt that the only way to improve in oral
competencies was to just keep practicing speaking which was why students also
requested more courses as well as integrating more speaking components into the
classroom. One student said, “To improve I think there should be more class discussion
and speeches/ individual presentations. The discussions can help students grasp the
information better (master it) and the presentation can help them demonstrate that”
(Student Response). The essence of this theme was the repetition of increased
opportunities, chances, and situations to practice speaking. Another student said, “Just
assign more of them. Come up with more assignments that are based on students
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responding to mock or real life [sic] situations, connecting with the school’s
extracurricular/club/student government events and activities” (Student Response). By
integrating speaking components into the classroom, students felt that their oral
competencies would increase more exposure in the classroom to speaking-related
components. The theme more speaking opportunities appeared in 29% of student
responses, making it the number one theme in oral services.
Preparation, practice and feedback. In relation to the first theme, the second
most common theme was preparation, practice and feedback. Preparation was the key to
confidence in oral speaking; students identified that the more preparation they did for a
presentation through researching or practice, the better they felt about their presentations.
For example, a student claimed that “When there is a presentation to give, it helps me to
practice it with a small audience of helpful peers before I talk in front of a large,
unfamiliar audience” (Student Response). The difference between practice here and in
the first theme was that more speaking opportunities granted the student exposure and
chances to practice speaking, while practice in the context of this theme was an
acknowledgement by students that the more preparation one has, the smoother their
presentation will go. For example, one student said, “I think that practice, preparation,
and exposure are ultimately the most valuable way to become proficient in speaking in
front of an audience” (Student Response). Therefore, students understand the importance
of continuously practicing one’s presentation prior to delivering it in order to get familiar
and comfortable with the topic. Finally, feedback was another form of practice and
preparation where students received remarks regarding what went well and what they
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could improve on. One student stated indicated the value in “Being able to do a speech
or presentation in front of an audience that can provide feedback and comments” (Student
Response). Feedback completed this cycle by informing students about what areas they
need to keep addressing for future presentations. Feedback can come after a practice
presentation or an actual presentation; either way, it helped students understand how they
did and what they could do differently the next time. The theme practice, preparation
and feedback appeared in 23% of student responses, making it the number two theme in
oral services.
No service or unsure. Another theme in this section was no service or unsure.
Although students have reported none, nothing, NA or unsure for other sections in this
study, when asked what services students recommended would help them with their oral
competency, it is important to note that there was a significant amount of responses that
said “nothing” or “unsure.” The other themes in this section suggested that there were
services that students identified as helpful; however, there were still a significant amount
that were either satisfied with the services already provided to them or could not think of
what would help them until it was provided. The theme no service or unsure appeared in
21% of student responses, making it the number three theme in oral services.
Workshops, tutoring and resources. Workshops, tutoring and resources was
another theme that emerged throughout this section. Students wanted more guidance
with oral speaking. This guidance looked like more workshops, tutoring, and resources.
Tutoring specifically called for working with someone who would be able to help or
someone that was an expert in that area. Additionally, tutoring also meant practicing
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with someone or in front of someone as they were able to give pointers, tips and
strategies on how to improve. One student envisioned a situation where “Maybe a group
that practiced speeches together, lead [sic] by a tutor, and everyone could give tips and
feedback right away so students could make quick modifications and hopefully
improvements” (Student Response). This was distinct from merely receiving feedback
because feedback could be provided by peers, family members, or professors, while
tutoring specifically offered help in an environment designed to practice one-on-one with
tutors who are familiar with oral requirements and conventions. When students referred
to workshops, they were looking for short instructional sessions on specific topics that
they could attend and improve on the areas that they lacked without having to sit through
entire courses of content they already felt confident about. Another example revealed,
“Workshops about small details for oral communications, i.e., pacing, outlining, voice
projection, visual aids, elevator speeches, etc.” (Student Response). Students wanted
specific resources on how to make their presentations flow, how to improve organization,
and how to decrease anxiety and calm nerves. Resources referred to handouts either
hard-copy or electronic, where students could reference these concepts when others were
not around to support them. The theme workshops, tutoring, and resources appeared in
12% of student responses, making it the number four theme in oral services.
Centers, spaces and places. Centers, spaces and places was the fifth theme that
emerged regarding which services would improve oral competency skills. While most of
the themes provided in this section can fall under the purview of a center, this section
specifically noted the amount of times students specifically requested a location to
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practice their speaking skills. One student mentions, “It would be beneficial if there were
a speech preparation center that would help students before their presentations” (Student
Response). Students identified Toastmasters as a service that would be helpful to them,
but also identified that having something similar would be just as helpful. Toastmasters
is an organization designed to help individuals improve and practice their oral speaking
skills. Another example indicated, “I know the Toastmasters can help with speaking, but
that is it. There is no center where you can practice, but there are writing centers. I think
speaking is more important at times” (Student Response). The responses of students in
this section suggested that they wanted a similar service like this on their campus, and
they have referred to this services as centers, spaces and places, somewhere in which
students can go to get help specifically for with speaking assistance. The theme centers,
spaces and places appeared in 7% of student responses, making it the number five theme
in oral services.
Summary of oral services. Overall, when discussing what services would help
improve their oral competencies, students responded with more opportunities to practice,
more instruction, and more centers. The number one response was a desire for more
speaking opportunities, which indicated a desire to be exposed to more chances to speak
and improve their oral competency skills. Overall, students were able to identify services
that would help them, although some students felt that no services were needed to address
their oral competencies. Students’ responses in this section reflected their desire to have
more exposure to speaking opportunities, practice alone, receive feedback, and spaces to
practice with an expert. Additionally, these responses demonstrated how students felt
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about improving their oral competencies and have successfully identified these areas as
ways to help them improve. While there were many responses for this section, not all
could be reported. However, those that were provided valuable insight into of how CSU
students view oral services and multiliteracy perceptions. The students’ responses were
randomized and selected based on how the response correlated to the themes discussed in
this section.
Reading Services
The third competency explored in this study was reading. In this study, reading
competencies referred to students’ skills in relation to completing reading assignments or
activities (comprehension, speed reading, articles, prompts, books, textbooks, manuals,
etc.). A total of 1,344 students responded to this particular question regarding what
services they would recommended to improve their reading competency. The top five
themes found were: No service, centers, resources, teaching factors, and classroom
activities. The top five themes are visually depicted in Table 11; furthermore, all themes
will be individually discussed as they related to reading competencies.
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Table 11
Top 5 Themes for Reading Services

No service or unsure. The number one theme in this section was no service or
unsure. Although students have reported none, nothing, NA or unsure for other sections
in this study, when asked what services students recommend would help them with their
reading competency, it is important to note that there was a significant amount of
responses which said “nothing” or “unsure.” Even though other themes addressing
specific services will be explored in this section as helpful to improving reading
competency, there was still a significant amount that are either satisfied or content with
the services already provided to them or could not think of what it was that would help
them until it is provided. The theme no service appeared in 29% of student responses,
making it the number one theme in reading services.
Centers and services. Centers and services refers to reading competencies,
including centers, workshops, classes, tutors, and more opportunities to practice. These
areas included services that centers could provide to students: space, training, instruction
and tutors. When students referred to centers they were asking for physical spaces where
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they could go and get help for reading. For example, one student noted that “It would be
beneficial to have a program/center that helps students outline the main parts of the book”
(Student Response). Workshops and classes could be offered through centers, and this
type of service would allow students to gain the strategies they need at their own pace to
tackle reading assignments more effectively and efficiently. Helpful workshops that
students named in their responses included, but were not limited to, the following:
textbook study sessions, notetaking, time management, technical writing, and
comprehension workshops. One student stated, “I think it will be interesting to have a
reading skill workshops that address ways to improve reading for college students
because it is not something that is teach in most schools” (Student Response). Students
felt that this type of training was quick and easy and would allow them to improve
without the added pressure of semester-long courses. Finally, tutors within centers could
work with students and provide training on how to improve their reading skills through
one-on-one interactions. The theme centers and services appeared in 21% of student
responses, making it the number two theme in reading services.
Reading resources and formats. The third theme that emerged throughout this
section was reading resources and formats. Students overwhelmingly wanted resources
for speed reading, skimming, and study guides, as well as help with comprehension.
Speed reading and comprehension were big concerns for students when discussing their
reading attitudes; therefore, it is not surprising that resources in these areas is important
to them. One student said:
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I have participated in speed reading and reading assistance programs to [sic] little
to no avail. I can speed up my reading but comprehension fails to keep pace. A
program that will give me a new, faster brain would be beneficial. (Student
Response)
Beyond resources for speed reading and comprehension, students also wanted handouts
or study guides to help them outline their reading as well as, to read for more central
ideas. Additionally, students’ responses in this section requested more available formats
for readings such as audio or digital formats. They said that, due to the amount of time
they spent commuting in the car, having audio books would help make reading go faster.
Similarly, digital formats are accessible everywhere, and they have the added benefit of
not taking up too much space and weight in students’ bags. One student claimed, “It
would be helpful if professors made their textbooks and photo-copied chapters from
books available in more digital-friendly formats (i.e a PDF file that can be copied and
read aloud by a computer system)” (Student Response). The theme reading resources
and formats appeared in 19% of student responses, making it the number three theme in
reading services.
Teaching factors. This section was unique in that the students merely suggested
that the instructor of a class make different decisions in the classroom. Teaching factors
refers to what decisions instructors make in the classroom regarding reading assignments.
The majority of students in this section wished that the instructor would choose more
relatable readings by having the students’ interest in mind. One student was interested in
instructors “Providing more interesting material and articles to read that apply to real life
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applicability” (Student Response). Another student said, “Sometimes some books in my
classes are a waste since we never used them. I feel is a waste of money” (Student
Response). Students felt that the texts their instructors were using were long, boring, and
not helpful. They end up spending lots of money on a required book that they will never
use again. Students want instructors to be mindful and aware of the commitment, price,
space, and weight these books cost and to select books that not only teach but will be
useful to them in the future. One response stated:
I wish classes would stop making me read so many textbooks. They’re
expensive, dull, and don’t tell me much about how people actually come to the
conclusions written in the textbooks. It lists hundreds of facts but won’t tell you
how clever people discovered them. (Student Response)
The other component of teaching factors revolved around less reading and/or more time.
Students felt that reading had become a burden on their schedules, and when they have
been assigned so many pages per night per class it becomes extremely challenge for
them. Awareness from teachers goes a long way, if they are mindful about the types of
books they select and the amount of reading they assign. The theme teaching factors
appeared in 13% of student responses, making it the number four theme in reading
services.
Classroom activities and discussion. The final theme in this section regarding
reading services was classroom activities and discussions. Responses in this section
specifically named wanting more in-class discussions or activities about the readings in
order to understand them better. One student said,
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I wish that teachers would do more reading activities, such as a fill in the blank
note sheet or comprehensive questions that help you understand the reading. The
majority of my teachers give reading quizzes to ensure you did the reading; I
personally despise these because generally these teachers choose the most obscure
details to include on the tests. So, even if you did infect read, you may have
skipped over these details. By giving said quizzes, I think teachers are creating a
negative relationship between reading and students. (Student Response)
Students reported that, sometimes when they do the reading, they do not understand it,
but their instructor never goes over it. Some students even admitted to never reading the
assignments because it was never discussed and they could get away with it. Students
that wanted the discussion saw a benefit of reading it on their own and then coming to
class to engage the readings more critically. One strategy a student recommended for
reading on their own was, “Something that can help split the long readings into sections
and help people understand what each section is saying” (Student Response). They saw
the benefit of integrating reading into the classroom more than just merely assigning
more reading to do. The theme classroom activities and discussion appeared in 9% of
student responses, making it the number five theme in reading services.
Summary of reading services. Overall when discussing what services would
help improve their reading competencies, the number one response was none or nothing.
Students felt that nothing would help them yet the other four themes indicate four areas
that students would benefit from: centers, resources, instruction and discussions.
Although students were able to identify services that would help them, some students felt
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that no services were needed to address their oral competencies, and more students were
able to identify areas that would help them. Students’ responses in this section reflected
their desire to have different reading formats and resources to help guide them during
after their reading, while others felt that reading competencies could only be solved by
personal factors that could not be taught. Additionally, these responses demonstrated
how students felt about improving their reading competencies and have successfully
identified several areas that would help them improve. While there were many responses
for this section, not all could be reported. However, those that were provided valuable
insight into of how CSU students view reading services and multiliteracy perceptions.
The students’ responses were randomized and selected based on how they correlated to
the themes discussed in this section.
Digital Services
The fourth competency explored in this study was digital. In this study, digital
competencies referred to students’ skills in relation to completing online or technologycentric assignments or activities (computer usage, researching, emails, PowerPoint,
online class platforms such as Canvas, Blackboard, Desire2Learn, etc.). A total of 1,301
students responded to this particular question regarding what services they recommended
to improve their digital competency. The top five themes found were: Resources,
workshops, no service, tutors, and integrated opportunities. The top five themes are
visually depicted in Table 12; furthermore, all themes will be individually discussed as
they related to digital competencies.
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Table 12
Top 5 Themes for Digital Services

Resources and instruction. Students identified resources and instruction as the
number one service that would help them improve their digital competencies. Having
more resources meant that students wanted online tutorials that made understanding
digital components easier. Their responses indicated that teachers do not necessarily
demonstrate new programs, software, or online learning platforms and students have to
figure it out themselves. For example,
I feel that having some kind of tutorial when you enter college would be
beneficial to many students, myself included. Coming into college forces
students to figure a lot of stuff out on their own, however [sic] technology is a
vital part of education, and if students are unaware of how certain programs work,
then they/their grades will suffer. (Student Response)
This was where instruction came in. Students felt that their instructors assigned digital or
online-based assignments without properly explaining or demonstrating how to do them.
The assumption was that students knew how to engage in digital activities. However,
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these responses suggested otherwise. Students would benefit from more resources so that
they could teach themselves how to navigate technology, but also by having better
classroom instruction that demonstrates these components as they are assigned. One
student said, “Have professors/teachers do quick online tutorials AT LEAST [sic] so they
can understand these programs!” (Student Response). Both were identified as services
that would help improve digital competency skills. The theme resources and instruction
appeared in 24% of student responses, making it the number one theme in digital
services.
Workshops, classes and training. Workshops, classes and training was another
theme that emerged in this section. Resources and instruction dealt more with what
services could be added within the classroom, whereas workshops, classes, and training
were outside classroom services that could be provided in addition to classroom
instruction. One response mentioned that, “Having workshop and computer lab can help
understand the digital or technology related assignments. But the biggest help would be
to have someone who can answer your questions and directly guide you through each
process than a standard presentation” (Student Response). Students’ responses for this
section indicated a desire for more digital or technology classes, hands-on training,
workshops on Canvas, training on different software, and much more. Students felt that
having shorter instructional workshops and training would help them understand digital
concepts that they did not know before. However, others felt that if more classes were
provided for this competency that they would enroll in those courses that are dedicated
completely to understanding all of these skills. A response mentioned that, “Classes that
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offer skills on excel, pdf, and other programs that an average person may find themselves
using on a day to day basis” (Student Response). Either way, students acknowledged that
if any training was offered outside of their academic classes, they would be inclined to
participate in it. The theme workshops, classes and training appeared in 22% of student
responses, making it the number two theme in digital services.
No service or unsure. Another theme in this section was no service or unsure.
Although students have reported none, nothing, NA or unsure for other sections in this
study, when asked what services students recommend would help them with their digital
competency, it is important to note that there was a significant amount of responses that
said “nothing” or “unsure.” The other themes in this section suggested that there were
services that students identify as helpful; however, there was still a significant amount
that were satisfied with the services already provided to them or could not think of what
would help them until it was provided. The theme no service appeared in 21% of student
responses, making it the number three theme in digital services.
Tutors and centers. Responses for tutors and centers specifically suggest having
an expert help them in a designated campus location. When discussing tutors in a
campus setting, they are typically linked with some sort of center on campus. One
student expressed a desire for, “one-on-one tutoring for technology skills I want to learn.
Skills I would like to increase fluency with: photo editing, presentation software, fluency
with google apps (drive, slides, etc) [sic]” (Student Response). Students’ responses
described these services as having individualized sessions, tech help, computer labs, free
tutors, working with an expert, etc. These types of responses and many more
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demonstrate how students felt that working with a tutor in a center would help them
improve their digital competencies. It is important to note that not all students’ responses
referred to tutors or centers; some asked for experts, labs, stations, locations, or places.
For example, “A technology center would be another asset to any institution, being a
place where students struggling with digital resources could go to use or be instructed in
the use of these resources” (Student Response). However, it was implied that what they
were looking for were a tutor and a center, regardless of what they called it. The theme
tutors and centers appeared in 11% of student responses, making it the number four
theme in digital services.
Integrated opportunities and practice. The final theme that emerged in this
section was integrated opportunities and practice. Students’ responses specifically named
wanting more digital competencies as a part of their classroom instruction. They felt that
it would provide more exposure and through practice, and students would improve their
digital competencies. As one student asserted, “Practicing on technology platforms more
with help me better” (Student Response). Another student said, “Introduction and
practice with popular computer programs, websites, and apps that are relevant to
classroom teaching and learning” (Student Response). By having integrated
opportunities and practice, students would be exposed to digital competencies more
frequently, and they would be able to engage, interact, and learn through a classroom
setting with the help of the instructor if it is properly integrated. Students felt that digital
components could be incorporated through online learning platforms in the classroom.
Another student stated that, “More teachers/professors using Canvas and Blackboard”
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(Student Response), while another student preferred Google Classroom: “Learning more
about Google Classroom! and [sic] Website development! More and more teachers need
to create online access for students” (Student Response). Throughout students’
responses, online class components, like Canvas or Blackboard, are said to be used;
however, in this section, their responses revealed that, by having dual instructional
components, students gained the practice they needed to further improve their digital
skills. The theme integrated opportunities and practice appeared in 7% of student
responses, making it the number five theme in digital services.
Summary of digital services. Overall, when discussing what services would
help improve their digital competencies, the services students listed included resources,
instruction, workshops, tutors and integrated practice. Although some students were able
to identify services that would help them, some students felt that no services were needed
to address their digital competencies. Students’ responses in this section reflected their
desire to have classroom instruction about online learning platforms and workshops, as
well as learning how to use different software and simply practicing working with
technology to improve digital competency skills. Additionally, these responses
demonstrated how students felt about improving their digital competencies and have
successfully identified several areas that would help them improve. While there were
many responses for this section, not all could be reported. However, those that were
provided valuable insight into of how CSU students view digital services and
multiliteracy perceptions. The students’ responses were randomized and selected based
on how they correlated to the themes discussed in this section.
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Social Services
The fifth competency explored in this study was social. In this study, social
competencies referred to students’ skills in relation to completing social engaging
assignments or activities (interviewing, collaboration, working with peers, working in
groups, understanding body language or social cues, understanding different cultures,
etc.). A total of 1,233 students responded to this particular question regarding what
services they recommended to improve their social competency. The top five themes
found were: Exposure, no service, negative classroom preferences, centers, and
resources. The top five themes are visually depicted in Table 13; furthermore, all themes
will be individually discussed as they related to social competencies.
Table 13
Top 5 Themes for Social Services

Exposure, instruction and practice. The number one theme that addressed
which services would help improve social competencies was exposure, instruction and
practice. Students felt that the only way to improve social skills was to have more
exposure working with others and learning to collaborate. Students named group work as
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beneficial to helping increase social competencies because the more they worked with
others, the more they learned about how to interact in social settings. One student said,
“More group work would be beneficial not only for social reasons, but also as a way to
get people to work together who may not normally work with each other” (Student
Response). Students also specified that instruction through workshops, training and
classes would improve their social skills. Students felt that having workshops on how to
deal with difficult people as well as how to effectively communicate with a team would
be useful. Finally, students’ responses indicated an interest in learning more about social
cues, body language, and cultural awareness. Another student stated,
I think that ‘understanding different cultures’ is the most important aspect of
social aspects. Culture doesn’t mean international, it also means different sets of
norms from different social groups. Once that aspect is understood, I think that
other aspects fall into place. (Student Response)
Having exposure allows students to engage more in social interactions with students of
various cultures. However, having workshops on social cues and body language would
help students understand the subtle behaviors and reactions that create either positive or
negative reactions in social settings and would teach students how to address them. The
theme exposure, instruction and practice appeared in 32% of student responses, making
it the number one theme in social services.
No service or unsure. The next theme in this section was no service or unsure.
Although students have reported none, nothing, NA, or unsure for other sections in this
study, when asked what services students recommend would help them with their social
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competency, it is important to note that there was a significant amount of responses that
said “nothing” or “unsure.” The other themes in this section suggest that there are
services that students identified as helpful; however, there were still a significant amount
that were satisfied with the services already provided to them or could not think of what
would help them until it was provided. The theme no service or unsure appeared in 29%
of student responses, making it the number two theme in social services.
Classroom preferences. Classroom preferences describes the mixed attitudes
regarding the services they want within the classroom. Some classroom preferences
include less exposure to and minimizing group work. There are still students that dislike
social interactions so much that the type of service they would prefer is to have less of it
in classroom settings. One student clarified, “Lowering the amount of group work would
help, or finding a platform that professors can use to read comments made by group
members about how they felt working in groups” (Student Response). However, this did
not necessarily improve social competencies. The majority of other students’ classroom
preferences included having class time to work together and choosing groups. Utilizing
class time to work with groups prevented the stress of having to coordinate with peers to
plan a presentation outside of classroom hours. This was described as a major form of
stress for working with peers because of a lack of time and everyone’s busy schedules.
Students in this section have identified that having class time dedicated to working with
groups increased the positivity of group work and gave students immediate opportunities
to engage socially. One student said, “Maybe having the group work together in the class
if a group project is necessary because that way it is less stressful on students” (Student
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Response). Another said they wanted, “More class time for group meetings, that is one
portion of the week where all students have the same schedule” (Student Response). The
final classroom preference was the ability to choose groups because it allows the student
to work with preferred individuals. In terms of classroom preferences, not every student
will feel the same; however, these are some areas that could be incorporated within the
classroom to improve student social competencies. The theme classroom preferences
appeared in 14% of student responses, making it the number three theme in social
services.
Resources and better communication. Resources and better communication
was another top theme for services to improve social competencies. Students’ responses
in this section identified that having diverse faculty and that understanding cultural
awareness would be useful to improving their social competencies. One student stated,
“More resources on how to deal with opposing opinions and giving feedback” (Student
Response), while another student added, “It helps to read/watch videos from the
perspective of the person from a specific culture beforehand” (Student Response).
Although they did not specify why, their responses showed that they wanted more of this.
The larger part of this section asked for better communication and expectations between
students, classmates and instructions. Students that felt negativity about group work and
described it as stressful, also noted that what they wished would help them is having
more accountability between members, clear expectations from instructors and students,
as well as instructors grading on individual performance and not the group. For example,
“Having clear expectations in groups, clear communication, and mindful attitudes about
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what is actually going on” (Student Response). Another student added by stating,
“Individual attention from the instructor, regardless if it is requested” (Student
Response). All of this fell under communication between all parties involved in the
classroom interactions so that negative attitudes would not keep building. The theme
resources and better communication appeared in 8% of student responses, making it the
fourth theme in social services.
Centers and tutoring. Once again centers and tutoring appear as another type of
service to improve students’ multiliteracy skills. Students felt that having a space
designated for assistance in other literacies is important. One student said,
I feel that simply having basic tutorials on how to interact with different people
would be helpful for students. I am aware that my school does hold job/interview
fairs, however some students may not be able to attend these fairs due to other
responsibilities. If the school would have a center or a place where students could
get instruction or help at any time, even if it were a paper check-list of what to do
in an interview, I feel that this would be beneficial for a lot of people. (Student
Response)
Furthermore, having a tutor that could work one-on-one to improve these skills
would be helpful. Another student said,
One on one practice with another person would help with this issue and instead of
professors assuming people are going to work well together in a group, it would
be beneficial to explain what they want from each person. I understand group
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projects are a communication activity but with no direction, especially in a
learning environment, it leaves a lot of room for lazy people. (Student Response)
Unlike other competencies, centers and tutoring was not a greater percentage of the
responses because students felt that social skills could not really be taught; however,
responses in this section revealed that, regardless of whether this was true, centers and
tutoring could still be informative. The theme centers and tutoring appeared in 7% of
student responses, making it the number fifth theme in social services.
Summary of social services. Overall when discussing what services would help
improve their social competencies, the number one response was exposure and practice.
Other responses included classroom preferences, centers and better communication
between classmates and instructor. Although most students were able to identify services
that would help them, some students felt that no services were needed to address their
social competencies. Students’ responses in this section reflected their desire to have
more exposure and classroom collaboration as well as resources on social cues and
cultural awareness training to improve digital competency skills. Students also discussed
the negativity they have towards group-related classwork, which could be alleviated with
better communication and accountability between students and the instructors as well as
instruction about online learning platforms. Additionally, these responses demonstrate
how students feel about improving their social competencies and have successfully
identified several areas that would help them improve. While there were many responses
for this section, not all could be reported. However, those that were provided valuable
insight into of how CSU students view social services and multiliteracy perceptions. The
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students’ responses were randomized and selected based on how they correlated to the
themes discussed in this section.
Writing Center Recommendations
This final section asked students a unique question: what one thing could their
campus writing center add to help improve their writing, oral, reading, digital and social
competencies? A total of 1,157 students responded to this question and the top five
themes found were: Better availability and services, advertisement, none, classes and
integrated exposure. The top five themes are visually depicted in Table 14; furthermore,
all themes will be individually discussed as they related to expanding writing centers to
include assistance with multiliteracy competencies.
Table 14
Top 5 Themes for Writing Center Recommendations

Better availability and services. When asked to discuss what additional services
writing centers could offer to improve students’ overall multiliteracy competencies, the
number one theme was better availability and services. This meant students wanted the
writing center to have better hours of operation so that students who have working
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schedules could still come to the writing center. One student suggested that colleges
could, “Have oral, reading, digital, or social tutoring...for one thing [sic]. Either they
aren’t EXISTENT [sic], or they are not seemingly known or visible as a service” (Student
Response). Another student commented on the hours of availability, saying that they
should be, “Open till late. I have a lot of evening classes and I work in the mornings”
(Student Response). When discussing multiliteracy competencies, students wanted their
writing centers to offer assistance with other types of literacies, not just writing. In
addition to the types of literacy available, students wanted more diverse tutors from
different disciplines and expertise to be able to assist in the tutoring of other literacies as
well as graduate level work. Finally, students also revealed in their responses that they
wanted online resources and services available so that students could work with a tutor
remotely. A student said,
I haven’t looked into the writing center but if there were webinars or availability
via Skype, I might use the services. I’m not sure if this is already a method to get
help but if I could just email my paper to the writing center and get feedback, then
I would use the services. I only go on campus to attend class. (Student Response)
These areas all looked at improving the writing center to make it more accessible for
students with their multiliteracy needs. The theme better availability and services
appeared in 37% of student responses, making it the number one theme in writing center
recommendations.
Attendance and advertisement. The next theme was unique, in that one part of
it requested a specific change for writing centers, while the other reiterated the need for
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it. Attendance and advertisement go hand in hand because many students revealed that
they had never been to the writing center before, and students requested more advertising
because they felt that many students did not know of these services. One student said,
“More information about it available to students. It is not readily available, and it can be
a bit confusing when trying to make an appointment/get help when you don’t know what
you’re looking for necessarily” (Student Response). While another student added,
I think the writing center should be more well advertised [sic] because I found out
about it through a friend near the end of the semester. Had I known my institution
offered it a little earlier I could of [sic] well utilized it. (Student Response)
By improving advertising, writing centers could help increase attendance merely be
getting the word out to students. Students felt that more advertising was necessary, as
well as specific advertising that clearly established the type of services that writing
centers offer. If the writing center offers assistance with multiliteracies, students’
responses suggest that the writing centers clearly state that on their advertisement flyers,
emails, website and class presentations. Students suggested offering incentives, such as
food, as a strategy to use when advertising. Another student said, “Have incentivesstudents love free food, good atmosphere, music, etc. Make it more relaxed and
approachable” (Student Response). Additionally, they suggested marketing the center as
a judgment-free, welcoming zone so that students are not intimidated about coming to the
writing center. The theme attendance and advertisement appeared in 33% of student
responses, making it the number two theme in writing center recommendations.
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Nothing or unsure. In terms of additional writing center recommendations,
another notable theme was nothing or unsure. Unlike other sections of this study that
reported none and was inferred as no service, this particular question asked what can the
writing center could do to address multiliteracy competencies and “nothing” is an
important theme to note. By saying nothing, students implied that the current offerings of
the writing center were satisfactory and they did not feel it was necessary to include
anything else. The other themes in this section will provide concrete areas that writing
centers can work on to improve students’ multiliteracy competencies, but it is still
important to note that a significant number of students would not want any additional
changes made. The theme nothing or unsure appeared in 28% of student responses,
making it the number three theme in writing center recommendations.
Classes and workshops. Similar to students’ overall services in each of the five
multiliteracy competencies, students also named wanting writing centers to incorporate
classes and workshops. One student said, “Offering workshops or monthly newsletter
covering different aspects of writing, competencies, etc. and [sic] tips for students to
read at their leisure” (Student Response). Once again students felt that workshops
offered training without the time commitment of a semester-long course. Through
workshops, students could choose the topics they want to review, and they can participate
in a classroom setting for a shorter length of time with specific material that they want to
learn more about. One student suggested, “Have regular classes that student can attend
instead of scheduling a one on one session” (Student Response). By offering workshops,
writing centers could work with larger groups of students at one time and help more
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students gain the necessary tools they need to be successful in their multiliteracy
competencies. The theme classes and workshops appeared in 5% of student responses,
making it the number four theme in writing center recommendations.
Integrated exposure. The final theme that appeared in terms of what additional
services writing centers could incorporate was integrated exposure. Students felt that
having writing center assistance was valuable, yet they did not have the time to go seek
the assistance. As noted by one student, “I feel like the writing center gives general help
to students, but I wish they could connect with the professors or have more knowledge in
what a students [sic] professor actually wants from them” (Student Response). Another
student mentioned that, “Only if it was required through a course I would go. A lot of
people don’t have time to go. Full time jobs and full time [sic] students means their free
time isn’t spent doing more work” (Student Response). The busy schedules that they
keep do not allow for extra time to attend these services. That was why these responses
showed that students preferred writing center assistance directly embedded in their
classrooms. By having integrated classroom support not only do tutors learn disciplinespecific information with, instructor support in the classroom, but students would receive
help immediately in the classroom without having to seek it out on campus during their
own time. The theme integrated exposure appeared in 3% of student responses, making
it the number five theme in writing center recommendations.
Summary of writing center recommendations. Overall when discussing what
one additional service writing centers could incorporate to address writing, oral, reading,
digital and social competencies, the number one response was extended availability and
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types of competencies offered. Other responses included better advertising, workshops
and integrating writing center assistance into the classroom curriculum. Although most
students were able to identify services that would help them, some students mentioned
that they have never attended their campus writing center partially due to the fact that it
was not well advertised. Students’ responses in this section reflected their desire to have
assistance with other competencies, better hours, more advertising and support in the
classroom all to improve their multiliteracy competencies. Additionally, these responses
demonstrated how students felt about improving their social competencies and were able
to successfully identify several areas that would help them improve. While there were
many responses for this section, not all could be reported. However, those that were
provided valuable insight into of how CSU students view multiliteracies and
recommendations in relation to a writing center expansion. The students’ responses were
randomized and selected based on how they correlated to the themes discussed in this
section.
Summary of Research Question Two Data
Overall, when asked to discuss what recommendations of services students
needed to improve their multiliteracy skills, the top themes that emerged throughout all
sections were: centers and tutoring, advertising and availability, classroom factors and
integrated exposure, workshops and resources and, lastly, nothing. Centers were
consistently brought up as a service that students felt would address their multiliteracy
needs and ultimately help them improve. Students revealed that they have not attended
their writing center because they were unaware where it was, or what services they
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offered. They revealed a need for writing centers to dedicate themselves to advertising
their services to students more clearly. Additionally, students stated that they wanted
their writing centers to have better availability of hours so that they could attend tutoring
sessions more conveniently around their schedules. By offering extended hours, types of
services offered and advertising, students would be more willing to seek help with their
writing, oral, reading, digital, and social competencies.
Classroom factors was another theme steadily discussed throughout the sections,
and this entailed circumstances that the instructor could adjust, incorporate, or teach in
the classroom regarding multiliteracy competencies. Students felt that, due to the amount
of time they spend in the classroom, this was an area that could be focused on providing
additional literacy services. Next, workshops and resources were acknowledged as
providing students the help when classroom instruction could not. Students found
workshops as helpful, quick, low-commitment endeavors that they could attend to get
targeted help with specific concepts rather than dedicating a whole semester to a certain
course. Additionally, having resources available to them meant that students could have
something specific to refer to on their own when no tutor, instructor, or workshops were
available to them. Lastly, it is important to note that while many students provided
concrete information about services that they would find beneficial, there were still a
number of students that felt no services were needed or that they were unsure. This is
valuable to know; however, more evidence suggests that perhaps the other services would
help them in their multiliteracy competencies. Throughout the responses for research
question two, students found these themes as areas that could help improve their
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multiliteracy competencies in relation to writing, oral, reading, digital and social
literacies.
Research Question Three Data Report
“Which of the following variables, or combination of variables, are significant
predictors of strong writing, oral, reading, digital and social competencies for students:
a) Confidence, b) Practice in the classroom, c) Practice with a tutor, d) Instruction in the
classroom, e) Instruction with tutor.”
This section was organized by the results of the five multiple regression analyses
for writing, oral, reading, digital and social competencies. It is important to note that
while there are five independent variables, as listed above, confidence showed too much
collinearity with the dependent variables and was, therefore, not included in the
regression. The significant predictors found was summarized in Figure 21 for each of the
five dependent variables.

Figure 21. Significant Multiliteracy Predictors Found
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The regression results examined four independent variables against the five dependent
variables to determine if there was significance to predict strong writing, oral, reading,
digital and social competencies.
Writing Competency Regression Results
A multiple regression analysis was conducted in order to evaluate how well four
independent variables regarding writing factors were able to predict students’ overall
writing competency. The four independent variables were; practice in the classroom,
practice with a tutor, instruction in the classroom, and instruction with a tutor. The linear
combination of the independent variables was significantly related to overall writing
competency, F(4, 2049) = 27.092, p <.01. The sample multiple correlation coefficient
was .22, indicating that approximately 4.8% of the variance of the overall writing
competency score can be accounted for by the linear combination of the four independent
variables. The significant predictors in the model were; writing practice in the classroom
at .082 = .67% (p<.01), writing practice with a tutor at -.050 = .25% (p<.01) and writing
instruction from a tutor at -.078 = .60% (p<.01), with writing practice in the classroom
being the strongest predictor. These results are summarized in Table 15.
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Table 15
Significant Predictors of Writing Competency

The first significant independent variable predictor “Writing Practice in the
Classroom” had a positive correlation on the dependent variable “Writing Competency”
meaning that these variables move in the same direction. This suggested that as students’
writing competency increased so did the benefits of writing practice in the classroom.
Table 16 shows the cross-tabulation frequency results between writing competency and
writing practice in the classroom.
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Table 16
Writing Competency and Writing Practice in the Classroom Cross-tabulation

This table suggests that each response increases moving from 1-4 for predictor. The
smallest number of responses came from the cross between low (1) and none (1)
responses while the largest number of responses came from the cross between strong (4)
and a lot (4).
The second significant independent variable predictor “Writing Practice with a
Tutor” had a negative correlation on the dependent variable “Writing Competency”
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meaning that these variables do not move in the same direction. This suggested that as
students’ writing competency increased, the benefits of writing practice with a tutor
decreased. Table 17 shows the cross-tabulation frequency results between writing
competency and writing practice with a tutor.
Table 17
Writing Competency and Writing Practice with a Tutor Cross-tabulation

This table suggests that as students responded high writing competency, they responded
low regarding the benefits of writing practice with a tutor. At the same time, students
who responded low writing competency, they responded high regarding the benefits of
writing practice from a tutor.

190
The third significant independent variable predictor “Writing Instruction from a
Tutor” had a negative correlation on the dependent variable “Writing Competency”
meaning that these variables do not move in the same direction. This suggested that as
students’ writing competency increased, the benefits of writing practice with a tutor
decreased. Table 18 shows the cross-tabulation frequency results between writing
competency and writing instruction from a tutor.
Table 18
Writing Competency and Writing Instruction from a Tutor Cross-tabulation

This table suggests that as students responded high writing competency, they responded
low regarding the benefits of writing instruction from a tutor. At the same time, students
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who responded low writing competency, they responded high regarding the benefits of
writing instruction from a tutor.
Oral Competency Regression Results
A multiple regression analysis was conducted in order to evaluate how well four
independent variables regarding oral factors were able to predict students’ overall oral
competency. The four independent variables were; practice in the classroom, practice
with a tutor, instruction in the classroom, and instruction with a tutor. The linear
combination of the independent variables was significantly related to overall oral
competency, F(4, 2029) = 33.232, p <.01. The sample multiple correlation coefficient
was .24, indicating that approximately 6% of the variance of the overall oral competency
score can be accounted for by the linear combination of the four independent variables.
The significant predictors in the model were; oral practice in the classroom at .206 =
4.2% (p<.01) and oral practice with a tutor at -.061 = .37% (p<.01), with oral practice in
the classroom being the strongest predictor. These results are summarized in Table 19.
Table 19
Significant Predictors of Oral Competency

The first significant independent variable predictor “Oral Practice in the
Classroom” had a positive correlation on the dependent variable “Oral Competency”
meaning that these variables move in the same direction. This suggested that as students’
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oral competency increased so did the benefits of oral practice in the classroom. Table 20
shows the cross-tabulation frequency results between oral competency and oral practice
in the classroom.
Table 20
Oral Competency and Oral Practice in the Classroom Cross-tabulation

This table suggests that each response increases moving from 1-4 for predictor. The
smallest number of responses came from the cross between low (1) and none (1)
responses while the largest number of responses came from the cross between strong (4)
and a lot (4).
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The second significant independent variable predictor “Oral Practice with a
Tutor” had a negative correlation on the dependent variable “Oral Competency” meaning
that these variables do not move in the same direction. This suggested that as students’
oral competency increased, the benefits of oral practice with a tutor decreased. Table 21
shows the cross-tabulation frequency results between oral competency and oral practice
with a tutor.
Table 21
Oral Competency and Oral Practice with a Tutor Cross-tabulation

This table suggests that as students responded high oral competency, they responded low
regarding the benefits of oral practice with a tutor. At the same time, students who

194
responded low oral competency, they responded high regarding the benefits of oral
practice from a tutor.
Reading Competency Regression Results
A multiple regression analysis was conducted in order to evaluate how well four
independent variables regarding reading factors were able to predict students’ overall
reading competency. The four independent variables were; practice in the classroom,
practice with a tutor, instruction in the classroom, and instruction with a tutor. The linear
combination of the independent variables was significantly related to overall reading
competency, F(4, 2000) = 9.715, p <.01. The sample multiple correlation coefficient was
.13, indicating that approximately 1.7% of the variance of the overall reading competency
score can be accounted for by the linear combination of the four independent variables.
The significant predictors in the model were; reading practice in the classroom at .067 =
.44% (p<.01) and reading practice with a tutor at -.057 = .32% (p=.01), with reading
practice in the classroom being the strongest predictor. These results are summarized in
Table 22.
Table 22
Significant Predictors of Reading Competency

The first significant independent variable predictor “Reading Practice in the
Classroom” had a positive correlation on the dependent variable “Reading Competency”

195
meaning that these variables move in the same direction. This suggested that as students’
reading competency increased so did the benefits of reading practice in the classroom.
Table 23 shows the cross-tabulation frequency results between reading competency and
reading practice in the classroom.
Table 23
Reading Competency and Reading Practice in the Classroom Cross-tabulation

This table suggests that each response increases moving from 1-4 for predictor. The
smallest number of responses came from the cross between low (1) and none (1)
responses while the largest number of responses came from the cross between strong (4)
and a lot (4).
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The second significant independent variable predictor “Reading Practice with a
Tutor” had a negative correlation on the dependent variable “Reading Competency”
meaning that these variables do not move in the same direction. This suggested that as
students’ reading competency increased, the benefits of reading practice with a tutor
decreased. Table 24 shows the cross-tabulation frequency results between reading
competency and reading practice with a tutor.
Table 24
Reading Competency and Reading Practice with a Tutor Cross-tabulation

This table suggests that as students responded high reading competency, they responded
low regarding the benefits of reading practice with a tutor. At the same time, students
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who responded low reading competency, they responded high regarding the benefits of
reading practice from a tutor.
Digital Competency Regression Results
A multiple regression analysis was conducted in order to evaluate how well four
independent variables regarding digital factors were able to predict students’ overall
digital competency. The four independent variables were; practice in the classroom,
practice with a tutor, instruction in the classroom, and instruction with a tutor. The linear
combination of the independent variables was significantly related to overall digital
competency, F(4, 1980) = 16.528, p <.01. The sample multiple correlation coefficient
was .18, indicating that approximately 3% of the variance of the overall digital
competency score can be accounted for by the linear combination of the four independent
variables. The significant predictors in the model were; digital practice with a tutor at
-.067 = .44% (p<.01) and digital instruction in the classroom at .048 = .23% (p<.05), with
digital practice with a tutor being the strongest predictor. These results are summarized
in Table 25.
Table 25
Significant Predictors of Digital Competency

The first significant independent variable predictor “Digital Practice with a Tutor”
had a negative correlation on the dependent variable “Digital Competency” meaning that
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these variables do not move in the same direction. This suggested that as students’ digital
competency increased, the benefits of digital practice with a tutor decreased. Table 26
shows the cross-tabulation frequency results between digital competency and digital
practice with a tutor.
Table 26
Digital Competency and Digital Practice with a Tutor Cross-tabulation

This table suggests that as students responded high digital competency, they responded
low regarding the benefits of digital practice with a tutor. At the same time, students who
responded low digital competency, they responded high regarding the benefits of digital
practice from a tutor.
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The second significant independent variable predictor “Digital Instruction in the
Classroom” had a positive correlation on the dependent variable “Digital Competency”
meaning that these variables move in the same direction. This suggested that as students’
digital competency increased so did the benefits of digital instruction in the classroom.
Table 27 shows the cross-tabulation frequency results between digital competency and
digital instruction in the classroom.
Table 27
Digital Competency and Digital Instruction in the Classroom Cross-tabulation

This table suggests that each response increases moving from 1-4 for predictor. The
smallest number of responses came from the cross between low (1) and none (1)
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responses while the largest number of responses came from the cross between strong (4)
and a lot (4).
Social Competency Regression Results
A multiple regression analysis was conducted in order to evaluate how well four
independent variables regarding social factors were able to predict students’ social
competency. The four independent variables were; practice in the classroom, practice
with a tutor, instruction in the classroom, and instruction with a tutor. The linear
combination of the independent variables was significantly related to overall social
competency, F(4, 1957) = 25.552, p <.01. The sample multiple correlation coefficient
was .22, indicating that approximately 4.8% of the variance of the overall social
competency score can be accounted for by the linear combination of the four independent
variables. The significant predictors in the model were; social practice in the classroom at
.134 = 1.7% (p<.01) and social instruction in the classroom at .050 = .25% (p<.05), with
social practice in the classroom being the strongest predictor. These results are
summarized in Table 28.
Table 28
Significant Predictors of Social Competency

The first significant independent variable predictor “Social Practice in the
Classroom” had a positive correlation on the dependent variable “Social Competency”
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meaning that these variables move in the same direction. This suggested that as students’
social competency increased so did the benefits of social practice in the classroom. Table
29 shows the cross-tabulation frequency results between social competency and social
practice in the classroom.
Table 29
Social Competency and Social Practice in the Classroom Cross-tabulation

This table suggests that each response increases moving from 1-4 for predictor. The
smallest number of responses came from the cross between low (1) and none (1)
responses while the largest number of responses came from the cross between strong (4)
and a lot (4).
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The second significant independent variable predictor “Social Instruction in the
Classroom” had a positive correlation on the dependent variable “Social Competency”
meaning that these variables move in the same direction. This suggested that as students’
social competency increased so did the benefits of social instruction in the classroom.
Table 30 shows the cross-tabulation frequency results between social competency and
social instruction in the classroom.
Table 30
Social Competency and Social Instruction in the Classroom Cross-tabulation

This table suggests that each response increases moving from 1-4 for predictor. The
smallest number of responses came from the cross between low (1) and none (1)
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responses while the largest number of responses came from the cross between strong (4)
and a lot (4).
Summary of Research Question Three Data
Overall the results of this research question indicated significant results of at least
two independent variables in determining strong writing, oral, reading, digital and social
competencies. Practice was the most common predictor among all five competencies.
Table 31 shows a comparison of all significant predictors for all dependent variables.
Table 31
Comparison of Significant Multiliteracy Predictors Found

Based on these results, the majority of significant predictors across all five dependent
variables was through practice in the classroom and practice with a tutor. However, it is
important to note that those variables were significant predictors for four out of five
dependent variables. No variable was a significant predictor of all five dependent
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variables. Additionally, all dependent variables have at least one significant predictor in
the classroom and with a tutor while social competency was the only dependent variable
which both significant predictors are only in the classroom.
Research Question Four Data Report
“What are CSU writing center coordinators’ perceptions of expanding writing
center services to include assistance with writing, oral, reading, digital and social
literacies?”
Seven coordinators participated in this portion of the study. While the first three
research questions focused on the students’ perspective, it is also important to understand
the coordinators perspective on multiliteracies. For it is when both perspectives are
addressed does it begin to paint a holistic view of this topic. The coordinators survey
responses provided insight regarding what CSU writing centers currently do to assist with
writing, oral, reading, digital, and social literacies as well as addressed any potential
interest in and what obstacles could face them in a multiliteracies expansion. Figure 22
depicts the top three themes found regarding writing center coordinators’ perceptions
regarding writing, oral, reading, digital and social literacies as well as their attitudes
about expansion and obstacles.
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Figure 22. Coordinators’ Multiliteracy Perceptions and Expansion
Current Multiliteracy Assistance
Writing center coordinators provided insight as to what their centers are currently
doing to support students’ multiliteracy competencies in writing, oral, reading, digital and
social literacies. Overall, all seven coordinators indicated tutoring and workshops were
available to support these competencies. However, their results also indicated that the
focus on multiliteracies was not the primary focus due to a lack of funding and resources
to support the development of other competencies.
Assistance with writing literacies. The top three themes found regarding writing
literacy assistance are: available for any stage, one-on-one/group tutoring, and
workshops and outreach. Coordinators revealed that in terms of writing competency,
writing centers provided writing assistance to all students in any academic level, at any

206
stage of the writing process, with any writing assignment. One coordinator stated,
“students can come in before a prompt to talk about how writing is going for them
generally, with a prompt and talk about starting the assignment, all the way to a fully
drafted assignment” (Coordinator Response). Another coordinator supported this notion
and said, “Group and individual tutoring for every stage of the writing process and for
students at all levels” (Coordinator Response). Writing centers offer one-on-one and
group tutoring services for students as well as embed tutors into first-year writing
composition courses. For example, one coordinator stated, “Through 1-on-1 tutoring
appointments primarily with the peer tutor helping the student” (Coordinator Response).
This form of tutoring helped students directly in the classroom without requiring students
to find assistance outside the classroom. Lastly writing centers provided writing-related
workshops for students and workshops for instructors to help develop their syllabi and
curriculum. One coordinator stated in their response that “We do also provide workshops
for faculty to bring their class and we’ll workshop an essay draft focusing on writing
areas/topics that they designate” (Coordinator Response). Overall, coordinators revealed
that they were available for any stage, one-on-one/group tutoring, and workshops and
outreach when it came to writing literacies.
Assistance with oral literacies. The top three themes found regarding oral
literacy assistance were: tailor to students’ needs, one-on-one/group tutoring, and
workshops and outreach. Most of the coordinators’ responses revealed that they do not
explicitly offer tutoring for oral literacies; instead, tutors encourage students to talk to
instructors during office hours and ask them their oral competency related questions.
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Tutors help students with the organization of presentations, discuss qualities of good
presentations, and help the student understand the written oral communication
assignment. One coordinator stated:
One thing I encourage my tutors to do is to help student writers craft questions
they can ask orally of their instructors (about class readings, about any kinds of
assignments) during office hours, for example, to help students realize how office
hours are a support to all students’ learning and not a ‘remediation for failing
students’ only. (Coordinator Response)
Writing centers provided one-on-one and group tutoring. One-on-one tutoring consisted
of the tutor and the student working with one another between 30-60 minutes. The
coordinators’ responses did not clearly distinguish if these sessions were limited to 30-60
minutes per day or per week. One coordinator said,
We provide group appointments for students doing group presentations, with the
option of extending the time to an hour (normal appointments are 30 minutes);
additionally [sic] we encourage students to bring their Prezi, Powerpoint [sic], etc.
presentations in for consultation with a tutor. (Coordinator Response)
Group tutoring provides appointments for groups to present and work on their
presentations. Overall most coordinators revealed that they do not offer tutoring with the
presentation delivery component. “We don’t do much of this, but we do talk about the
qualities of good presentations” (Coordinator Response), while another coordinator said,
“We try to flex to do whatever is necessary, whether it’s helping a writer stay within the
time constraints of a presentation, clarifying details, being an ‘audience,’ or something
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else” (Coordinator Response). Only one campus revealed that oral competency
assistance was an area of focus in their writing center. This campus provides workshops
for students and faculty as well as embeds multiliteracy tutors in upper division courses
to assist students with their oral competency needs. This coordinator revealed that they
provide “workshops to classrooms and faculty training, consultations with faculty on
curriculum design, embedded multi literacy [sic] tutors in upper division courses that are
writing/communication intensive” (Coordinator Response). Overall, coordinators
revealed that they tailor to students’ needs, one-on-one/group tutoring, and workshops
and outreach when it came to oral literacies.
Assistance with reading literacies. The top three themes found regarding
reading literacy assistance were: one-on-one/group tutoring, tailor to students’ needs,
and workshops and outreach. Assistance with reading literacy is another component that
is quite popular in writing centers as most of writing needs to be read and reading
assignments usually lead to writing assignments. The coordinators that responded
indicated that they provided reading assistance through one-on-one tutoring and
workshops. Tutors provided critical reading strategies, discussed readings, and engaged
students in reading activities that were similar to responding to written drafts. One
survey response indicated “We offer discussions based on students’ reading (whether
class assigned or any reading they want to discuss) through our one-to-one, conversationbased tutorial sessions” (Coordinator Response). It is important to note that tutors
provided help with reading when students specifically requested it. At that point, tutors
tailored their advice or recommendations to the students’ needs. One coordinator stated,
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We work hard to tailor each appointment to its individual needs, allowing
students to make to call as to what’s needed. Students are expected to know what
is being asked of them–in other words, professors don’t dictate to us what we do
or how we do it for their students, although they can certainly request assistance
with various activities for their students–and let their tutors know what they’re
supposed to do. (Coordinator Response)
Aside from tutoring, workshops, and some resources, responses indicated that there was
no other support for reading competency. Overall, coordinators revealed that they
offered one-on-one/group tutoring, tailor to students’ needs, and provided workshops and
outreach when it came to reading literacies.
Assistance with digital literacies. The top three themes found regarding writing
literacy assistance were: tutoring and tailoring to students’ needs, services not offered,
and workshops and studio hours. For digital literacy assistance, the responses for
coordinators were varied. Three coordinators identified that they lacked this type of
support. One said, “we don’t offer help in this area because neither our students that visit
us nor our center can support access to digital technologies” (Coordinator Response). On
the other hand, two coordinators revealed that they offer digital literacy assistance
through studio time, workshops, and tutoring. For the centers that offer some assistance
with digital literacies, their responses identified that they assisted students primarily in
one-on-one tutoring where they discuss email etiquette and how to craft proper emails. A
coordinator noted, “We help students develop their information literacy skills and
sometimes review email etiquette” (Coordinator Response). More importantly, the tutors
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in these centers help students with information literacy skills through researching, “We
provide broad coverage for these things, including assisting with library-based research,
citation, etc. Again, I’d say we try to be flexible and offer whatever type of support
students need and/or request” (Coordinator Response). The centers that included digital
literacy components had studio time where students were able to work at technology
stations on their digital assignments while tutors were available to assisted them
throughout the process. The coordinator of this center described it follows “studio hours
(students come for two hour [sic] blocks of writing but they get support for a wide range
of questions including computer/web literacy questions” (Coordinator Response).
Coordinators did not specify what type of workshops they offered or the extent of
tutoring services that included digital literacy. Their responses merely indicated that they
offered this type of support without elaborating further. Overall, coordinators revealed
that they offered tutoring and tailoring to students’ needs, services not offered, and
workshops and studio hours when it came to digital literacies.
Assistance with social literacies. The top three themes found regarding writing
literacy assistance were: tutoring and training, workshops and studio hours, and services
not offered. Social literacies are lacking in most writing centers. According to writing
center coordinators, this is most apparent during group tutoring, which encourages
collaboration and team building. It is modeled through group tutoring, and, as the result
of making appointments throughout the semester students gained experience
collaborating. One response stated,
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Students typically don’t seek us out asking for this, but I offer a number of
readings on this through a tutor training class that focus on how we can explain
academic social conventions. Tutors mention these are ideas they end up bringing
to many sessions. (Coordinator Response)
It is important to note that two coordinators revealed that tutors receive information
during training regarding how to address social interactions and cultural sensitivity. One
coordinator provided an example of what type of training they received by saying,
as [sic] an example: if a tutor views an assignment prompt with a student, they
model how to ask clarifying questions about it that students can bring to an
instructor during office hours–they don’t just ‘speak for’ or interpret directly the
assignment’s expectations. (Coordinator Response)
If students required some help in these areas, a tutor could guide or inform the student
based on the knowledge they received during one-on-one training. Beyond that, if
students sought assistance in this area, it depended on whatever the tutor could provide,
as there were no other resources available. One writing center offered an English
Conversation Group that was open to all students. The coordinator stated that “We
provide an English Conversation Group for Multilingual Speakers, in which multilingual
speakers are free to come and just talk, in a friendly environment where they can practice
using English” (Coordinator Response). Overall, coordinators revealed that they offered
tutoring and training, workshops and studio hours, and others admitted to services not
offered when it came to digital literacies.
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Multiliteracies Expansion
In terms of multiliteracies expansion, results of this analysis indicated that several
writing centers have already expanded, while others want to if provided the right
resources and some felt that, that unless certain factors are addressed, an expansion is
unlikely. The biggest factors that impact expansion are funding, space, resources, and
institutional support. In terms of their attitudes towards a multiliteracies expansion the
top three themes found were: positive but with appropriate resources, unlikelihood, and
requires institutional support.
Positive but with appropriate resources. Writing center expansion was a focus
in this study. Writing center coordinators were asked what their perceptions regarding
potentially expanding services to include multiliteracy support were. Only one campus
revealed that they currently offer assistance with multiliteracy competencies (reflected in
their center’s name). Another coordinator stated,
We do assist with writing, oral/speaking, reading, and social competencies (where
social means a focus on academic social competencies)–this is something that we
acknowledge on our informational pages to some degree as well as offer during
sessions, but this is not reflected in our name. (Coordinator Response)
This coordinator indicated that their campus did support multiliteracy competencies but it
was not clearly advertised or reflected in their name. The other coordinators indicated
that they would like to or be open to expanding services; however, many factors would
impacted this decision. Budget, space, resources, and buy-in were the common
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components that impact their decision to expand to include multiliteracies. One
coordinator shared:
We have talked for a long time about expanding to provide more support for
students in some of those areas, specifically oral/speaking. It has really been a
resource issue–time being the resource that we are lacking. We would LOVE [sic]
to expand our services to include oral/speaking, digital and social competencies.
(Coordinator Response)
All seven coordinators indicated that funding or budget was a major issue for their
centers and that with more money they could expand; without the money their focus was
limited. Additionally, coordinators expressed that even if funding was provided, space
would still be a concern. In order to provide proper assistance with oral and digital
competencies, these centers would require more space in order to accommodate for
equipment, technology, extra rooms for practicing presentations, and video recording to
review these sessions with a tutor. The other factors that impacted expansion were
resources for advertising, presentations, workshops, training and extra staff who are
experts in these areas. Most coordinators revealed that they would need to spread the
word more with formal advertising that outlined their updated services. As a coordinator
suggested, “We have certainly spread the word more and better since I’ve started at the
center that we address more than just the writing and include support on oral/speaking,
reading, and social competencies” (Coordinator Response). Throughout the
coordinators’ responses, the first theme that emerged regarding multiliteracies expansion
was positive but with appropriate resources.

214
Unlikely. Additionally, some coordinators felt that, due to funding restrictions
and lack of support, the likelihood of expanding writing center services was not in their
near future. One coordinator stated, “I’m open to this with adequate and appropriate
support” (Coordinator Response). Another response revealed, “So far [sic] we do
writing, and I don’t see a chance to expand into the other areas unless the university
commits space and resources” (Coordinator Response). Overall, these responses
demonstrated that the expansion is unlikely, without further elaboration. Throughout the
coordinators’ responses, the second theme that emerged regarding multiliteracies
expansion was unlikely.
Requires institutional support. Gaining buy-in from administration to support
and fund these expanded services posed a challenge for writing center coordinators. The
competition between other campus services made it a challenge to connect with other
academic programs or services and maintain administrative support. One coordinator
stated “I proposed this before the budget crisis back in 2009. All talk and activity toward
that end stopped, and I haven’t had time to pick it up again. I am interested”
(Coordinator Response). Another coordinator responded saying “Our budget has not
increased for 5+ years at the same time that our tutoring salaries have increased. We
don’t have the institutional support to expand beyond the four computers assigned to us”
(Coordinator Response). In terms of centers’ names reflecting adjusted services, if a
multiliteracy expansion were to occur, one writing center coordinator revealed:
When I took over coordinating the center we discussed changing the name to
Multiliteracy Center, but I have been persuaded so far not to by 1) institutional
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inertia and 2) writing center scholarship that suggests the average student, faculty,
staff member on campus does not know what “multiliteracy” or “multiliteracies”
means. (Coordinator Response)
Throughout the coordinators’ responses, the final theme that emerged regarding
multiliteracies expansion was requires institutional support.
Obstacles of Expansion
When asked to discuss what obstacles writing centers coordinators could face
during an expansion, the potential obstacles that face coordinators when expanding
services, the top three themes found were: funding and space, institutional resistance
and support, and competition with other campus services.
Funding and space. In terms of funding, the majority of coordinators indicated
that financial support was a primary obstacle for writing centers. Additional funding
would be needed to train, hire and supervise tutors as well as pay for extra spaces, media
stations, and equipment. One response indicated:
Funding is always an issue, but multiliteracy centers also need certain
technologies (such as digital media stations), space (oral
presentations/videotaping rooms/multiliteracy room), etc. the [sic] tutoring
spaces have to be reconsidered since oral presentation tutoring often involve
group sessions on our campus! (Coordinator Response)
This began to touch on the issue of space. Once again even with the proper funding,
without the right location and a space that is large enough to provide expanded services,
writing centers will not be able to implement a multiliteracies expansion. One
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coordinator said, “We would need bigger space, more funding to hire and train more
tutors in different/new areas, and more supervision” (Coordinator Response). Funding is
a resource that is limited due to all educational initiatives. Convincing administration
that multiliteracies was a worthwhile investment in students’ education was a challenge
that faced writing center coordinators. As one coordinator stated, “An institution like the
CSU doesn’t do anything quickly, as I have learned” (Coordinator Response).
Throughout the coordinators’ responses, the first theme that emerged regarding obstacles
that face multiliteracies expansion was funding and space.
Institutional resistance and support. Writing center coordinators revealed that
even if proper funding was available, institutional support was another big obstacle that
writing center coordinators faced with expansion. Writing centers that provided support
outside of writing would require the support and expertise of other departments. One
coordinator revealed:
At my campus we have both high upper-level administrative turnover (our
President is leaving after 5 years, we’ve gone through 3 Provosts of Academic
Affairs in 5 years) and no Writing Program Administrator nor WAC/WID
administrator so there really isn’t an institutional structure in place that values
multiliteracies or is even prepared or interested to support and understand these
expansions. (Coordinator Response)
This is an area of resistance, as other departments do not want to relinquish their role in a
particular field to another campus entity. Lastly, coordinators discussed that faculty and
directors do not have extra time to spare to oversee and provide guidance for an expanded
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center and this factor impacts whether or not faculty would support such an endeavor.
One coordinator said, “Resistance from faculty or departments that think we don’t have
the expertise to offer these services. Possibly also resistance because faculty might think
that peer tutors shouldn’t be providing these services” (Coordinator Response).
Throughout the coordinators’ responses, the second theme that emerged regarding
obstacles that face multiliteracies expansion was institutional resistance and support.
Competition with other campus services. Aside from the role of faculty,
writing centers also have to deal with other institutional programs or services to either
merge services under one center or get creative about ways to provide these services
without taking away from other services on campus. One coordinator indicated:
We have two rogue centers on campus, on in the College of Business and one in
The College of Social and Behavioral Sciences. We’d need to incorporate those
centers into the big picture somehow, which requires support form [sic] the
Administration, which is not always forthcoming. (Coordinator Response)
Throughout the coordinators’ responses, the final theme that emerged regarding obstacles
that face multiliteracies expansion was competition with other campus services.
Summary of Research Question Four Data
This research question examined writing center coordinators’ perceptions of
multiliteracy expansion in writing centers. Although there were only seven participants,
the results demonstrated what writing centers are currently doing to incorporate
assistance with writing, oral, reading, digital and social literacies primarily through
tutoring and workshops. Tutoring and workshops were the primary ways that writing

218
centers offered assistance in multiliteracies, as they provided one-on-one direct contact
with students and could tailor their sessions to the students’ needs. It is important to note
that most centers offered writing support primary; however, were able to assist students,
to some degree, with their oral, reading, digital and social literacies when explicitly
requested.
The second part of these results discussed obstacles writing centers would
encounter if an expansion were to occur. Funding, space, and institutional support are
key factors that impact expansion and without any changes in these areas, coordinators
have limited resources to provide additional services and do not feel that an expansion is
likely in the near future. The coordinators that responded all felt that an expansion would
not occur without the proper financial investments to their centers. Additional even with
funding, having the right location and adequate space was another concern. Finally,
without the support of their institution, administration and colleagues, coordinators do not
see an expansion of centers likely occur. Although it is not impossible to provide
multiliteracy support with the limited resources they are provided, unless proper
investment is given, through finances or support, writing center coordinators will
continue to assist students with their multiliteracy needs to the best of their abilities with
the current resources they have.
Conclusion
In conclusion, this chapter explored a mixed methods triangulation approach
(Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011) which collected both qualitative and quantitative
responses from CSU writing center coordinators and students regarding their
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multiliteracy competencies. By collecting both qualitative and quantitative responses, the
data paints a well-rounded picture of multiliteracy competencies in California State
University campuses. Additionally, in order to possibly expand writing centers into
multiliteracy centers, a need should be demonstrated. Data collected from students
demonstrated a need, and collecting data from coordinators identified any interest in
providing students this service as well as determining what obstacles stand in their way.
The findings of these research questions revolved around individuals’ perceptions
regarding a multiliteracy expansion in writing centers, multiliteracy attitudes and
concerns, multiliteracy services, and, finally, predictors of strong multiliteracy
competencies. For the purpose of this study, multiliteracy competencies referred to
WORDS: writing, oral, reading, digital and social literacies.
Students’ responses for research question one indicated that their attitudes
towards multiliteracy competencies varied from positive to negative and that their
negativity stemmed from anxiety, stress, lack of instruction and resources. At the same
time, for research question two students’ responses indicated wanting more resources,
workshops, instruction, tutoring, and classroom exposure as types of services that would
alleviate their multiliteracy concerns. While not all multiliteracies were the same because
they had different attitudes and consequently different services to help alleviate their
concerns, there was still some consistency in the overall responses from students that find
resources, tutoring, workshops, instruction, and classroom exposure all to be very
beneficial to improving their overall multiliteracy skills in writing, oral, reading, digital,
and social.
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Research question three indicated several significant predictors that would lead to
strong writing, oral, reading, digital and social competencies. While not one predictor for
all five competencies existed, practice in the classroom and practice with a tutor were
both strong predictors for four out of five competencies. This suggested that there are
specific areas that, if addressed, can lead to strong competencies in students’ writing,
oral, reading, digital and social skills.
Throughout writing center coordinators’ responses for research question four it
appears they were interested in supporting multiliteracies and expanding services but they
do not have the proper funding, space, resources and support to make it possible. While
only one campus identified as a multiliteracy center, the others did not feel that it was in
their near future unless circumstances regarding funding, space, resources, and support
were addressed or solved.
Chapter 5 will be the final chapter of this study. In this chapter, an overview of
the study will be discussed, and the findings will be addressed in context of the
theoretical frameworks. Furthermore, recommendations will be made based on the
qualitative and quantitative findings of this study, and future areas of research and policy
implications will be discussed.
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Chapter 5
FINDINGS, SUMMARY, AND CONCLUSION
Introduction
The purpose of this research was first, to determine California State University
(CSU) students’ perceptions of multiliteracy competencies and what services they
recommend would benefit them. Second, to determine what were significant predictors
that lead to strong writing, oral, reading, digital and social literacies for students. Third,
to evaluate CSU writing center coordinators’ perceptions of expanding writing center
services to include multiliteracy support for students. There are four total research
questions that drive this study, three qualitative and one quantitative. This study explored
multiliteracy competencies in seventeen California State University (CSU) campuses by
surveying students and writing center coordinators. Chapter four provided an in-depth
discussion of the findings of this study, while this chapter will summarize the overall top
four themes found in each of the four research questions of this study. In addition to
discussing the findings, this chapter will also provide an in-depth analysis and
explanation of recommendations based on the findings of this study. Furthermore, the
findings, conclusions, and recommendations will be contextualized in relation to the
theoretical frameworks, the leadership implications as well as future areas of study. As
this study concludes, this chapter serves the primary purpose of connecting all previous
chapters together to demonstrate a holistic view of the issue of multiliteracy
competencies and centers in higher education.
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Summary of Findings
Many themes were produced by the qualitative and quantitative findings from
both surveys in this study. Chapter four illustrated the findings as they related to each
research question and writing, oral, reading, digital and social literacies. In this section,
all the themes found have been consolidated to determine the top four themes for
multiliteracies in relation to each research question. Figure 23 depicts the top four
themes found for the four research questions in this study.

Figure 23. All Research Questions Top Four Themes
The findings from the qualitative and quantitative questions built on one another by
examining students’ and coordinators’ multiliteracy perceptions and recommendations.
Students have identified their attitudes towards multiliteracies, provided
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recommendations for how they can improve, established which variables were significant
predictors of strong multiliteracy competencies and from a coordinators standpoint, they
have discussed what realistically is being and can be done to support multiliteracies on
California State University campuses. When students’ expressed negativity, positivity,
and wanting resources as attitudes towards multiliteracies in research question one, their
recommendations in research question two reflected services that can be provided to help
alleviate those attitudes such as workshops, practice and tutoring. The quantitative
findings from research question three support that findings of question two in that more
practice and instruction in the classroom and from a tutor benefit students multiliteracy
competencies. Finally, the findings of question four support these recommendations by
indicating that workshops and tutoring are offered for multiliteracy assistance. However,
these results also suggest a reason more services are not provided to students because a
lack of funding and institutional support on each campus. The following sections will
summarize the findings of each research question and how they relate across writing,
oral, reading, digital and social multiliteracies.
Summary of Research Question One
Research question one asked, “What are CSU students’ multiliteracy needs and
perceptions of competencies in regard to writing, oral, reading, digital and social
literacies?” This section explores the top four themes found across students’
multiliteracy competencies in relation to their attitudes. The themes found were
resources, workshops, personal and classroom factors as well as negativity and beneficial
attitudes. Figure 24 depicts a visual representation of these themes.
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Figure 24. Themes for Multiliteracy Attitudes
The four themes found for research question one was 1) resources, workshops and
opportunities, 2) personal and classroom factors, 3) negativity, anxiety and stress, and 4)
positive, confident and beneficial. These four themes will be individually discussed as
related to students’ multiliteracy attitudes regarding writing, oral, reading, digital, and
social literacies.
Resources, workshops and opportunities. The first theme that emerged in
research question one was resources, workshops and opportunities. This included what
are they and how they are supported as related to students multiliteracy attitudes.
What are they? Throughout the five competencies that were discussed in this
study, students’ overall attitudes across these areas referenced needing resources,
workshops and opportunities as the number one theme. Resources included materials
and handouts regarding writing, oral, reading, digital and social competencies.
Workshops referenced short instructional sessions provided by tutors or qualified staff
that students could attend to gain quick knowledge about different components of these
competencies without the commitment of a semester-long class. The last component of
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this theme referenced wanting more opportunities to engage, practice and have exposure
in all five of these multiliteracy competencies. Research finds that too many students still
lack the multiliteracy skills needed to succeed in college and their careers (Bohn, 2014;
Foundation for Excellence in Education, 2017; Hodges, 2012; Lopez, 2012; McRobbie,
2004; Thomas & Hubbard, 2013).
How are they supported? Thomas and Hubbard (2013) support the findings of
this theme by claiming that when we introduce students to multiple texts and literacies,
educators are helping prepare them to be active members of society. Resources,
workshops and opportunities provide students with materials, instruction and chances to
learn how to advance their multiliteracy competencies within the university. By
providing these will allow students to take an active role in their learning and seek out
what they need to develop strong multiliteracy skills. Resources, workshops and
opportunities are not mandatory, they are optional and give students immediate assistance
with their multiliteracy competencies to further strengthen their writing, oral, reading,
digital and social skills.
Personal and classroom factors. The second theme that emerged in research
question one was personal and classroom factors. This included language barriers,
learning disabilities, and instructional preferences as related to students multiliteracy
attitudes.
Language barriers. The second theme that emerged for students multiliteracy
attitudes was personal and classroom factors as the second theme. This area included
responses that either contained individual preferences for how students interact with
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multiliteracy competencies or how their preferences for how classroom interactions in
these areas should be run. Some examples of personal factors included language barriers
or disabilities as impacting students’ multiliteracy competencies. Students that stated
they were English as a Second Language (ESL) learners admitted to having more
difficulty with their multiliteracy competencies because of their developing English
language skills. Expressing their ideas in written form contained many grammatical
errors since they need to translate their ideas from their native language into English and
sometimes meaning is lost in transition. Kennell (2014) supported these findings by
stating that English Second Language (ESL) learners had different home language
writing styles that differ in organization and structure which impacted their writing in
English (Clyne, 1984; Connor & Lauer, 1988; Edamatsu, 1978; Eggington, 1987; Grabe
& Kaplan, 1989; Hamady, 1960; Leki, 1991; Mohan & Lo, 1985; Shouby, 1951).
Learning disabilities. As for students with disabilities, most mentioned that they
were dyslexic and that also caused grammatical errors in their writing. For speaking,
language barriers impacted their ability to speak, again, for not having enough knowledge
to express themselves clearly in the English language. For reading, students stated that
their Attention Deficit Disorder (ADD) or Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder
(ADHD) impacted their ability to read and stay focused. These findings highlighted a
pattern with learning disorders impacting students multiliteracy competencies. There
needs to be more attention paid to how learning disabilities can be readdressed in higher
education to avoid the feelings of inadequacy that students felt because of their learning
disorders. ESL students also were afraid of speaking due to being mocked because of
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their accent. This was similar to the responses provided by students with disabilities in
that they were also afraid that they would be mocked for their lisp, for instance. For
reading, this issue manifested as a difficulty understanding unfamiliar vocabulary and
constantly needing to stop reading to define words. This particularly asked, what could
instructors and writing center coordinators do to provide a welcoming, judgement free
atmosphere for students to help reduce their anxieties related to language or disabilities?
Instructional preferences. In terms of classroom factors, this manifested in
preferences for how class should be instructed based on their own individual preferences.
Many students felt that oral presentations and social interactions should be eliminated
while others preferred working in groups to avoid being alone and some students wanted
to work alone to avoid the stress of relying on classmates. Wilson (2011) supported this
finding because many instructors did not feel it is their responsibility to teach
multiliteracy skills and as a result, students subtly notice the inconsistencies of classroom
instruction. The relationships between student and instructor in the classroom was a big
component of education and learning. It is important to acknowledged students’ opinions
and perceptions of how classroom instruction is not meeting the expectations necessary to
help them develop multiliteracy skills. This theme acknowledges students’ personal and
classroom factors that impact their multiliteracy attitudes. Hicks (2010), Murphy and
Hawkes (2010) and Selfe (2010) supported these findings by discussing the importance
of understanding students’ multiliteracy acquisition to provide them with better tools to
develop these competencies. By understanding what personal and classroom factors
impact multiliteracy acquisition, educators can redesign classroom curriculum to
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successfully implement multiliteracy assistance without traumatizing students against
writing, oral, reading, digital and social literacies in the process. Personal and classroom
factors was another major theme found across all five multiliteracy competencies when
students reported their attitudes.
Negativity, anxiety and stress. The third theme that emerged in research
question one was negativity, anxiety and stress. This included fear, nervousness and
emotional baggage as related to students multiliteracy attitudes.
Fear and nervousness. Moving into the third overall theme regarding
multiliteracy attitudes was negativity, anxiety and stress. While the previous theme had
underlying tones of negativity, this theme explicitly stated negativity, anxiety and stress
as attitudes towards writing, oral, reading, digital and social competencies. Students
reported not liking working in these competencies and openly expressed anxieties
towards writing, speaking and social interactions. Tabrizi (2016) specifically found that
when it came to oral literacy acquisition, students named anxiety as their number one
concern. Stress was primarily found towards the amount of writing students needed to
produce, the amount of reading they needed to do, frustration due to malfunction of
technology and the stress related to group interactions in both speaking and social
interactions. Students were facing stress not only in the classroom but at work and at
home as well. This pressure impacted their learning abilities in that they have other
responsibilities that take priority over their education. It was not for a lack of wanting to
go to school and learn but rather that school and learning come with its own set of
stressors that cause students to view education, and multiliteracies, with negativity.
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Emotional baggage. Pistone (2010) supported these finding by suggesting that
students bring their personal baggage into tutoring sessions. By acknowledging that
students have negativity, anxiety and stress related to multiliteracy acquisition will help
instructors and tutors realistically address multiliteracies. When students’ attitudes are
heard, good or bad, it will allow instructors and tutors teach students the skills they need
to develop their multiliteracy competencies and not try to change their opinion about it.
Learning about students’ perceptions will be useful for multiliteracy centers when they
make their case about expanding writing center services to include assistance with
multiliteracy needs (Grouling & Grutsch McKinney, 2016). Multiliteracy centers can
provide resources to students on how to manage their anxieties and stress through
workshops on time management techniques, better study habits and how to find
something from each assignment that makes it more relatable to them. These were just
some suggestions for addressing negativity, anxiety and stress that is presented in this
study. Negativity, anxiety and stress was found as part of the top five themes expressed
in chapter four of all five competencies.
Positive, confident and beneficial. The fourth and final theme that emerged in
research question one was positive, confident and beneficial. This included multiliteracy
connections to education, prior positive experiences and benefits of instruction as related
to students multiliteracy attitudes.
Multiliteracy connections to education. As opposed to the negativity students
reported in the previous theme, there was still a significant amount of student responses
that had positive, confident and beneficial attitudes to multiliteracies as the fourth overall
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theme found. Burnett and Merchant (2015) claimed that little was known about the
connection between multiliteracies and education. Students’ negativity was related
specifically to one aspect of each multiliteracy competency, such as the length of writing,
quantity of reading, anxiety of speaking, technical malfunctions or relying on group
member during social interactions.
Prior positive experiences. However, students’ positivity, was directed more
generally to the value and impact of having these competencies. Students found that
writing, oral, reading, digital and social competencies were valuable or beneficial to some
degree in either their academic or professional careers. While not all positive responses
went into detail, some responses stated that their positivity towards multiliteracies
stemmed from their childhood, from certain classes they have taken or the opportunities
they received in their careers. While educators cannot go back in time to change how
students received or interacted with multiliteracies, they are able to understand why these
students see them positively and use that knowledge to inform others of the benefits.
Students sharing experiences with other students is a powerful way to connect a message
across without it coming from the university directly. Students are more inclined to take
the advice of their peers who have experienced the same problems. Multiliteracy centers
can incorporate the voices of these students as a promotional tool to inspire others to
attend and receive multiliteracy assistance.
Benefits of multiliteracy instruction. The New London Group (1996) and
Alberta Education (2011) both support these findings by recognizing the positive impact
multiliteracies has individuals’ civic life. By engaging in multiliteracy instruction it will
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help students develop these skills prior to emerging in the workforce where it is needed
(Blake, 2016; Colorado Academic Standards, 2010; Public Schools of North Carolina,
2012; Schultz & Gill, 2014; Sturgis, 2014; Walsh, 2010). Students who viewed these
multiliteracies as beneficial, more than likely would adapt to any multiliteracy
assignment or activity positively because they understand the value behind developing
strong multiliteracy competencies. One potential goal for multiliteracy centers is to
foster an environment that makes individuals feel positive and confident about their
multiliteracy skills by being approachable, non-threatening and having supportive tutors
and staff. Regardless if students are confident or not about their multiliteracy skills,
multiliteracy centers are still able to provide guidance and instruction to help all students
improve their skills. Positive, confident and beneficial appeared as part of the top five
themes found in each competency expressed in chapter four as well.
Summary of Research Question Two
Research question two asked, “What are CSU students’ recommendations
regarding what services would improve their writing, oral, reading, digital and social
competencies?” This section explores the top four themes found across what services
students recommended to improve their multiliteracy competencies. The themes
included resources, workshops, integrated exposure, tutoring and no service. Figure 25
demonstrates these themes.
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Figure 25. Themes for Multiliteracy Services
The four themes found for research question two were 1) resources, workshops and
classes, 2) integrated exposure and practice, 3) centers and tutoring, and 4) no service or
unsure. These four themes will be individually discussed related to what services
students recommended to help improve their multiliteracy competencies in writing, oral,
reading, digital, and social literacies.
Resources, workshops and classes. The first theme that emerged in research
question two was resources, workshops and classes. This included additional
instructional materials and focusing on multiliteracies in higher education as related to
services students felt would benefit or improve their multiliteracy competencies.
Additional instructional opportunities. In terms of students’ recommendations
for services that will assist with their multiliteracy competencies, the number one theme
found across all five competencies was resources, workshops and classes. Similar to
what students expressed about their attitudes in research question one, resources referred
to materials that students can find or obtain in person or online to help assist them with
writing, oral, reading, digital and social competencies. Workshops referred to quick
instructional sessions that teach students elements of multiliteracy competencies without
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the commitment of a semester-long course. At the same time, many students felt that
there were specific instances where having additional required classes would be helpful.
These classes were specifically mentioned for reading and digital competencies. For
reading, students wanted classes on speed reading and comprehension strategies. For
digital, students wanted classes on different software and learning management systems
used in classes such as Blackboard or Canvas. First, this suggested that students are
willing to learn on how to improve both competencies when they express interest in
taking more classes specifically targeting at the competencies. Second, wanting
assistance especially with skim reading and Canvas and Blackboard support the
confusions and frustrations students brought up in research question one regarding their
attitudes. Too much reading as well as technical malfunction contributed to their
negativity and here they are requesting services that try to alleviate both of those areas.
This alone should make educators ask why so much reading that students feel they need
to speed through it. Educations should also reconsider how online education is taught if
they assume Blackboard and Canvas are supposed to supplement instruction yet it
stresses more students out, how beneficial are these tools when it creates more tension
than alleviation for students’ learning?
Multiliteracies in higher education. Jacobs (2012) and Lapp, Moss, and Rowsell
(2012) all established that in K-12 education there has been a greater emphasis on
singular literacies. These findings suggest the opposite for higher education where
multiliteracies are more prominent at the university level. Furthermore, Davis, Fidler and
Gorbis (2011) stated that educators need to place a greater emphasis on students
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developing multiliteracy skills. Their research suggested that students need to interact
with different forms of literacy to expand their learning; supporting the findings of this
theme. When students specifically ask for more resources, workshops and classes they
are requesting for more assistance to develop their multiliteracy competencies. A greater
emphasis should be placed on developing students’ multiliteracy competencies and a
good way to start is with providing more resources, workshops and classes to help
support students that want to self-develop these skills, or provide classes to students who
want to be taught these competencies. Across all five competencies, students found
resources, workshops and opportunities as a type of service that would help them
improve their multiliteracies.
Integrated exposure and practice. The second theme that emerged in research
question two was integrated exposure and practice. This included multiliteracy
instruction, educational movements and embedded tutors as related to services students
felt would benefit or improve their multiliteracy competencies.
Multiliteracy instruction. Another service students named that would help them
was to have integrated exposure and practice for their multiliteracy needs as the second
theme. This included having more opportunities to engage with writing, oral, reading,
digital and social literacies in the classroom. Stages for multiliteracy instruction includes
situated practice, overt instruction, critical framing and transformed practice (Cope &
Kalantzis, 2015; Skerrett, 2016; The New London Group, 1996). The first two areas
directly relate to the findings of this section. Students specifically wanted to have more
opportunities to speak, work with technology and interact with their peers. Dadgar,
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Nodine, Bracco and Venezia (2013) supported these findings stating that embedding
support from advisors and tutors in the classroom or by providing student support centers
to supplement classroom instruction is an effective strategy to help students.
Educational movements. Reading and writing have become more commonly
integrated in all courses through Reading Across the Disciplines (RAD) and Writing
Across the Curriculum (WAC). Two educational movements that helped instructors
teach reading and writing in all courses, not solely English. Oral literacy had also
become more integrated in courses across the curriculum because of the Communication
Across the Curriculum (CAC) movement which worked to establish that communication
was also a necessary skill needed in all courses (Dannels, 2001; Ihmeideh, Al-Omari &
Al-Dababneh, 2010; Liberman, 2012; Morreale & Pearson, 2008; Morreale, Osborn &
Pearson, 2000; Morreale, Rubin & Jones, 1998). By having multiliteracies integrated
into the classroom it would help students who had limited time outside of class yet would
benefit from the exposure to these literacies while in the classroom. Multiliteracy centers
can serve to provide instructors with multiliteracy support regarding instruction, syllabi
design, activities, etc. By providing instructors with support as well allows for greater
exposure and practice of Multiliteracies Across the Curriculum (MAC) being
successfully integrated into the classroom.
Embedded tutors. Furthermore, practice was another crucial part of this theme
because students repeatedly stated that to gain comfort and strength with writing, oral,
reading, digital and social literacies they needed to practice. Research supported this
finding because writing centers have also worked to embed tutors in classrooms
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(DeLoach, Angel, Breaux & Keebler, 2014; Hallman, 2014; Hannum, Bracewell & Head,
2014; Pagnac, Bradfield, Boertje, McMahon & Teets, 2014; Parmiter & Morgan, 2014;
Raica-Klotz, Montgomery, Giroux, Brinson, Gibson, Singleton, Stoneman & Vang, 2014;
Titus, Boyle, Scudder & Sudol, 2014; Webster & Hansen, 2014). One way to support
continued practice was to embed tutors within the classroom to assistant with workshops
and feedback regarding multiliteracy assignments and activities. This was another area
that multiliteracy centers could also explore to provide in-class support to supplement
instruction in multiliteracies. Students found integrated exposure and practice as a
service that instructors in the classroom could provide to help students foster their
multiliteracy competencies in writing, oral, reading, digital and social.
Centers and tutoring. The third theme that emerged in research question two
was centers and tutoring. This included reimagining writing centers and offering
flexibility availability as related to services students felt would benefit or improve their
multiliteracy competencies.
Reimagining writing centers. The other service students identified throughout
their responses regarding multiliteracy services was centers and tutoring as the third
overall theme. Students primarily named the writing center or working with a tutor
regarding as a multiliteracy service. Writing center names vary and the connotation
behind each name implies something different about the center (McQueeney, 2001;
Trimbur, 2000). For the other four competencies students generally referred to having a
“center”, “space”, “lab” or “place” that they can go to get help with their multiliteracy
needs and having a tutor or expert, someone to work with, where they can ask questions,
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get guidance, suggestions, and tips for improvement. Balestar, Grimm, McKinney, Lee,
Sheridan and Silver (2012) suggest that there are several ways for writing centers to
incorporate multiliteracy tutoring by re-educating staff, re-designing spaces, re-branding
and finally, formally changing their name. Research had been done incorporating literacy
support in writing centers (Bancroft, 2016; Grouling & Grutsch McKinney, 2016) as well
as communication centers to assist with oral literacy development (Turner & Shecklel,
2012) but there was not enough research on how to incorporate social literacies. All this
research suggested that as more literacies emerged, the need for a proper tutoring space
was needed to assist students with these literacies. Writing centers already helped with
writing, this is the optimal place to incorporate tutoring for other literacies as well.
Flexible availability. Additionally, students also specifically cited wanting more
availability from their centers. While Childers (2010), Goddu (2012), Pexton (2012) and
King and Atkins-Sayre (2012) researched on how to get students to come to centers
regularly for tutoring, not much published research had specifically been done on the
availability of centers. This was an area that coordinators could investigate based on the
students at their specific campus and determine the busiest hours of operation for their
campuses. Many students felt that their writing center was not open late in the evenings
or on weekends and this was problematic for students who worked during the day or
attended classes in the evenings or on weekends. This became an issue when students
want to seek out services but are restricted by the hours of operation. If students within
the CSU campuses demonstrated a desire for evening or weekend tutoring, then it was in
the best benefit of coordinators to readjust their hours to meet the needs of their students.
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After all, increased attendance for writing centers means that coordinators can use this to
their advantage when demonstrating the value of their center on student success. Centers
and tutoring provide students with a place and person to help assist them with their
multiliteracy needs and it was found as the third overall theme across all competencies.
No service or unsure. The fourth theme that emerged in research question two
was no service or unsure. This included underestimating multiliteracies and room for
improvement as related to services students felt would benefit or improve their
multiliteracy competencies.
Underestimating multiliteracies. Finally, the fourth theme that repeatedly came
up across all five competencies was no service or unsure. Despite there being students
that felt resources, workshops, instruction, practice and tutoring would help their
multiliteracy skills, there was still enough individuals that reported to not requiring or
unsure of what service they would need. Although no research had been done to
specifically understand why students say “no service” or “unsure” plenty of research has
been done to demonstrate the importance of multiliteracy competencies in individuals’
personal and professional lives (Anstey & Bull, 2006; Bates & Phelan, 2002; Dannels,
2001; Jewett, 2011; Jobs for the Future & the Council of Chief State School Officers,
2015; Morreale Osborn & Pearson, 2000; Reiss & Young, 2001; Rowsell & Walsh, 2011;
The New London Group, 1996; Wilber, 2010; Cope & Kalantzis, 2009). This suggested
the great importance that multiliteracy competencies carried for students and that they
will inevitably need to know to succeed.
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Room for improvement. It is essential in college to read, speak, write and engage
with others and employers do not see strong competencies in these areas for students
(Bates & Phelan, 2002; Hodges, 2012; Landrum, Hettich & Wilner, 2010; International
Reading Association, 2006; Manpower Group, 2012). Across all five competencies, one
of the top themes found was no service or unsure. While many students believed
something can be done to help them improve their multiliteracy competencies, students
that responded no service or unsure may not know or feel confident enough with their
multiliteracy skills to not require additional support. Based on all the research cited
above on the importance of multiliteracy competencies, it was even more reason for
educators and writing center coordinators to incorporate multiliteracy instruction and
support in higher education because it was a skill they will need for their current and
future lives.
Summary of Research Question Three
Research question three asked, “Which of the following variables, or combination
of variables, are significant predictors of strong writing, oral, reading, digital and social
competencies for students: a) Confidence, b) Practice in the classroom, c) Practice with a
tutor, d) Instruction in the classroom, e) Instruction with tutor.” This section explored the
top significant predictors found as it relates to students’ multiliteracy competencies. The
top two recurring predictors was practice in the classroom and with a tutor followed by
instruction in the classroom and from a tutor. Figure 26 demonstrates the top significant
predictors found.

240

Figure 26. Themes for Multiliteracy Predictors
The four themes found for research question three were 1) practice in the classroom, 2)
practice with a tutor, 3) instruction in the classroom, and 4) instruction from a tutor.
These four themes will be individually discussed as they were found as significant
predictors leading to strong multiliteracy competencies in writing, oral, reading, digital,
and social literacies for students.
Practice in the classroom. The first theme that emerged in research question
three was practice in the classroom. This included a positive correlation between
variables and demonstrated that practice makes perfect to encourage continuous practice
as related to significant predictors can led to strong multiliteracy competencies for
students.
Positive correlation. The first independent variable that came up as significant
for four competencies was practice in the classroom. This was found as a significant
predictor for writing, oral, reading, and social competencies. Additionally, practice in
the classroom was found to have a positive correlation between variables. This meant as
students competencies in writing, oral, reading and social literacies increased so did the
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benefits of practice in the classroom on their competencies. This finding was supported
by research that identified the importance of building on students’ practices and getting
them to collaborate with multimodalities and literacies to form meaning (Burnett &
Merchant, 2015).
Practice makes perfect. Students needed to interact with multiliteracies and
modalities to gain practice and develop their competencies (Abrams & Russo, 2015;
Jewett, 2011; Wood, 2011). This literature supported the positive correlation found
between students multiliteracy skills and practice in the classroom. Practice in the
classroom not only helped students but the instructor as well. By practicing
multiliteracies in the classroom it gave instructors opportunities to explore these literacies
and help build them for students through classroom instruction (Coiro & Moore, 2012;
Sandretto & Tilson, 2016). The only competency practice in the classroom was not
found significant for was digital literacy. While no independent variable was found
significant for all, practice in the classroom was a significant predictor for four of the
five multiliteracy competencies.
Practice with a tutor. The second theme that emerged in research question three
was practice with a tutor. This included a negative correlation between variables and
demonstrated tutoring with technology as related to significant predictors can led to
strong multiliteracy competencies for students.
Negative correlation. The second independent variable that came up as
significant for four competencies was practice with a tutor. This was found as a
significant predictor for writing, oral, reading and digital competencies. Additionally,
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practice with a tutor was found to have a negative correlation between variables. This
meant as students competencies in writing, oral, reading and digital literacies increased,
the benefits of practice with a tutor decreased. In other words, the stronger students felt
about their multiliteracy competencies, the less they felt that practice with a tutor was
beneficial. Support services, such as tutoring, have a positive impact on students (Bosque
& Chapman, 2007; Dadgar, Nodine, Bracco and Venezia, 2013; Karp, O’Gara & Hughes,
2008). In the case of tutoring, students gained the practice they needed to work with a
tutor to improve certain skills. Through tutoring students can receive many benefits such
as guidance and personal attention that sometimes instructors are not able to provide.
Peer tutors are relatable to other students because they are students. How they
understand and teach others of these competencies to their peers is different than how
instructors convey knowledge to students. While peer tutoring will not replace
instruction, the best results are achieved when combined.
Tutoring with technology. Practice with a tutor was found beneficial for students
with low competencies with writing, oral, reading and digital. In the qualitative portion
of this study, students named practicing with a tutor as a service to assist students with
their multiliteracy development. Writing centers were already equipped to help students
practice writing and reading with a tutor. However, multiliteracy centers can incorporate
technology and equipment such as desktops, mixing boards, cameras, digital recording
and various software (Sheridan, 2010c) for designing all to provide practice opportunities
with oral and digital competencies. By investing in the resources necessary to provide
students with practice opportunities with a tutor allow students to gain practice in a
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specific literacy as well as receive feedback to improve these skills. The only
competency it was not found significant for was social literacy. While no independent
variable was found significant for all, practice with a tutor was a significant predictor for
four of the five multiliteracy competencies.
Instruction in the classroom. The third theme that emerged in research question
three was instruction in the classroom. This included a positive correlation between
variables and explicit teaching as related to significant predictors can led to strong
multiliteracy competencies for students.
Positive correlation. The third independent variable that came up as significant
for two competencies was instruction in the classroom. This was found as a significant
predictor for digital and social competencies only. Additionally, instruction in the
classroom was found to have a positive correlation between variables. This meant as
students competencies in digital and social increased so did the benefits of instruction in
the classroom on their competencies. Multiliteracy instruction in the classroom required
specific education. Multiliteracy pedagogy includes situated practice, overt instruction,
critical framing and transformed practice (Cope & Kalantzis, 2015; Skerrett, 2016; The
New London Group, 1996). Overt instruction directly teaches the competencies to
students without assuming they already know how to do it. This variable was found
significant for digital and social literacies. This means that for these two specific areas,
explicit instruction is especially important because instructors cannot assume that
students know how to do it and they need the instruction on what specifically to do to
learn and engage with these competencies. The overt, explicit, component was what
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students wanted in the qualitative section and in quantitative section, it shows to have a
positive correlation on students developing their digital and social skills.
Explicit teaching. Research continues to grow learning more about multiliteracy
pedagogy and implications for instructors (Dallacqua, Kersten, & Rhodes, 2015; Jacobs,
2012; Knobel & Lankshear, 2014; Leander & Boldt, 2012, 2013; Sandretto & Tilson,
2016). However, the four areas of multiliteracy pedagogy—practice, instruction, critical
framing and transformation—are a basis for how instructors and should implement
multiliteracy instruction in the classroom for students. This variable was not found
significant for writing, oral and reading competencies. Instruction in the classroom was a
significant predictor for two of the five multiliteracy competencies.
Instruction from a tutor. The fourth theme that emerged in research question
three was instruction from a tutor. This included a negative correlation between
variables and instructor resistance to multiliteracies as related to significant predictors
can led to strong multiliteracy competencies for students.
Negative correlation. The fourth independent variable that came up as significant
was instruction from a tutor. This was found as a significant predictor for only writing.
Additionally, instruction from a tutor was found to have a negative correlation with
writing. This meant as students’ competency in writing increased, the benefits of
instruction from a tutor decreased. In other words, the stronger students felt about their
multiliteracy competencies, the less the felt that instruction from a tutor was beneficial.
Instruction from tutors examined areas such as structure, organization, the prompt as well
as grammatical errors with students (Reigstad & McAndrew, 1984). However,
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Pemberton (2010a) suggested that the more involved tutors were, the more students relied
on them and would not learn how to improve their writing skills on their own. However,
the results of this variable conclude that students do benefit from instruction from a tutor
especially for writing. Nevertheless, everything should be in a balance. Instruction
should never be so overpowering that it does not give the student the chance to learn.
This variable came back as a negative correlation, indicating that students with strong
competencies did not need instruction from a tutor and vice versa; students with low
competencies did need instruction from a tutor.
Instructor resistance to multiliteracies. Law and Murphy (1997) suggested that
writing centers have a mission to help students improve as writers because once students
improve as writers, so will their writing. This was extremely important to note because
instruction from a tutor was most crucial and beneficial for students that need the help.
Once their skills have improved they will not need as much assistance, but the additional
help tutors provide is not hurtful to students writing competencies. By investing in
tutoring instruction will help teach students that are weak in their competencies as well as
continue to provide guidance once their skills have improved. This variable was not
found significant for oral, reading, digital or social competencies. Instruction from a
tutor was a significant predictor for only one of the five multiliteracy competencies.
Summary of Research Question Four
Research question four asked, “What are CSU writing center coordinators’
perceptions of expanding writing center services to include assistance with writing, oral,
reading, digital and social literacies?” This section explored the top four themes found

246
across writing center coordinators perceptions of expanding writing centers into
multiliteracy centers. The themes found were one-on-one and group tutoring, workshops
and outreach, funding and support, and services not likely offered. Figure 27 depicts a
visual representation of these themes.

Figure 27. Themes for Multiliteracy Centers
The four themes found for research question four were 1) one-on-one and group tutoring,
2) workshops and outreach, 3) funding, space and institutional support, and 4) services
not likely offered. These four themes reflected what writing center coordinators’
perceptions were towards integrating multiliteracy assistance into writing centers and
expanding into multiliteracy centers. These four themes will be individually discussed in
the sections to follow.
One-on-one and group tutoring. The first theme that emerged in research
question four was one-on-one and group tutor. This peer tutoring, benefits of tutoring
and tutoring approaches as related to writing center coordinators’ perceptions of
multiliteracy expansions in their centers.
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Peer tutoring. From the responses that were collected from the writing center
coordinators’ survey, the number one theme found across what centers currently do to
assist multiliteracy competencies was one-on-one and group tutoring. This entailed
either thirty minutes to hour-long sessions where a student would meet with a tutor
individually or as part of a group to discuss their multiliteracy concerns. Since the 1960s,
peer tutoring has been a strategy used by writing centers when offering one-on-one or
group tutoring to students (Gillespie & Kail, 2010; Murphy, 2010; Tuleja & Greenhalgh,
2008; Turner & Shekels, 2012; Wilson, 2012).
Benefits of tutoring. Plenty of research had been done on the benefits of peer
tutoring which had a positive impact on students gaining confident, practicing
collaboration, engaging in discussions regarding various topics and many more. Students
and tutors both benefit from the tutoring collaboration, while students learn from tutoring,
tutors learn through tutoring (Cooper, Bui & Riker, 2008; Diardo, 2008; Gillespie &
Kail, 2010; Hug, 2013; Jacoby, 2008; Lunsford, 2008; Murphy, 2008; Murphy, 2010;
Raign, 2017; Wilson, 2012). The primary focus of all these centers was writing;
however, the coordinators did reveal that they would work with students on other
literacies when asked. Students that inquired about oral literacies, the tutors would help
them with drafting questions to ask the teacher or review the written component of their
oral presentation. For reading, tutors would assist students with reading strategies or
discussions regarding the reading. In terms of digital literacy, these centers assisted with
researching and citation primarily. Finally, for social competencies the coordinators felt
it was modeled for students during group tutoring.
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Tutoring approaches. There are three overarching approaches to tutoring:
minimalist, generalist or discipline specific tutoring that allow tutors to engage in a more
hands-off approach (minimalist), an overview approach (generalist), as well as specific
content knowledge of a field (discipline specific) (Brooks, 2008; Shamoon & Burns,
2001; Walker, 1998). Writing centers can employ multiliteracy tutoring by training
tutors and staff to understand these three approaches and how best to tutor students with
multiliteracy needs. The coordinators’ responses indicated that they primarily offered
one-on-one or group tutoring as a major component of their center. However, unless
specifically asked, assistance with oral, reading, digital and social competencies were not
advertised. Only two campuses revealed they help with multiliteracies but only one
campus explicitly refers to themselves as a multiliteracy center while the other five
campuses minimally assisted or did not offer multiliteracy support. More of these
campuses already help with other literacies but it begs the question, why are they not
making this an official part of their services? Why offer help only “upon request” when
they can more clearly advertise these services and make multiliteracy tutoring a regular
part of their services?
Workshops and outreach. The second theme that emerged in research question
four was workshops and outreach. This included partnerships with faculty to give
presentations and classroom visits as related to writing center coordinators’ perceptions
of multiliteracy expansions in their centers.
Partnerships with faculty. The second common theme found in coordinators’
responses was that they offered workshops and outreach to assist students with
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multiliteracy competencies. Coordinators did not reveal specific topics of their
workshops but to say that they offered them both to students and instructors. The topics
for students were related to writing primarily but one campus did offer workshops for
other literacies. Hicks (2010) asked coordinators several questions to keep in mind for
writing center outreach. What does multiliteracy pedagogy look like and what can
writing centers do to support this multiliteracy teaching and practice? In terms of
outreach, these responses revealed that some centers would go to instructor’s classrooms
to do presentations and work with faculty and students. For multiliteracy centers,
outreach entailed understanding what factors motivate students to come to the center,
what needs they have, what help they require, etc. Additionally, it required re-branding
to advertise the new services to students and encourage them to come to the center for
their multiliteracy needs (Butler Ellis & Clark-Hill, 2012; King & Atkins-Sayre, 2012).
Once again, their responses indicated that the primary workshops and outreach offered
was for writing topics and this is a good area to introduce multiliteracy assistance in
writing centers.
Funding, space and institutional support. The third theme that emerged in
research question four was funding, space and institutional support. This included
money, space and admin support as related to writing center coordinators’ perceptions of
multiliteracy expansions in their centers.
Money. The third theme funding, space and institutional support were named as
the biggest obstacles that stand in their way of expanding into multiliteracy centers.
Although one-on-one and group tutoring as well as workshops and outreach were stated
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as what writing centers currently do to assist students with either multiliteracy
competencies, most responses were vague and primarily assisted with writing, not so
clearly the other competencies. The reason most attributed to a lack of expanding
literacies to students was funding, space and institutional support. An expansion would
require money to properly train staff and provide the necessary tools and equipment to
help tutor students in other literacies, equipment such as desktops, mixing boards,
cameras, drawing tables and digital recorders (Sheridan, 2010c).
Space. Space was needed to properly setup speaking rooms to assist students
with oral presentations and practice as well as for computer labs and technology stations
for students’ digital competencies. To provide the right space, location was a key factor
to whether a physical expansion can occur. Researchers have studied the importance of
finding the proper location. This was based on number of factors such as what space is
needed for the services offered, distance to parking, classrooms, library access, etc.
(Busekrus, 2017; Carpenter & Apostel, 2012; Grutsch McKinney, 2005; Haviland, Fye &
Colby, 2001; Lawson, 2015; LeCluyse, 2013; Raign, 2017; Scott, 2013; Turner &
Sheckels, 2012). However, all this suggested was that finding the right location and
expanding services was unlikely to occur without institutional support.
Admin support. One way for writing centers to gain institutional support for
multiliteracy centers was to build partnerships with other departments on campuses to
obtain resources, staff, equipment and expertise need to teach multiliteracies. In the past
writing centers have partnered with libraries and information technology departments
(American Library Association, 2006; Bosque & Chapman, 2007; LeFebvre, 2012;
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Nelson & Wambeam, 1995) and this was an opportunity to continue those relationships
as well as develop new ones. Finally, even with funding and space these writing center
coordinators still need institutional support from administration and other faculty to be
able to provide more services to students. Without institutional support, funding and
extra space it would be a fight for coordinators to gain traction for a multiliteracy center.
Services not likely offered. The fourth theme that emerged in research question
four was services not likely offered. This included more research to understand
multiliteracies and ultimately without support, nothing can occur in relation to what
writing center coordinators’ perceptions of multiliteracy expansions in their centers.
More research required. The fourth theme that emerged from writing center
coordinators’ responses was that expansion of services not likely offered. When asked
about the likelihood of transitioning writing centers to multiliteracy centers, another
theme found was that coordinators did not feel that offering multiliteracy services was
not in their future. Although no specific literature exists that focuses on this theme, the
reality was that traditional forms of literacy, reading and writing, are no longer the only
literacies (International Reading Association, 2006; Kalantzis & Cope, 2008; Luke, 2012)
and writing centers needed to acknowledge this and begin to help students with
multiliteracies. Furthermore, the minimal literature in multiliteracy research (Brown,
2006; DeShaw, Mullin & DeCiccio, 2000; Balester, Grimm, McKinney, Lee, Sheridan, &
Silver, 2012; Brown, 2006; Inman, 2010; Sheridan and Inman, 2010) as well as
employers expectations of students requiring multiliteracy competencies for the
workforce (Bates & Phelan, 2002; Foundation for Excellence in Education, 2017;
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Hodges, 2012; Landrum, Hettich & Wilner, 2010; International Reading Association,
2006; Manpower Group, 2012) highlighted that providing multiliteracy support for
students was necessary and multiliteracy centers was a chance to provide these
competencies within the university.
Nothing without support. Despite interest in offering one-on-one and group
tutoring as well as workshops and outreach for multiliteracy competencies, coordinators
still felt that without institutional support, and proper funding expansion to multiliteracy
centers will unlikely occur. This alone was imperative why additional funding and
support should be provided to our writing centers. The coordinators had expressed
interest in expanding or have demonstrated how they assist multiliteracies with the
limited funds and support they have. Not providing them additional funding and support
would be to stifle how they grow professionally and contribute knowledge to their field
of study and serve students on their campuses.
Alignment of Findings Across Study
This section aligns the research findings across the research questions, theoretical
frameworks and literature review of this study. To fully contextualize the research
findings and bring this study to a conclusion it is important to revisit the major areas of
research that contribute to the surrounding body of literature and information related to
multiliteracy competencies and multiliteracy centers. There were four research questions
in this study, three qualitative and one quantitative, related to multiliteracy perceptions,
recommendations, predictors and obstacles towards expanding writing centers into
multiliteracy centers. In terms of theoretical frameworks, the Multiliteracies Meta-
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Theoretical framework was used as a foundation to explore this study. The metatheoretical framework consisted of three separate, but related, theories that helped
address the topic of multiliteracy competencies and centers. These theories included:
Multiliteracy Theory, Resource Dependence Theory and Organizational Change Theory.
Similar to how chapter one introduced the Multiliteracy Meta-Theoretical Framework
starting from the issue and blooming upwards is how this chapter will discuss the
findings aligned with the frameworks. First, beginning with Multiliteracy Theory (MLT)
because without a foundational understanding of the concept of multiliteracies or the
value of them, no convincing argument can be made to support multiliteracy
competencies and centers in higher education. Second, Resource Dependence Theory
(RDT) because once the initial understanding of multiliteracies is given, a discussion of
how resources are obtained, maintained and used will determine what resources is needed
for multiliteracy centers. Third, ending with Organizational Change Theory (OCT) to
supply an action plan on how to transition from writing to multiliteracy centers, what
resources are needed and what the organization needs to do to support these changes.
There were three major themes found when examining the literature review:
Expanding Literacies, Writing Center Evolutions and Multiliteracy Center Emergence.
Expanding literacies covered definitions of literacy, multiple literacies, multiliteracies in
the workforce and in education. These areas made it clear that literacies are expanding
beyond the traditional literacies. The second area of the literature was writing center
evolutions which looked at support services and tutoring approaches throughout the
years. Furthermore, it examined writing center spaces including location and names
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leading to how they began moving towards integrating technology and online writing
centers. The final area of this section explored writing center partnerships with other
departments and faculty to help incorporate writing assistance for students. The final
section explored multiliteracy center emergence which looked at multiliteracy pedagogy
and instruction with strategies that instructors can use to integrate multiliteracies into the
classroom. Additionally, writing centers transitioning to multiliteracy centers and the
challenges and benefits they face. Lastly, because it is a new area of research the
immense growth that this topic can contribute to this particular field of study. These
areas were fully explored earlier in chapter two and will be cross aligned with the
research findings from chapter four to fully contextualize what is found from this study.
Creswell and Plano Clark (2011) discuss triangulation as form of mixed methods
design that evaluates a topic from several different perspectives in order to provide
deeper insight of a particular issue. Due to the triangulation methodology of this study,
the theoretical frameworks in conjunction with the literature findings and research
findings were triangulated to provide a full understanding of multiliteracy competencies
and multiliteracy centers on CSU campuses. Table 32 reflects the triangulation of this
study from start to end of this study. This figure demonstrates how multiliteracy
competencies align with the research questions, theoretical frameworks, literature
findings and research findings al to support the solution of multiliteracy centers on CSU
campuses.
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Table 32
Alignment of Findings Across Study
RESEARCH
QUESTIONS

THEORETICAL
FRAMEWORKS

1. What are CSU students’
multiliteracy needs and
perceptions of
competencies in regard
to writing, oral, reading,
digital and social
literacies?

Multiliteracy Theory
(MLT)
Multiliteracy approach
brings in multimodal texts
into curriculum and
classroom instruction
(Cope & Kalantzis, 2015).

Expanding Literacies
• Literacy Definitions
• Multiple Literacies
• Multiliteracies and
the Workforce
• Multiliteracies in
Education

• Negativity,
Anxiety and Stress
• Positive, Confident
and Beneficial
• Personal and
Classroom Factors
• Integrated
Exposure and
Practice
• Practice in the
Classroom
• Instruction in the
Classroom

2. What are CSU students’
recommendations
regarding what services
would improve their
writing, oral, reading,
digital and social
competencies?

Resource Dependence
Theory (RDT)
Resource Dependence is
best described as the
following: person A has
power over person B
because person A has
control over the resources
that B wants but does not
have access to (Emerson,
1962).

Writing Center
Evolutions
• Support Services
• Tutoring Approaches
• Writing Center
Spaces
• Technology and
Online Centers
• Writing Center
Partnerships

• Resources,
Workshops and
Opportunities
• Resources,
Workshops and
Classes
• Centers and
Tutoring
• One-on-one and
Group Tutoring
• Practice with a
Tutor
• Instruction from a
Tutor

Organizational Change
Theory (OCT)
Understanding the internal
processes of an
organization can help
determine what policies
were implemented
successfully or not
(Gornitzka, 1999).

Multiliteracy Center
Emergence
• Multiliteracy
Pedagogy and
Instruction
• Writing to
Multiliteracy Centers
• Future Growth

• No Service or
Unsure
• Services Not
Likely Offered
• Workshops and
Outreach
• Funding, Space
and Institutional
Support

3. Which of the following
variables, or
combination of
variables, are significant
predictors of strong
writing, oral, reading,
digital and social
competencies for
students: Confidence,
Practice in the
classroom, Practice with
a tutor, Instruction in the
classroom and
Instruction with tutor.
4. What are CSU writing
center coordinators’
perceptions of
expanding writing
center services to
include assistance with
writing, oral, reading,
digital and social
literacies?

LITERATURE
REVIEW

RESEARCH
FINDINGS
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This meta-theoretical framework provided a unique approach to discussing and
understanding multiliteracy competencies and centers in higher education. In the past,
these three frameworks have individually explored other topics and have not explored
one topic together. By only exploring Multiliteracy Theory, Resource Dependence
Theory or Organizational Change Theory limits researchers and future educators from
viewing the whole picture of multiliteracies. It is only when these three frameworks
come together, which they have in this study, where they created a holistic view of this
topic. In the following section, the findings of this study will be explored in the context
of the meta-theoretical framework.
Findings in Context of Multiliteracy Theory
Many themes were discovered throughout this study; however, the ones that relate
back to Multiliteracy Theory (MLT) are students’ attitudes towards multiliteracies.
When students reported negativity, positivity, personal and classroom factors all relate
back to this theoretical framework because it demonstrated students understanding of
more than one literacy enough to have consistent opinions about those literacies.
Lankshear and Knobel (2006) state that education is still dominated by traditional
literacies. However, this study was primarily dedicated to understanding students and
coordinators’ multiliteracy perceptions. Students responded to feeling anxiety, stress,
confidence and mixed feelings regarding writing, oral, reading, digital and social
literacies. Throughout their responses, it was evident that students are engaging with
multiliteracies enough to understand them and identify what emotions they feel towards
each literacy that was examined in this study. Multiliteracies are need both for personal
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and professional lives (Bates & Phelan, 2002; Hodges, 2012; Daggett & Pedinotti Jr.,
2014; Foundation for Excellence in Education, 2017; International Reading Association,
2006; Landrum, Hettich & Wilner, 2010; Manpower Group, 2012).
Students’ negativity had more to do with the quantity of the workload, the lack of
instruction from teachers as well as personal factors that led to stress and anxiety.
Students that reported positive attitudes saw the benefit of gaining multiliteracy skills
both in and out of the classroom, particularly for their future careers. It is important to
note that although many students had negative attitudes towards multiliteracies, it was not
because they found it unbeneficial. Furthermore, personal and classroom factors referred
to students’ preferences with multiliteracies such as not liking to work with groups,
having language barriers or disabilities that cause their attitudes towards multiliteracies to
be complicated.
The other findings that related to this theoretical framework were integrated
exposure, practice and instruction in the classroom. These findings directly aligned with
research on multiliteracy pedagogy and instruction. Integrated exposure, practice and
instruction in the classroom require two or more entities on campus to organize and
participate in an integrated classroom teaching experiences. For this study the main
entity that students wanted to be integrated into classrooms were writing centers as well
as having multiliteracy instruction a recurring part of classroom instruction. Students’
responses that specifically requested multiliteracy instruction and resources touch on
what multiliteracy researchers have found on multiliteracy pedagogy that included
situated practice, explicit instruction, critical framing and transformed practice as
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components of multiliteracy instruction (Cope & Kalantzis, 2015; The New London
Group, 1996). The importance of practice helps instructors teach students with the
current knowledge they have and to build on it. Instruction helps directly inform students
of something new to help expand their previous knowledge. Critical thinking allows
students to rethink or reconsider what they know and to ask questions to better
understand other literacies. Finally, transformed practice takes is the applied knowledge
of multiliteracies in practice where it students apply what they have learned and it has
become ingrained into their thinking.
Once again, in terms of Multiliteracy Theory (MLT) many themes emerged that
related back to the foundational components of this framework. Students perceptions of
multiliteracies and desire for more practice, instruction and exposure connect to what
multiliteracy scholars discussed about this theoretical framework. Knowing the value
and understanding the benefit of multiliteracies was the starting point of this framework
and it leads to applying the instruction to help students gain competency in other
literacies simultaneously.
Findings in Context of Resource Dependence Theory
Resource Dependence Theory (RDT) examined the role of resources within
organizations and how they are obtained, maintained and negotiated within an
organization (Boyd, 1990; Davis & Cobb, 2009; Dress & Heugens, 2015; Johnson,
1995). For this study the findings that related back to RDT was students requesting of
certain services that all required, to a certain degree, funding and resources. Silver
(1993) states that there are three forms of resource partnerships: Dependent, reciprocal
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and dominant. When one form is contingent on the other it is dependent, when they are
mutual it is reciprocal and when one is controlling over the other it is dominant.
Resource Dependence Theory (RDT) helps provide context that could address students’
multiliteracies competencies in higher education (Hillman, Withers & Collins, 2009).
First, students wanted material resources, workshops, centers and tutoring as well as
practice and instruction from a tutor. For universities to provide these services they
require funding, space, faculty and resources.
Resources, workshops, opportunities and classes relate to this theoretical
framework because these are all forms of resources that universities can provide to
students. Resources can be both material objects such as handouts, or informative
experiences such as workshops, classes and opportunities to engage in multiple literacies.
When students request these types of services, it was not as simple as just providing
them. Many conversations happen to negotiate, maintain and deliver resources to
members of its organization.
Additional resources included physical locations where a type of service is
offered as an informational resource to students. Centers, tutoring, practice and
instruction with a tutor are other forms of informational resources that require
maintenance and negotiation of finances, location, space and expertise to offer students.
When students ask for these types of resources working with tutors in a designated space,
it fell under the purview of a center coordinator and in the case of this study, specifically
a writing center. Resource Dependence Theory (RDT) was a proper theoretical
framework that speaks to how writing centers as an organization can obtain, maintain and
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negotiate for resources to offer multiliteracy support for students within CSU campuses.
For instance, coordinators should take inventory of what services they offer, what
resources they have access to and how they can use these resources to their advance to
get more resources from other entities on campus. By taking inventory of what resources
writing centers have, coordinators maintain their power within the university as a
valuable contributor to the organization and can negotiate for additional resources based
on what they have and what they can provide others. Balestar, Grimm, McKinney, Lee,
Sheridan and Silver (2012) suggested that for writing centers to transition into
multiliteracy centers they should not start from scratch. Coordinators should use
resources that already exist and recruit and train staff to assist with other literacies. This
way resources are preserved and modified to support multiliteracy assistance for students.
Findings in Context of Organizational Change Theory
The final framework that was introduced in this study was Organizational Change
Theory (OCT) which examined how organizations lead their members and environment
to ignite change (Davis & Cobb, 2009; Gornitka, 1999). The findings in this study that
related to OCT were no service, outreach, funding, space and institutional support. These
themes were all areas that required organizational support to change. Gornitka (1999)
acknowledges that to reshape an organization, leaders needed to begin from the inside
out. This means taking into consideration what the climate of the organization was, who
the people were, what their needs were, etc. For this study, a significant number of
students stated that they did not need any multiliteracy services or they were unsure of
what services they needed. This related not because it deals with organizational change
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but that it deals with understanding the climate within an organization. Leaders that do
not take into consideration the organizational climate will not be creating changes that
will best suit their members.
In terms of workshops and outreach, this was a finding that aligned with
organizational change because it offers a strategy on how to expand multiliteracy services
on campus through outreach. Outreach was a powerful strategy that leaders could use to
promote themselves, their organizations, their initiatives, goals and outcomes. Outreach
allows writing center coordinators to promote multiliteracy expansions on CSU campuses
to promote and enhance their organizational goals. Organizations needed to make the
initial decision to create change before anything progresses. In this case it meant starting
off within writing centers and working to reshape them to ignite change and transform
writing centers into multiliteracy centers. This was a technique called refactoring where
the functions of an organization are changed without sacrificing the overall structural
design of a center (Lauren, 2016). In other words, changing the tutoring services,
resources, and training to offer multiliteracy assistance without closing the writing center
or impacting the day-to-day operations.
Additionally, funding, institutional support and outreach were components greater
than faculty and require administration and stakeholder involvement to make effective
change. This relates to what researchers found that organizations have rules, regulations,
and requirements that determine what is acceptable and unacceptable within an
organization (Oliver, 1990). Funding, support and outreach were the key factors to
igniting change in this organization; however, they were factors that already had

262
commitments to other entities within an organization that dictate if more funding, support
and outreach can be provided. Unfortunately, without these elements from
administration on CSU campuses, writing centers would not get the traction they need to
move forward with multiliteracy centers. Organization Change Theory (OCT) was
needed to establish a sense of change within an organization from the top down. These
findings align with this third and final theoretical framework because leaders that make a
choice to create change must take into consideration the organizational climate and what
factors currently impact change within an organization.
Selfe (2010) points out that writing centers are safe in higher education, meaning
that the services they offer provide value to the organization and are not in jeopardy of
being removed. Writing center coordinators should use leadership strategies, like
transformational leadership (Nevarez, Wood & Penrose, 2013) or empowered leadership
(Wigg, 1997) to examine their status in the organization and lead their members to
creating change. By understanding what students’ multiliteracy perceptions are will
provide coordinators with knowledge to target their change based on the
recommendations of what students feel will help them.
Recommendations for Action
Since this was a mixed methods study where both qualitative and quantitative data
was collected, this section will explore seven recommendations for action based on both
methods. Research questions one, two and four were the qualitative questions and five
recommendations emerged from the overall themes produced from these findings.
Research question three was the only quantitative question and from that, two
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recommendations emerged. These findings will further be explored in the sections to
follow. Table 33 provides a visual representation of the key findings in relation to
recommendations for action, response, stakeholder responsibility and suggested future
areas of research. Although these recommendations stem from specific research findings,
without explore the response from stakeholders these recommendations will remain
merely recommendations not recommendation for action. Finally, due to the many
themes that emerged throughout this study that were interesting and insightful, they were
also outside the scope of this study. The suggestions for future research are designed to
explore what areas can be explored individually at a later time. The suggestions for
future research will be explored in more depth in the section to follow.
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Table 33
Recommendations for Action
FINDINGS
• Resources,
workshops and
opportunities
• Resources,
workshops and
classes

RECOMMEND
ED ACTION
1. Increased
instructional
support.

RESPONSE

STAKEHOLDER
RESPONSIBILITY
• Instructors
• Writing Center
Coordinators

SUGGESTED
FUTURE RESEARCH
Educators should examine the
benefit of developing required
multiliteracy intensive
courses for students.

• Department
Chairs
• Instructors
• Writing Center
Coordinators

Educators should examine
Multiliteracies Across the
Curriculum (MAC)
professional development and
outreach strategies.

• Writing Center
Coordinators

Educational researchers
should examine California
State University, Channel
Islands as a CSU campus that
explicitly advertises and
offers a multiliteracy center.

Provide better
communication between
student health and
counseling services with
instructors and writing
center coordinators for
mental health resources for
students to address and
manage anxiety.
Administration should
support writing centers as a
valuable student service with
increased funding and grants
to fund their center’s
expansion.

• Instructors
• Writing Center
Coordinators
• Student Health
Services and
Counseling

Educational researchers
should conduct a stand-alone
study that examine factors
that lead to anxiety in
students’ personal,
professional and academic
lives and learn strategies to
help reduce them.

• Administration
• Writing Center
Coordinators
• Department
Chairs

Educational researchers
should examine California
State University (CSU)
faculty and administration
regarding institutional support
and funding related to
resources for student services.
Educational researchers
should examine the effects of
practice time and instruction
in the classroom on students’
multiliteracy competencies
through pre- and post-tests to
determine at what duration
and frequency these variables
have the strongest impact.
Educational researchers
should examine the effects of
practice time and instruction
with a tutor on students’
multiliteracy competencies
through pre- and post-tests to
determine at what duration
and frequency these variables
have the strongest impact.

Create and provide students
with handouts, resources,
tutorials and workshops on
multiliteracy topics to be
distributed in class, in
centers or online. Include
them on centers’ websites as
a reference for students and
instructors.
Provide Multiliteracy Across
the Curriculum (MAC)
taskforce to provide
professional development to
instructors on multiliteracy
instruction in various
studies.
Expand writing center
services and integrate
multiliteracy tutoring to
offer assistance with oral,
digital and social literacies
for students.

• Personal and
classroom
factors
• Workshops and
outreach

2. Increased
faculty
professional
development.

• Centers and
tutoring
• Integrated
exposure and
practice
• One-on-one and
group tutoring
• Negativity,
anxiety and
stress

3. Increased
multiliteracy
tutoring in
centers and
embedded
tutoring in
classrooms.
4. Increased
mental health
services and
collaboration
with faculty.

• Lack of
funding, space
and institutional
support

5. Increased
funding and
institutional
support

• Practice in the
classroom
• Instruction in
the classroom

6. Increased
multiliteracy
practice and
instruction in
the classroom

Instructors should provide
more opportunities in class
to practice and offer explicit
instruction in multiliteracy
competencies.

• Instructors

• Practice with a
tutor
• Instruction with
a tutor

7. Increased
multiliteracy
practice and
instruction
with a tutor

Writing centers should offer
more opportunities for
students to practice and
receive explicit instruction
from tutors on their
multiliteracy competencies.

• Writing Center
Coordinators
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Based on Qualitative Findings
This study contained three qualitative research questions regarding students’ and
writing center coordinators’ perceptions of multiliteracy competencies and services.
Three recommendations emerged based on all the themes found among the three research
questions. These recommendations included the following: Faculty and instructional
support, multiliteracy tutoring and integrated exposure and increased funding and
institutional support. A visual representation of these themes can be seen in Figure 28.

Figure 28. Multiliteracy Qualitative Recommendations
The following five recommendations all support one another to determine a path for
supporting multiliteracy competencies within the CSU system. These recommendations
will individually be explored in the sections to follow.
Recommendation #1. The first recommendation that emerged from the
qualitative findings was instructional support. This entails more resources and
instruction to foster a classroom environment and a multiliteracy center that supports
students with resources to better improve and receive instruction.
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More resources. Regarding their multiliteracy attitudes, students expressed
wanting more resources, workshops, opportunities and classes as what would help them
improve their multiliteracy competencies in regard to writing, oral, reading, digital and
social literacies. This first recommendation stems from students expressing a desire to
self-improve their multiliteracies. Resources, workshops and tutorials can all help
supplement classroom instruction by being an available source of information to help
instructors and students better teach or comprehend multiliteracy competencies in
writing, oral, reading, digital and social literacies. Dadgar, Nodine, Bracco and Venezia
(2013) support this when they discuss helpful strategies to supplement classroom
instruction and one of them is offering embedded help and resources in the classroom.
While research does not specifically state what resources should be offered, students have
expressed wanting handouts, quick workshops or online video tutorials. These resources
can either be distributed in person or accessed easily online through a class’ learning
management system portal such as Canvas or Blackboard or through a school’s writing
center website.
More instruction. Another aspect of this recommendation is having more
instructional support. Types of instructional support included additional classes,
workshops, resources, outreach, tutoring and classroom activities/discussions. Law
(2009) states that although instructors feel that multiliteracy competencies are important,
most of them do not implement it in their teaching. This is because instructors feel that it
is not their responsibility to teach writing, oral, reading, digital and social literacies if it is
not their area of expertise (Wilson, 2011). While this results in students’ perceptions that
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some instructors implement multiliteracy instruction while others do not, reinforces the
inconsistency of instruction and prompts a need for more instructional support so that
students do have some consistency. Students have named these areas as the types of
support they needed to further develop their multiliteracy competencies. These areas all
provide instructional support to students to supplement classroom instruction for those
who need extra support beyond the classroom.
Recommendation #2. The first recommendation that emerged from the
qualitative findings was faculty professional development. This entails teacher awareness
and improved communication to help inform instructors of how to teach multiliteracy
competencies and integrate them into the classroom.
Teacher awareness. First off, students repeatedly stated that their instructors do
not understand them and their hardships. Instructor’s need awareness of students’
multiliteracy perceptions which includes having knowledge of students’ negative and
positive attitudes towards multiliteracy competencies to understand their confidence,
anxiety, and factors that cause tension between classmates and the instructor. The
importance of having more teacher awareness is to demonstrate to instructors what
students in the classroom feel, believe and react towards multiliteracy topics. In terms of
support services, Finley and McNair (2013) found that faculty see support services as
accessible for all without realizing that students who have lower social and cultural
capital do not access these resources easily. This is a disconnect between student and
faculty perceptions about support services which relates to this study in terms of writing
center access. However, it also relates to classroom instruction as well in that it is
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important to know students’ multiliteracy perceptions in the classroom to better instruct
students. This creates an opportunity for multiliteracy centers to provide workshops to
teachers on how to understand students’ perceptions in their classroom as well as
strategies on how to address them during instruction. By having the knowledge of what
creates students’ negativity or positivity towards writing, oral, reading, digital and social
literacies will allow instructors to design curricula that factor in these attitudes.
Improved communication. Multiliteracy skills are essential to success in and out
of the university (Bridgeland, Milano & Rosenblum, 2011; Busteed & Seymour, 2015;
Manpower Group, 2012; Kelly, 2014; Landrum, Hettich & Wilner, 2010). Therefore,
because these competencies are necessary, simply having teacher awareness will not
eliminate the types of literacies students dread, or only provide literacies that students
love, this knowledge will help instructors understand students’ feelings and will take
those into consideration when creating or discussing these types of assignments.
Furthermore, many students cited that a cause of tension and stress in the classrooms is
due to a miscommunication between teachers and students. Many instructors may be
unaware of this therefore, would benefit from having regular discussions and evaluations
with students to determine where students are with their multiliteracy competencies and
what they still need from the instructor. This is a type of strategy called practitioner
inquiry where instructors critically self evaluate themselves to understand new ideas to
form meaning (Coiro & Moore, 2012; Sandretto & Tilson, 2016). This will help
instructors learn about how to instruct multiliteracy competencies to students while
taking into consideration their perceptions and attitudes in these areas. If students need
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assistance with their multiliteracy competencies, then it is realistic to suggest that faculty
do as well. Faculty need support as well from multiliteracy centers to develop their
multiliteracy instructional techniques to help students improve their multiliteracy
competencies. Certain ways multiliteracy centers can provide faculty support is through
Multiliteracies Across the Curriculum (MAC) professional development to instruct
instructors on how to teach multiliteracy competencies in their classes across the
curriculum. Other forms of support can include, but are not limited to, syllabi design,
assignments and activities creation, strategies on how to guide students in multiliteracy
discussions. Faculty are all trained and have expertise in their respective fields, since
multiliteracies crosses disciplines it is important to provide support to instructors and
inform them of how to teach these competencies. Without faculty support, it is assumed
they know how to successfully integrate multiliteracies into the classroom and the results
of this survey indicates how students did not feel that was true.
Recommendation #3. The second recommendation that emerged from the
qualitative findings was multiliteracy tutoring and integrated exposure. This entails
multiliteracy centers, tutoring, instruction and integrated exposure. This recommendation
examines how multiliteracies can be embedded into centers and classrooms to enhance
students’ multiliteracy competencies.
Multiliteracy centers. Students repeatedly across all five competencies explored
in this study requested help from center and/or tutors. Their responses in this study saw
tutors and centers as one. This recommendation is not surprising because a major point
of examination of this study was writing centers. However, it is important to note that
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when students are requesting tutoring through centers, they are not only talking about
writing. They are referencing multiliteracy tutoring in centers. Grutsch McKinney
(2005) note that a center is more than just having a space, coffee and a non-threatening
environment. There needs to be proper support and resources invested into training and
advertising multiliteracy tutoring services for students.
Multiliteracy tutoring. While the coordinators’ findings of this study reveal it is
difficult to get the proper institutional support and funding they need to provide
multiliteracy centers, they are open to offering multiliteracy tutoring to students in forms
of one-on-one and group tutoring as well as workshops. If this recommendation were to
take effect it would be the most immediate support students could receive because
writing center coordinators revealed that they are already, to some degree, offering
multiliteracy tutoring support in their centers. Writing centers needs to focus on training,
designing physical spaces, marketing and formal name change to get multiliteracy center
tutoring a reality (Balestar, Grimm, McKinney, Lee, Sheridan & Silver, 2012). Writing
centers are already transitioning to class themselves multiliteracy centers (Trimbur, 2000)
and more centers are providing, to some degree, multiliteracy support (Sheridan &
Inman, 2010). This recommendation solidifies that an explicit change should occur to
redesign writing centers into multiliteracy centers.
Multiliteracy instruction. Multiliteracy pedagogy focuses on practice,
instruction, critical framing and transformation (Cope & Kalantzis, 2015; Skerrett, 2016;
The New London Group, 1996). Educators can use these four areas to inform
multiliteracy instruction in the classroom to support student learning. Students
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throughout their attitudes on multiliteracies discussed how their attitudes varied based on
the type of instruction, or lack of instruction, they received. Students felt that instructors
could provide more guidelines, clearer expectations and instruction on how to use/work
with multiliteracy components. A solution that they felt was appropriate was increased
instruction from the part of the teacher to clearly explain what the expectations of
assignments are as well as provide them the guidance they need to succeed on these
assignments.
Multiliteracy integrated exposure. Integrated exposure means for instructors to
not only assign multiliteracy assignments in class but to demonstrate how to use and how
to do them. Dadgar, Nodine, Bracco and Venezia (2013) discuss the benefits of
embedded support from advisors and tutors in the classroom to supplement instruction.
This relates to the findings of this study where many students felt their classes included
these multiliteracies but their instructors were not familiar on how to use technology or
how to appropriately manage group social interactions. As a result, students felt that they
had to teach themselves how to use technology or they felt intense negativity towards
group related activities due to inappropriate group dynamics not being properly addressed
by the instructor. Furthermore, writing centers have also worked with classroom faculty
to embed tutors in the classroom (DeLoach, Angel, Breaux & Keebler, 2014; Hallman,
2014; Hannum, Bracewell & Head, 2014; Pagnac, Bradfield, Boertje, McMahon & Teets,
2014; Parmiter & Morgan, 2014; Raica-Klotz, Montgomery, Giroux, Brinson, Gibson,
Singleton, Stoneman & Vang, 2014; Titus, Boyle, Scudder & Sudol, 2014; Webster &
Hansen, 2014). This is an approach multiliteracy centers can also employ to embed
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multiliteracy support in writing, oral, reading, digital and social literacies across the
curriculum creating a Multiliteracy Across the Curriculum (MAC) model for faculty to
learn and implement themselves.
Recommendation #4. The fourth recommendation that emerged from the
qualitative findings was mental health services collaboration with faculty. This entails
visibility of services and partnerships with instructors and writing centers to offer
resources to help students manage and address their anxieties.
Increased communication. Due to the consistent finding across all five
multiliteracy competencies being negativity, anxiety, nervousness and stress, this
recommendation is designed to increase awareness of mental health services for CSU
students. Although mental health has become more aware in recent years, there is still a
stigma that individuals feel in regard to their mental health status. Kitzrow (2003)
discusses that more students are experiencing mental health issues and all educators, not
just the psychology or the counseling departments, that should identify these markers and
help students. Furthermore, Dadgar, Nodine, Bracco and Venezia (2013) state that
although services are available to students, like mental health, students that do not have
previous knowledge of the ins and outs of education will not know to go seek these
services. In this study, students had overwhelming anxiety and stress related to writing,
oral, reading, digital and social literacies. These competencies are required in and out of
academia and yet students are plagued with these mental health concerns, that if not
addressed properly will continue to grow and fester. Academia is not the only place
where students have stress and anxiety. It can stem from their personal lives and at work
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as well. There should be increased communication regarding mental health to work
towards removing the stigma and getting students the help they need.
Increased partnerships. The other component of this recommendation is to
develop a partnership between instructors and writing center coordinators with mental
health services and counseling. CSU campuses have a variety of support services for
students however, students may not be aware of what services are available to them.
Nodine, Jaeger, Venezia and Bracco (2012) discuss how students face challenges in
college due to not making the appropriate decisions due to a lack of proper information.
If students do not know that mental health exists for them as a resource on CSU
campuses, will they likely attend? It is the responsibility of educators to clearly
communicate what services are available to students and not assume students already
know (Finley & McNair, 2013). Additionally, negativity, anxiety and stress is present in
the classroom and it is a pressing concern for students that also presents a concern for
instructors. By developing a partnership between mental health services and counseling
and instructors and writing centers will better equip faculty with the tools and strategies
they need to assist students in the classroom that face mental health concerns.
Recommendation #5. The fifth and final recommendation that emerged from the
qualitative findings was increased funding and institutional support. This entails
increased funding, administrative support and institutional support as factors that impact
what writing center coordinators can do to expand services to include multiliteracy
assistance.
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Increased funding. Specifically, from the writing center coordinators’ survey
stemmed this recommendation for increased funding and institutional support to help
provide multiliteracy assistance for students. For writing centers to transition into
multiliteracy centers coordinators revealed that funding was a major hindrance for them.
A first step would be to determine what causes students to come to centers or how to
target services to get students to come to the center regularly (Childers, 2010; Goddu,
2012; Pexton, 2012; King & Atkins-Sayre, 2012). Similarly, not having institutional
support from administration was another huge problem that ties in with a lack of
additional funding for their centers. Throughout this study students have revealed that
they need multiliteracy assistance and support, not only from writing centers but through
instruction as well. While increased funding and institutional support were requested by
writing center coordinators, the reality of it is to sufficiently and effectively support
multiliteracy competencies on CSU campuses, funding and support need to be given to
sustain this endeavor.
Administrative support. Based on the findings of the writing center coordinators’
survey, administrative support has a big impact on whether changes in writing center
services are supported and funded. Administration should take inventory of what type of
classes students want to find faculty, space, money and time to invest in extra classes.
Educational outcomes and resources should be aligned with what students need as well as
what the community expects of students upon graduation (Doing What Matters, 2015a).
Classes, workshops, resources, outreach and tutoring all require administrative support to
find faculty, space, money and time to invest in these services. If this recommendation
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were to take effect, administration should take inventory of what type of services students
need; for instance, digital classes versus writing workshops, when they are determining
how to best distribute these services to students. Ultimately students feel that their
education needs to be supplemented and these are some areas that administration can
work to provide for students. A multiliteracy center on campus that provides students
with multiliteracy instruction and support without requiring students to spend money
outside of the university to receive additional assistance.
Institutional support. Not only do writing centers need it but so do faculty and
staff that oversee handling the day-to-day delivery of these services. Having money is
only one part of making change occur; having support is more powerful than we realize.
One way to gain institutional support is for writing centers to form partnerships with
other departments to gain support, expertise and resources from departments that relate to
multiliteracy acquisition (American Library Association, 2006; Bosque & Chapman,
2007; LeFebvre, 2012; Nelson & Wambeam, 1995). By doing this, coordinators can
work to build institutional support by demonstrating that a multiliteracy center is not only
beneficial to one department’s idea of literacy but to many departments’ ideas of what
constitutes as multiliteracies. Increased funding and institutional support are needed to
address the practical challenges (funding) and the unseen challenges (support) to provide
multiliteracy assistance on CSU campuses.
Based on Quantitative Finding
This study contained one quantitative research question regarding what significant
predictors were found to improve students’ multiliteracy competencies. Two
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recommendations emerged based on the findings of research question three. These
recommendations included: Increased practice opportunities and explicit instruction in
the classroom as well as increased practice opportunities and explicit instruction with a
tutor. A visual representation of these themes can be seen in Figure 29.

Figure 29. Multiliteracy Quantitative Recommendations
The following two recommendations stemmed from the quantitative findings of this
study and support practice and instruction in the classroom and from a tutor, as
significant predictors that will help students improve their multiliteracy competencies.
These recommendations will individually be explored in the sections to follow.
Recommendation #6. The first recommendation that emerged from the
quantitative findings, but sixth recommendation overall, was multiliteracy classroom
practice and instruction. This entails more multiliteracy practice opportunities and
explicit multiliteracy instruction in the classroom to help improve students writing, oral,
reading, digital and social competencies. This recommendation focuses on what can be
done by an instructor within the classroom for students.
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Multiliteracy practice in the classroom. Multiliteracy practice in the classroom
means giving students more opportunities in class to work with multiliteracy components.
O’Brien and Voss (2011) discuss that students need multiple opportunities to engage in
the classroom with multimodalities and multiliteracies. Due to the findings the
quantitative research question, this recommendation pays special attention to writing,
oral, reading and social competencies where this variable was a predictor for. The more
chances students have to practice their writing, oral, reading and social skills in the
classroom the greater likelihood their competency in these areas will increase.
Instructors should provide more hands-on practical application of their ideas through
informal and formal practice with multiliteracies in the classroom. The researchers have
found that students need to interact with multiple forms of literacy to achieve a greater
purpose (Abrams & Russo, 2015; Jewett, 2011; Wood, 2011). Therefore, by increasing
the opportunities students have to practice writing, oral, reading and social literacies in
the classroom allows them to ask questions from the instructor, from their peers and to
gain confidence in these areas as low stakes opportunities to learn.
Multiliteracy instruction in the classroom. Explicit instruction means to dedicate
class time to explaining, showing, informing and/or teaching these competencies to
students. Instructors should not assume that these competencies are obvious to students
and they intuitively know how to do them. It is important for instructors to break it down
for students to understand. The three areas are from multiliteracy instruction which
describe to students what multiliteracies are, how they are used and why they exist (Cope
& Kalantzis, 2015; Kalantzis & Cope, 2008; The New London Group, 1996). By using
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this three-part instructional method of “what”, “how” and “why” instructors can transfer
multiliteracy knowledge to students in an explicit manner to increase the chances that
transfer occurred. This recommendation asks instructors to model these competencies for
students through demonstrations, lessons or lectures to make sure these competencies are
explicitly taught.
Recommendation #7. The final recommendation overall, the second
recommendation from the quantitative findings, was multiliteracy tutor practice and
instruction. This entails more multiliteracy practice opportunities and explicit
multiliteracy instruction from a tutor to help improve students writing, oral, reading,
digital and social competencies. This recommendation focuses on what can be done by
tutors in multiliteracy centers for students.
Multiliteracy practice with a tutor. Multiliteracy practice with a tutor means
giving students practice time specifically with a tutor. This recommendation is more
geared towards centers than it is classrooms as centers offer tutor support to students. For
this recommendation it is important to note that, based on the quantitative findings,
centers need to work on providing practice sessions in writing, oral, reading and digital
sessions for students to work with tutors in the writing center and develop these necessary
multiliteracy competencies. By practicing with a tutor, students gain the knowledge of
their expertise as well receive feedback on how to improve these competencies prior to
needing to use them in classroom settings. Sheridan (2010c) states that multiliteracy
centers should incorporate more technology and equipment such as desktops, recorders,
cameras and various applications to have the proper tools needed to assist students when
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practicing with multiple literacies. Since this recommendation focuses on writing, oral,
reading and digital literacies, the equipment can be used to allow students to practice
their writing, speaking, reading and technology literacies with the assistance of a tutor in
the center.
Multiliteracy instruction from a tutor. Having explicit instruction from a tutor
allows for supplemental teaching when classroom instruction is not enough. Although
the results of the quantitative portion of this study found this variable to only be a
predictor for writing competencies, the qualitative results suggested that students wanted
instruction from a tutor for all the multiliteracy competencies studied in this study. Since
writing tutors are offered through the writing center on all these CSU campuses, it is not
surprising that this variable was found significant for this competency because there is
enough experience with instruction from a tutor in this area. Tutors can discuss writing
higher order concerns such as structure, organization, content, evidence, etc. with a
student so that the student can gain the knowledge needed for future writing assignments
(Reigstad & McAndrew, 1984). However, this is important to note that while the other
competencies were not found significant, instruction from a tutor should still be offered
to students. By making instruction from tutor available for all literacies will help
students know that they can work with a tutor to develop their multiliteracy competencies
outside the classroom if they need further assistance. Instruction from a tutor has not yet
been offered for oral, reading, digital and social literacies as it has in the past with
writing. Through this recommendation, educators can change that dynamic and make
explicit instruction from a tutor an available service for all multiliteracies.
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Suggestions for Future Research
While this study collected both qualitative and quantitative data from California
State University (CSU) students and writing center coordinators through two different
survey instruments, there is still more that needs to be done to understand multiliteracy
competencies and centers in higher education. Areas for future research include what can
be modified or added to continue exploring this study’s research design. Other areas for
future research can include this study as a foundational exploration of multiliteracy
competencies and use the knowledge gained from this study to continue learning more
about this topic. Suggestions for future research in this area stem from a comprehensive
analysis of the qualitative and quantitative findings of this study. Suggestions include,
but are not limited to, the following:
1. Educational researchers should examine the benefit of developing required
multiliteracy intensive courses for students.
2. Educational researchers should examine Multiliteracies Across the Curriculum
(MAC) professional development and outreach strategies.
3. Educational researchers should examine California State University, Channel
Islands as a CSU campus that explicitly advertises and offers a multiliteracy
center.
4. Educational researchers should conduct a stand-alone study that examine factors
that lead to anxiety in students’ personal, professional and academic lives and
learn strategies to help reduce them.
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5. Educational researchers should examine California State University (CSU) faculty
and administration regarding institutional support and funding related to resources
for student support services.
6. Educational researchers should examine the effects of practice time and
instruction in the classroom on students’ multiliteracy competencies through pretests and post-tests to determine at what duration and frequency these variables
have the strongest impact.
7. Educational researchers should examine the effects of practice time and
instruction with a tutor on students’ multiliteracy competencies through pre-tests
and post-tests to determine at what duration and frequency these variables have
the strongest impact.
Suggestion #1
Educational researchers should examine the benefit of developing required
multiliteracy intensive courses for students. Students expressed wanting more courses in
writing, oral, reading, digital and social literacies. This suggestion asks educators to
examine how to effectively develop multiliteracy intensive courses for students in order
to give increased multiliteracy exposure to students. These competencies can be
designed into one course or individually developed, for instance, writing intensive, oral
intensive, reading intensive courses, etc. Most CSU campuses have writing intensive
courses as a graduation requirement. This suggestion could look at developing other
intensive courses and explore the possibility and feasibility of making them graduation
requirements as well.
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Suggestion #2
Educational researchers should examine Multiliteracies Across the Curriculum
(MAC) professional development and outreach strategies. There are Writing Across the
Curriculum (WAC), Communication Across the Curriculum (CAC) and Reading Across
the Disciplines (RAD) educational movements that emphasis training instructors on how
to teach writing, speaking and reading across the curriculum. Educators should examine
the possibility of a Multiliteracies Across the Curriculum (MAC) initiative and how to
train faculty across disciplines on multiliteracy instruction and pedagogy in order to
integrate these competencies for students in all classes across the curriculum.
Suggestion #3
Educational researchers should examine California State University, Channel
Islands as a CSU campus that explicitly advertises and offers a multiliteracy center. Due
to the findings from the writing center coordinators’ portion of this study, only one
campus identified as a multiliteracy center and provides multiliteracy assistance for
students—California State University, Channel Islands. In terms of transitioning CSU
writing centers into multiliteracy centers, it will be helpful for educators to know how
one CSU center made the transition, what obstacles they overcame, what type of funding
they were able to secure, how they built stakeholder interest and buy-in for their
multiliteracy center. By examining how a state university multiliteracy center runs and
maintains the resources and support they need to help students will be a vital component
of understanding how to transition other state universities into multiliteracy centers as
well.

283
Suggestion #4
Educational researchers should conduct a stand-alone study that examines factors
that lead to anxiety in the classroom for students and strategies to eliminate them.
Although this study revealed that students have anxiety in regard to their multiliteracy
competencies, it is not completely clear in what ways or how to resolve them. It would
benefit educators to conduct a separate stand-alone study that explores factors that lead to
increased anxiety and what strategies educators can realistically incorporate in the
classroom to help students manage and alleviate their anxieties. Mental health is a huge
concern for students and this type of study can begin to understand how to reduce that
anxiety for students and help improve their educational learning environments.
Suggestion #5
Educational researchers should examine California State University (CSU) faculty
and administration regarding institutional support and funding related to resources for
student support services. Related to the first suggestion, it is important for educators to
examine faculty and administrators’ perceptions of multiliteracy competencies to
determine the type of multiliteracy assignments or activities faculty incorporate across
the curriculum to better demonstrate that a need for a multiliteracy center to exist on CSU
campuses. In addition to faculty perceptions, it is also essential to examine
administrators’ standpoint on institutional support and funding related to resources.
Many coordinators in this study revealed that funding and support were the causes for not
including a multiliteracy center on their CSU campuses. I think educators need to
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explore and understand where funding and resources come from and why institutional
support is not provided to writing centers.
Suggestion #6
Educational researchers should examine the effects of practice time and
instruction in the classroom on students’ multiliteracy competencies through pre- and
post-tests to determine at what duration and frequency these variables have the strongest
impact. The third research question in this study that determined that practice and
instruction in the classroom were significant predictors that led to strong competencies in
writing, oral, reading, digital and social literacies. Based on these results, as students’
competencies increased, so did the benefit of practice and instruction in the classroom.
Although these results demonstrate an impact of practice and instruction in the classroom
as variables that increase students’ multiliteracy competencies, it is unclear by how much.
A future study that examines students’ multiliteracy competencies levels before practice
and instruction in the classroom as well as after. This will help to determine the amount
of time needed in each of these four variables (practice in the classroom and instruction
in the classroom) to increase students’ multiliteracy competencies in writing, oral,
reading, digital and social. By doing this type of study, researchers can isolate with more
certainty a practical amount of time that is needed to help students’ increase their
multiliteracy competencies.
Suggestion #7
Similar to suggestion six, educational researchers should examine the effects of
practice time and instruction from a tutor on students’ multiliteracy competencies through
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pre- and post-tests to determine at what duration and frequency these variables have the
strongest impact. Practice and instruction from a tutor were significant predictors that led
to strong competencies in writing, oral, reading, digital and social literacies. Based on
these results, in regard to working with a tutor, as students’ competencies increased, the
benefit of practice or instruction with a tutor decreased. Although this is a negative
correlation, these results demonstrate that practice and instruction from a tutor helps
students’ multiliteracy competencies improve. However, similar to suggestion six, it is
unclear by how much. A future study that examines students’ multiliteracy competencies
levels before practice and instruction from a tutor as well as after. This will help to
determine the amount of time needed in each of these four variables (practice with a tutor
and instruction from a tutor) to increase students’ multiliteracy competencies in writing,
oral, reading, digital and social. By doing this type of study, researchers can isolate with
more certainty a practical amount of time that is needed to help students’ increase their
multiliteracy competencies.
Leadership and Policy Implications
Based on the discussion presented in chapters one and two, it was evident that
students within the California State University (CSU) system needed a proper support
service to assistant them with their multiliteracy needs. The purpose of this research was
first, to determine California State University (CSU) students’ perceptions of
multiliteracy competencies and what services they recommend would benefit
them. Second, to determine what are significant predictors that lead to strong writing,
oral, reading, digital and social literacies for students. Third, to evaluate CSU writing
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center coordinators’ perceptions of expanding writing center services to include
multiliteracy support for students.
This study hoped to contribute knowledge to the field of writing centers in five
ways as demonstrated in chapter one. Those five areas of significance include:
1. To help assist students in their academic careers as they encounter coursework
that requires them to engage in writing, oral, reading, digital and social literacies.
2. To provide more insight to university writing center coordinators as well as
university administrators on what students at their campus would benefit from
having.
3. To expand the concept of literacy beyond simply reading and writing and open it
up to more forms of literacy.
4. To inform writing centers on what aspects to focus on incorporating, students can
articulate their needs, and writing center coordinators can express their concerns
for pushing this action forward.
5. To employ a rich meta-theoretical framework that provides a well-rounded
approach to addressing multiliteracy competencies and centers that is unique to
this field of study and a valuable tool for writing center directors.
Based on the findings presented in chapter four, this study helped contribute knowledge
in these five areas to further understand multiliteracy competencies and multiliteracy
centers in higher education. The implication of these results should encourage
educational leaders to reexamine how multiliteracies are taught within higher education
and establish a need for the existence of a multiliteracy center on CSU campuses. This
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topic has implications for students, instructors, administration, policy makers and the
community.
First, students are the primary implication of this study as they are the individuals
that need to obtain these competencies and strength their writing, oral, reading, digital
and social literacies. Second, instructors are implicated as they are the ones that already
do, or should start to, integrate multiliteracy competencies into classroom instruction
across the curriculum. Third, administration is implicated because without their support
of writing center coordinators and instructors, multiliteracy centers cannot gain traction to
develop on CSU campuses. Fourth, policy makers are implicated because they should
invest funding and resources in multiliteracy centers to help foster and develop students’
competencies prior to graduation and entrance into the workforce and community.
Finally, this leads to the final group that is implicated by this study, which is the
community. The community is implicated as students emerge out of higher education
they enter the workforce as well as become members of society. Figure 30 shows a
visual representation of the implication of multiliteracy competencies in the 21st century.
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Figure 30. Implications of Multiliteracy Competencies
Students gaining strong multiliteracy competencies has a ripple effect that starts with
students and ends with the community. The recommendations provided in this chapter—
teacher awareness, instructional support, integrated exposure, tutoring, and institutional
support—all contribute to the implications ripple effect. Furthermore, when the interests
of all the implicated groups come together that is when a platform for change can occur.
While these stakeholders are implicated it is important to have their role taken
into consideration for any recommendation. Change does not occur simply by having all
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individuals involved come together; however, it is a platform for change. When writing
centers first determine what additional services they offer and change their mission
statements to reflect the changes they have made (Balester, Grimm, McKinney, Lee,
Sheridan & Silver, 2012; Ballingall, 2013; Inman, 2010; Sheridan, 2010a). This is the
overarching picture of how to transition writing centers into multiliteracy centers. This
can be accomplished through a computer science technique called refactoring. This
technique works to transform an organization, or system, from the inside out without
compromising the structural integrity (Lauren, 2016). In terms of writing to multiliteracy
centers this means working to incorporate multiliteracy services to an existing writing
center without having to temporarily shut down the writing center and interfering with
the daily functions of the writing center. Refactoring asks coordinators to begin
incorporating multiliteracy assistance through one-on-one tutoring, workshops and
outreach without shutting down the writing center or creating a separate multiliteracy
center from scratch. This way the center can still function under the current services it
offers until new services are successfully integrated. Sheridan (2010c) points out that
multiliteracy centers should be a place that promotes diversity, is staffed with individuals
with multiliteracy expertise and be a space that facilitates critical reflection.
Multiliteracy centers are not just a tutoring support for students but also a valuable
resource for faculty and staff to develop themselves professionally and enhance
themselves as multiliteracy educators. Critical change occurs when students, instructors,
administrators, policy makers and the community come together for the same cause and
promote awareness and support for multiliteracies in higher education.
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Conclusion
Multiliteracy competencies have a strong impact on in the 21st century. Students
need them for their personal, academic and professional careers. As the world continues
to evolve so do the literacies that are needed for students to succeed both in and out of the
university. Throughout the years, writing and reading were traditionally seen as the only
literacies. Additionally, any support service for these literacies were commonly writing
centers. Multiliteracies were not explored until the late 90s when the New London Group
(1996) began to address and discuss this idea, what it consists of and what it means to
have multiliteracy education. There is even less literature on multiliteracy centers;
however, over the past two decades this topic has become an area of interest for most
writing center scholars. Multiliteracy competencies and multiliteracy centers have not
been explored extensively nor have they been explored together, until now.
This study explored multiliteracy competencies regarding writing, oral, reading,
digital and social literacies as well as multiliteracy centers in the context of one study.
The study examined the California State University (CSU) system as whole by surveying
students and writing center coordinators on their viewpoints of this topic. Two surveys
were distributed and over a six-week span over 2100 responses were collected from
students and seven responses were collected from writing center coordinators on their
respective surveys. In total, seventeen CSU campuses participated in this study reflecting
a variety of southern, mid and northern California campuses. Students ranging from
undergraduates to doctoral students participated in this study and provided insightful
knowledge regarding their multiliteracy perceptions.
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Throughout the study, four research questions were addressed regarding students
multiliteracy attitudes, the types of services they recommend, what variables are
significant predictors of strong multiliteracy competencies as well as what are
coordinators’ perceptions of multiliteracies and writing center expansions. Many themes
emerged across the five multiliteracy competencies and were thoroughly addressed in
chapter four. However, across all four research questions, four themes emerged most
repeatedly across all five competencies.
It is important to acknowledge and understand perceptions of an issue to move
forward with any action. In this study, both perceptions and recommendations were
explored allowing students and coordinators to voice their concerns and solutions to
addressing multiliteracy competencies on CSU campuses. This study helped provide new
knowledge to the area of multiliteracies, multiliteracy centers and writing center future
growth. This study serves to inform students, instructors, coordinators and administrators
as well as the community about the impact of multiliteracy competencies on our students.
Finally, it services to indicate to educational leaders the value support services have on
student learning and success and the need to develop multiliteracy centers on CSU
campuses. Teaching multiliteracies is not enough. If students are expected to interact
with these different literacy modes, then it is important to also provide them with the
necessary tools and support they need to succeed in these areas. Multiliteracy
competencies are important for students’ personal, academic and professional lives but
multiliteracy centers are important to assist students as they develop these competencies
while they are in the university to prepare them for their lives outside of academia.
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APPENDIX A
Students’ Informed Consent
My name is Setareh Tabrizi, and I am a doctoral student at California State University,
Sacramento, Education Department working on my dissertation. You are invited to
participate in an IRB approved research study which will involve you answering a series
of questions pertaining to your multiliteracy competencies in Writing, Reading, Oral
(speaking), Digital and Social competencies and whether or not you would benefit from a
campus service designed to help prepare you develop these skills.
The purpose of this research is to first determine California State University (CSU)
students’ perceptions of multiliteracy competencies and determine the variables that lead
to strong writing, oral, reading, digital and social literacies for students. Secondly, to
evaluate the need for CSU writing center coordinators to expand writing center services
to include multiliteracy support for students (which will be conducted in a separate
survey).
Your participation in this project is voluntary. The risks to participating in this study are
not greater than those risks you may encounter in daily life. Even after you agree to
participate, you may decide to skip questions, or leave the study at any time. If you
decide to participate, you will be asked to complete the survey by answering a series of
brief questions to the best of your ability/knowledge. Your participation in this study will
last no more than 15 minutes. If you have any questions about your rights as a participant
in a research project please contact me at sht22@csus.edu or my adviser Carlos Nevarez
at 916-278-5557, or email nevarezc@csus.edu.
By participating in the study you indicate that you have read and understand the
information provided above. Thank you very much for your participation!
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APPENDIX B
Students’ Recruitment Email
SUBJECT: Please Participate in a Short Survey!
MESSAGE: See below
Dear student,
Hello! My name is Setareh Tabrizi, I am a doctoral student in the Education Department
at Sacramento State working on my dissertation. The reason I am emailing you is to ask
you to participate in the dissertation study I am doing for students within the CSU
system.
However, in order to help students be successful with their multiliteracy competencies, I
need your help answering my survey!
Below is a link to a survey I’ve created on Survey Monkey that asks you to complete a
series of brief questions pertaining to your multiliteracy competencies in Writing, Oral
(speaking), Reading, Digital and Social literacies and whether or not you would benefit
from a campus service designed to help prepare you to develop these skills.
https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/NHBJNMW
This survey is completely anonymous; your personal information and email will not be
recorded or used in this study, nor will it be linked to your survey responses. Your
participation in the survey will take 15 minutes to complete. It will begin on November 1,
2017 and will last through December 31, 2017 after that time I will evaluate all responses
and analyze the results.
If you have any questions, feel free to contact me at sht22@csus.edu.
Thank you for your time and take care,
Setareh Tabrizi
Doctoral Candidate
Educational Leadership, Ed.D.
Sacramento State University
sht22@csus.edu

295
APPENDIX C
Students’ Survey Questions
1. Please select the option that applies to you:
[_] Male
[_] Female
[_] Other
2. Please check which CSU institution you are currently studying at:
[_] Bakersfield
[_] Channel Islands
[_] Chico
[_] Dominguez Hills
[_] East Bay
[_] Fresno
[_] Fullerton
[_] Humboldt
[_] Long Beach
[_] Los Angeles
[_] Maritime Academy
[_] Monterey Bay
[_] Northridge
[_] Pomona
[_] Sacramento
[_] San Bernardino
[_] San Diego
[_] San Francisco
[_] San Jose
[_] San Luis Obispo
[_] San Marcos
[_] Sonoma
[_] Stanislaus
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3. Please identify your major or closely related major:
[_] Art
[_] Biology
[_] Business
[_] Chemistry
[_] Communication
[_] Computer science
[_] Criminal Justice
[_] Education
[_] English
[_] Ethnic Studies
[_] History
[_] Kinesiology
[_] Liberal Arts
[_] Mathematics
[_] Nursing
[_] Nutrition
[_] Philosophy
[_] Physics
[_] Psychology
[_] Sociology
[_] Spanish
[_] Other (please specify): ___________________
4. Please indicate your enrollment status:
[_] Part-time student
[_] Full-time student
[_] Graduated
5. Please indicate your class standing:
[_] First Year
[_] Second Year
[_] Third Year or Transfer
[_] Fourth Year
[_] Fifth Year or more
[_] Graduate Student
[_] Doctoral Student
[_] Graduated
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6. Please indicate what age group you fall into:
[_] 18 years old or younger
[_] 19-24 years old
[_] 25-34 years old
[_] 35-44 years old
[_] 45-54 years old
[_] 55-64 years old
[_] 65 years old or older

7. Please indicate your ethnicity:
[_] White
[_] Hispanic or Latino/a
[_] Black or African American
[_] Native American or American Indian
[_] Asian or Pacific Islander
[_] Middle Eastern
[_] Indian
[_] Multi-racial
[_] Other (please specify): ___________________
Writing Competencies
In this study “writing competencies” refers to your skills in relation to completing
written assignments or activities (essays, freewrites, journaling, research papers,
proposals, etc.).
8. How would you rate your writing competency?
[1] Low
[2] Average
[3] Above Average
[4] Strong
9. How would you rate your confidence with writing?
[1] Low
[2] Average
[3] Above Average
[4] Strong
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10. Describe your attitudes/concerns with writing related assignments/activities
(essays, freewrites, journaling, research papers, proposals, etc.).

________________________________________________________________________
11. Describe what services would help alleviate your attitudes/concerns with writing
related assignments/activities (essays, freewrites, journaling, research papers,
proposals, etc.).

12. How beneficial do you think writing practice in the classroom is on your writing
competency skills?
[1] None
[2] A Little
[3] Moderate
[4] A Lot
13. How beneficial do you think writing practice with a tutor is on your writing
competency skills?
[1] None
[2] A Little
[3] Moderate
[4] A Lot
14. How beneficial do you think writing instruction in the classroom is on your
writing competency skills?
[1] None
[2] A Little
[3] Moderate
[4] A Lot
15. How beneficial do you think writing instruction from a tutor is on your writing
competency skills?
[1] None
[2] A Little
[3] Moderate
[4] A Lot
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Oral Competencies
In this study “oral competencies” refers to your skills in relation to completing
spoken assignments or activities (individual presentations, group presentations,
speeches, class discussions, etc.).
16. How would you rate your oral competency?
[1] Low
[2] Average
[3] Above Average
[4] Strong
17. How would you rate your confidence with speaking?
[1] Low
[2] Average
[3] Above Average
[4] Strong
18. Describe your attitudes/concerns with speaking related assignments/activities
(individual presentations, group presentations, speeches, class discussions, etc.).

________________________________________________________________________
19. Describe what services would help alleviate your attitudes/concerns with
speaking related assignments/activities (individual presentations, group
presentations, speeches, class discussions, etc.).

________________________________________________________________________
20. How beneficial do you think speaking practice in the classroom is on your oral
competency skills?
[1] None
[2] A Little
[3] Moderate
[4] A Lot
21. How beneficial do you think speaking practice with a tutor is on your oral
competency skills?
[1] None
[2] A Little
[3] Moderate
[4] A Lot
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22. How beneficial do you think speaking instruction in the classroom is on your oral
competency skills?
[1] None
[2] A Little
[3] Moderate
[4] A Lot
23. How beneficial do you think speaking instruction from a tutor is on your oral
competency skills?
[1] None
[2] A Little
[3] Moderate
[4] A Lot
Reading Competencies
In this study “reading competencies” refers to your skills in relation to
completing reading assignments or activities (comprehension, speed reading, articles,
prompts, books, textbooks, manuals, etc.).
24. How would you rate your reading competency?
[1] Low
[2] Average
[3] Above Average
[4] Strong
25. How would you rate your confidence with reading?
[1] Low
[2] Average
[3] Above Average
[4] Strong

26. Describe your attitudes/concerns with reading related assignments/activities
(comprehension, speed reading, articles, prompts, books, textbooks, manuals,
etc.).

________________________________________________________________________
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27. Describe what services would help alleviate your attitudes/concerns with reading
related assignments/activities (comprehension, speed reading, articles, prompts,
books, textbooks, manuals, etc.).

________________________________________________________________________
28. How beneficial do you think reading practice in the classroom is on your reading
competency skills?
[1] None
[2] A Little
[3] Moderate
[4] A Lot
29. How beneficial do you think reading practice with a tutor is on your reading
competency skills?
[1] None
[2] A Little
[3] Moderate
[4] A Lot
30. How beneficial do you think reading instruction in the classroom is on your
reading competency skills?
[1] None
[2] A Little
[3] Moderate
[4] A Lot
31. How beneficial do you think reading instruction from a tutor is on your reading
competency skills?
[1] None
[2] A Little
[3] Moderate
[4] A Lot
Digital Competencies
In this study “digital competencies” refers to your skills in relation to completing
online or technology assignments or activities (computer usage, researching, emails,
PowerPoint, online class platforms such as Canvas, Blackboard, Desire2Learn, etc.).
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32. How would you rate your digital competency?
[1] Low
[2] Average
[3] Above Average
[4] Strong
33. How would you rate your confidence with technology?
[1] Low
[2] Average
[3] Above Average
[4] Strong
34. Describe your attitudes/concerns with digital or technology related
assignments/activities (computer usage, researching, emails, PowerPoint, online
class platforms such as Canvas, Blackboard, Desire2Learn, etc.).

________________________________________________________________________
35. Describe what services would help alleviate your attitudes/concerns with digital
or technology related assignments/activities (computer usage, researching,
emails, PowerPoint, online class platforms such as Canvas, Blackboard,
Desire2Learn, etc.).

________________________________________________________________________
36. How beneficial do you think practice with technology in the classroom is on your
digital competency skills?
[1] None
[2] A Little
[3] Moderate
[4] A Lot
37. How beneficial do you think practice with technology with a tutor is on your
digital competency skills?
[1] None
[2] A Little
[3] Moderate
[4] A Lot
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38. How beneficial do you think instruction on technology in the classroom is on your
digital competency skills?
[1] None
[2] A Little
[3] Moderate
[4] A Lot
39. How beneficial do you think instruction on technology from a tutor is on your
digital competency skills?
[1] None
[2] A Little
[3] Moderate
[4] A Lot
Social Competencies
In this study “social competencies” refers to your skills in relation to completing
social engaging assignments or activities (interviewing, collaboration, working with
peers, working in groups, understanding body language or social cues, understanding
different cultures, etc.).
40. How would you rate your social competency?
[1] Low
[2] Average
[3] Above Average
[4] Strong
41. How would you rate your confidence with social interactions?
[1] Low
[2] Average
[3] Above Average
[4] Strong
42. Describe your attitudes/concerns with socially interactive assignments/activities
(collaboration, working with peers, working in groups, understanding body
language or social cues, understanding different cultures, etc.).

________________________________________________________________________
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43. Describe what services would help alleviate your attitudes/concerns with socially
interactive related assignments/activities (collaboration, working with peers,
working in groups, understanding body language or social cues, understanding
different cultures, etc.).

________________________________________________________________________
44. How beneficial do you think opportunities to interact socially in the classroom is
on your social competency skills?
[1] None
[2] A Little
[3] Moderate
[4] A Lot
45. How beneficial do you think opportunities to interact socially from a tutor is on
your social competency skills?
[1] None
[2] A Little
[3] Moderate
[4] A Lot
46. How beneficial do you think classroom instruction on how to interact socially
with others is on your social competency skills?
[1] None
[2] A Little
[3] Moderate
[4] A Lot
47. How beneficial do you think instruction form a tutor on how to interact socially
with others is on your social competency skills?
[1] None
[2] A Little
[3] Moderate
[4] A Lot
48. Do you know about the writing center available to you on campus?
[_] Yes
[_] No
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49. Have you ever gone to the writing center on your campus?
[_] Yes
[_] No
50. What competencies does your writing center offer tutoring for? Check all that
apply.
[_] Writing
[_] Reading
[_] Speaking
[_] Digital
[_] Social
[_] I Don’t Know
[_] Other _____________________________
51. Would you be more inclined to go to the writing center if they provided writing,
reading, oral/speaking, digital and/or social competency tutoring?
[_] Yes
[_] No
52. What is one thing the writing center at your campus could add to better help you
improve your writing, oral, reading, digital and social competencies?

_______________________________________________________________________
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APPENDIX D
Coordinators’ Informed Consent
My name is Setareh Tabrizi, and I am a doctoral student at California State University,
Sacramento, Education Department working on my dissertation. You are invited to
participate in an IRB approved research study which will involve you answering a series
of questions regarding your perceptions of expanding your writing center (or equivalent
center by another name) to include tutoring support for students for multiliteracy
competencies in Writing, Reading, Oral (speaking), Digital and Social literacies and
whether or not you would benefit from a campus service designed to help prepare you to
develop these skills.
The purpose of this research is to first determine California State University (CSU)
students’ perceptions of multiliteracy competencies and determine the variables that lead
to strong writing, oral, reading, digital and social literacies for students (which will be
conducted in a separate survey). Secondly, to evaluate the need for CSU writing center
coordinators to expand writing center services to include multiliteracy support for
students in the five above areas.
Your participation in this project is voluntary. The risks to participating in this study are
not greater than those risks you may encounter in daily life. Even after you agree to
participate, you may decide to skip questions, or leave the study at any time. If you
decide to participate, you will be asked to complete the survey by answering a series of
questions to the best of your ability/knowledge. The questions are open-ended and the
duration of this study will depend on the length of your responses to each of the
questions. If you have any questions about your rights as a participant in a research
project please contact me at sht22@csus.edu or my adviser Carlos Nevarez at 916-2785557, or email nevarezc@csus.edu.
By participating in the study you indicate that you have read and understand the
information provided above. Thank you very much for your participation!

307
APPENDIX E
Coordinators’ Recruitment Email
SUBJECT: Please Participate in a Dissertation Survey!
MESSAGE: See below
Dear coordinator,
Hello! My name is Setareh Tabrizi, I am a doctoral student in the Education Department
at Sacramento State working on my dissertation. The reason I am emailing you is to ask
you to participate in the dissertation study I am doing for students within the CSU
system.
However, in order to help students be successful with their multiliteracy competencies, I
need your help answering my survey!
Below is a link to a survey I’ve created on Survey Monkey that asks you to complete a
series of questions regarding your perceptions of expanding your writing center (or
equivalent center by another name) to include tutoring support for multiliteracy
competencies in Writing, Oral (speaking), Reading, Digital and Social literacies.
https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/NP9T3TZ
This survey is completely confidential; your personal information will not be recorded or
used in this study. The questions are open-ended and the duration of this study will
depend on the length of your responses to each of the questions. It will begin on
November 1, 2017 and will last through December 31, 2017. After that time, I will
evaluate all responses and analyze the results.
If you have any questions, feel free to contact me at sht22@csus.edu.
Thank you for your time and take care,
Setareh Tabrizi
Doctoral Candidate
Educational Leadership, Ed.D.
Sacramento State University
sht22@csus.edu
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APPENDIX F
Coordinators’ Survey Questions
1. Please select the option that applies to you:
[_] Male
[_] Female
[_] Other
2. Please indicate what age group you fall into:
[_] 18 years old or younger
[_] 19-24 years old
[_] 25-34 years old
[_] 35-44 years old
[_] 45-54 years old
[_] 55-64 years old
[_] 65 years old or older
3. Please indicate your ethnicity:
[_] White
[_] Hispanic or Latino/a
[_] Black or African American
[_] Native American or American Indian
[_] Asian or Pacific Islander
[_] Middle Eastern
[_] Indian
[_] Multi-racial
[_] Other (please specify): ___________________
4. Please indicate your highest level of education:
[_] Associates
[_] Bachelors
[_] Masters
[_] Doctorate
5. Please describe the field of study your degree was in (English, Communication,
Rhetoric, Literature, etc.).

________________________________________________________________________
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6. Please check which CSU institution you are working for:
[_] Bakersfield
[_] Channel Islands
[_] Chico
[_] Dominguez Hills
[_] East Bay
[_] Fresno
[_] Fullerton
[_] Humboldt
[_] Long Beach
[_] Los Angeles
[_] Maritime Academy
[_] Monterey Bay
[_] Northridge
[_] Pomona
[_] Sacramento
[_] San Bernardino
[_] San Diego
[_] San Francisco
[_] San Jose
[_] San Luis Obispo
[_] San Marcos
[_] Sonoma
[_] Stanislaus
7. Please indicate how many years you have been at your job.

______________________________________________________________________
8. Please state the title of your center.

________________________________________________________________________
9. Please describe your role with your center and your affiliation with CSU campus
(coordinator, assistant coordinator, full time faculty, etc.).

________________________________________________________________________
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10. Please describe the services your CSU center offers students.

________________________________________________________________________
11. What are your thoughts regarding an expansion of your CSU center to include
assistance with writing, oral/speaking, reading, digital and social competencies?

________________________________________________________________________
12. How does your CSU center help students with writing competency
assignments/activities? (i.e. essays, freewrites, journaling, research papers,
proposals, etc.).

________________________________________________________________________
13. How does your CSU center help students with oral/speaking competency
assignments/activities? (i.e. speeches, group presentations, individual
presentations, in-class participation).

______________________________________________________________________
14. How does your CSU center help students with reading competency
assignments/activities? (i.e. comprehension, speed reading, articles, prompts,
books, textbooks, manuals, etc.).

________________________________________________________________________
15. How does your CSU center help students with digital/technology competency
assignments/activities? (i.e. computer usage, researching, emails, PowerPoint,
online class platforms such as Canvas, Blackboard, Desire2Learn, etc.).

________________________________________________________________________
16. How does your CSU center help students with social competency
assignments/activities? (i.e. interviewing, collaboration, working with peers,
working in groups, understanding body language or social cues, understanding
different cultures, etc.).

________________________________________________________________________
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17. Based on your experience, please tell me about the likelihood that your CSU
center can expand its services to include help with writing, oral/speaking, reading,
digital and social competencies?

________________________________________________________________________
18. Please describe the educational backgrounds of your tutors at your CSU center.
What departments/majors do your tutors comprise?

________________________________________________________________________
19. What efforts are you making to include tutors from various departments across
campus?

________________________________________________________________________
20. How could you adjust services at your CSU center to include tutoring with
writing, oral/speaking, reading, digital and social competencies?

________________________________________________________________________
21. What kind of funding or other support is needed for your CSU center to help
students with writing, oral/speaking, reading, digital and social competencies?

________________________________________________________________________
22. Please describe any obstacles or barriers you and your center could face when
trying to expand your services to include assistance with writing, oral/speaking,
reading, digital and social competencies.

________________________________________________________________________
23. Please tell me any further thoughts you have on the possible expansion of your
CSU center’s services to include assistance with writing, oral/speaking, reading,
digital and social competencies.

________________________________________________________________________
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