STUDYING
WITH
PEERS

Peer Tutoring
and the Relational
University

Research, Practice
and Institutional Change
in the Peer-EDU Project

GDANSK
UNIVERSITY PRESS



STUDYING

WITH
PEERS

Peer Tutoring
and the Relational
University

Research, Practice
and Institutional Change
in the Peer-EDU Project






STUDYING
WITH
PEERS

Jarostaw Jendza Peer Tutoring

Ewa Szymczak .

Dorota Jendza and the Relational

Michelle Attard Tonna University

Charmaine Bonello

Nikica Mihaljevi¢ Research, Practice

Antonela Mari¢ . .

Graegort Grzegorczyk and Institutional Change
Adriana Ruta-Wojciechowska ]_n the Peer-E DU PI‘OjeCt
Dorota Godlewska-Werner

Wojciech Glac

Tlona Kaminska
Anna Osinska

GDANSK UNIVERSITY PRESS
GDANSK 2026



Reviewer
dr hab. Maksymilian Chutoranski, prof. US

Technical Editor
Agnieszka Kotwzan

Cover and Title Pages Design
Angram Studio. Weronika Jastrzemska

Typesetting and Page Layout
Maksymilian Biniakiewicz

This publication was developed as an outcome of the project “Competence
Transformation in the University: Peer Tutoring as a Key Element in Supporting
Student Development” (no. BNI/PST/2023/1/00200/U/00001), funded

by the Polish National Agency for Academic Exchange (NAWA) under

the Strategic Partnerships Programme

' ‘ "Rl . R
NA\VA [ University
PoLsH NATIONAL AGENCY (&Y of Gdansk
FOR ACADEMIC EXCHANGE STRATEGIC

PARTNERSHIPS

NAWA

© Copyright by Uniwersytet Gdanski
Wydawnictwo Uniwersytetu Gdanskiego

ISBN 978-83-8206-858-0
ISBN 978-83-8206-859-7 (online)

Gdansk University Press

ul. Armii Krajowej 119/121, 81-824 Sopot

tel. +48 58 523 11 37, tel. kom. +48 725 991 206
e-mail: wydawnictwo@ug.edu.pl
wydawnictwo.ug.edu.pl

Online bookstore: https://wydawnictwo.ug.edu.pl/ksiegarnia-online/

Printed and bound by

Zaktad Poligrafii Uniwersytetu Gdanskiego
ul. Armii Krajowej 119/121, 81-824 Sopot
tel. +48 58 523 14 49


mailto:wydawnictwo@ug.edu.pl
http://wydawnictwo.ug.edu.pl

TABLE OF CONTENTS

Preface:

The Peer-EDU Journey 11

Introduction. Studying with Peers and Rethinking the University 14
1. The Question at the Heart of This Book 14
2.The Contemporary University and the Need for Peer Support 16
3. Why Peer Tutoring? 19
4.The Peer-EDU Project: Origins, Partners and Ambitions 22
5. Sources, Materials and Forms of Evidence 24
6.The Argument and Structure of the Book 27

Part |. Peer Tutoring and the Pedagogy of Higher Education

Chapter 1. From Transmission to Shared Study: Why Peer Tutoring, Why Now? 33

1.1. Entering University as an Educational and Social Transition 35
1.2. Disengagement, Isolation and the Question of Belonging 44
1.3. Students as Co-authors of the Educational Situation 56
1.4. Agency, Responsibility and Educational Freedom 68
1.5. Peer Tutoring as Support, Educational Practice
and Institutional Arrangement 80
1.6. The Promise and Danger of Mobilising Students
as Educational “Resources” 97
Chapter 2. Mapping the Field: Concepts, Models and Boundaries 116
2.1. Peer Learning, Peer Tutoring and Peer-EDUcation 117
2.2. Peer Tutoring, Mentoring, Academic Tutoring and Advising 119
2.3. Same-Level, Cross-Level and Near-Peer Tutoring 121
2.4. Reciprocal, Supplemental and Embedded Models 123
2.5. Individual, Group, Online and Hybrid Formats 124
2.6. Tutor, Tutee and Academic Teacher: Distinctions between Roles 126
2.7.What Peer Tutoring Is Not 127
Chapter 3. The Pedagogy of Studying with Peers 129
3.1. Knowledge as Something Studied Together 132
3.2. Dialogue, Encounter and Shared Inquiry 136



TABLE OF CONTENTS

3.3. Cognitive and Social Congruence 142
3.4, Communities of Practice and Entry into Academic Worlds 146
3.5. Academic Hierarchies and Recognition:
How Studying with Peers Redistributes Educational Authority 152
3.6. Equality among Peers without the Denial of Difference 156
3.7. Adult Education, Experience and Self-Direction 158
3.8. Reflection, Formation and the Emergence of Educational Identity 163
3.9. Relational Pedagogy, Care and Psychological Safety 167
3.10. Inclusion, Equity and the Normalisation of Asking for Help 171
3.11. Equality and Asymmetry, Autonomy and Responsibility, Informality
and Institutionalisation 174

Part Il. The Peer-EDU Project as an International Inquiry

Chapter 4. From a Shared Concern to the Peer-EDU Project 181
4.1. Origins of the Project 181
4.2.The Challenge of Supporting First-Year Students 182
4.3.The Partnership between the University of Gdansk,

the University of Split and the University of Malta 183
4.4. Project Aims and Programme Logic 184
4.5. Diagnostic Research 185
4.6. Preparing Peer Tutors and Those Who Support Them 186
4.7.Training, the Unrealised Pilot and Monitoring 187
4.8. Digital Resources and the Peer-EDU Platform 188
4.9. Dissemination, Dialogue and the Public Life of the Project 188

Chapter 5. Three Universities, Three Educational Ecologies 191
5.1. Why Institutional Context Matters 191
5.2.The University of Gdansk 192
5.3.The University of Split 194
5.4.The University of Malta 195
5.5.Three Architectures of Support 196
5.6. Institutional Traditions and the Location of Responsibility 197
5.7. Possibilities and Limits of International Comparison 198

Chapter 6. Researching Readiness for Peer Tutoring 200
6.1. Research Questions 200
6.2. Development of the Research Instruments 201
6.3. Student and Academic Staff Surveys 202
6.4. Participating Groups 202



TABLE OF CONTENTS

6.5. Quantitative and Qualitative Forms of Analysis 203
6.6. Translation and Cross-Cultural Comparability 203
6.7. Ethical Considerations 204
6.8. Methodological Limitations 204
6.9. What Institutional Readiness Can and Cannot Mean 205
Chapter 7. What Students and Academic Staff Expect from Peer Tutoring 207
7.1. Awareness and Prior Experience 207
7.2. How Peer Tutoring Is Understood 209
7.3. Expected Contributions to Study and Academic Development 210
7.4. Belonging, Confidence and Social Integration 210
7.5. Expectations Concerning Tutor Preparation 211
7.6. Organisational and Technological Support 212
7.7. Perceived Risks and Barriers 213
7.8. Motivation and Willingness to Become Involved 214
7.9. Student and Academic Staff Perspectives Compared 215
Chapter 8. Convergences, Differences and Productive Tensions 217
8.1. Shared Expectations across the Three Universities 218
8.2. Differences between Three Partner Universities 219
8.3. Disciplinary Cultures and the Perceived Applicability of Peer Tutoring 220
8.4.Technology as Infrastructure Rather than an Educational Relation 222
8.5. Student Autonomy and Academic Responsibility 222
8.6. Informality and the Danger of Over-Formalisation 223
8.7.Voluntary Engagement, Recognition and Remuneration 224
8.8. Peer Tutoring as Support or as Delegation
of Academic Responsibility 225
8.9. What the Findings Reveal about the Contemporary University 226

Part lll. Becoming a Peer Tutor

Chapter 9. The Peer Tutor Role: Competence, Identity and Responsibility 231

9.1. From Answer-Giver to Facilitator 233
9.2. Subject Expertise and Pedagogical Judgement 234
9.3. Active Listening and Relational Attentiveness 235
9.4. Asking Questions Rather than Providing Solutions 237
9.5. Feedback, Feedforward, Motivation and Goal-Setting 238
9.6. Building Trust while Acknowledging Asymmetry 241
9.7. Ethics, Confidentiality and Academic Integrity 242
9.8. Boundaries, Emotional Involvement and Tutor Self-Management 243



TABLE OF CONTENTS

9.9. Diversity, Accessibility and Intercultural Sensitivity 244
9.10. Knowing When and Where to Refer a Student 246
Chapter 10. Designing the Peer-EDU Training Programme 248
10.1. From Diagnostic Findings to Curriculum Decisions 248
10.2. What the Programme Was Intended to Prepare Students For 250
10.3. Preparation before the Meeting in Gdarisk 250
10.4. The Four-Day International Face-to-Face Course 251
10.5. Making Communication Observable 252
10.6. Conversational Structures as Temporary Supports 252
10.7. Working with Discouragement without Psychologising the Problem 253
10.8. Learning through Role Rotation and Observation 254
10.9. Reflection Built into the Course 254
10.10. Using an International Cohort as Part of the Design 255

Chapter 11. Experiencing the Programme: Value, Readiness

and Unresolved Needs 257
11.1. What Kind of Evidence Does the Evaluation Provide? 258
11.2. A Strongly Positive Evaluation with a Pattern inside It 259
11.3. What Participants Valued in Practice 260
11.4.What Participants Wanted Less of and More of 261
11.5. A Changed Vocabulary for Helping 262
11.6. More Confident, but Not Necessarily Ready 263
11.7. Where Readiness Became Uncertain 264
11.8. Wanting to See Practice before Entering It 265
11.9. The Missing Bridge between Training and Practice 266

11.10. What the International Course Could Not Supply 266
11.11.What Should Change in a Future Edition? 267

Chapter 12. Supporting Those Who Support Others 270
12.1. Preparing Academic Mentors: A Second Peer-EDU Pathway 271
12.2. What Kind of Support Did the Mentor Role Require? 272
12.3. From a Difficult Case to an Institutional Route 273
12.4.Three Functions of Supervision 274
12.5. Case Work as the Core Method of Mentor Preparation 275
12.6. Where the Student and Mentor Pathways Meet 276
12.7. Beyond the Individual Mentor 277
12.8. The Work of Mentoring Has Material Conditions 278



TABLE OF CONTENTS

12.9. Shared Principles and Institutional Adaptation
12.10. What the Mentor Programme Added to Peer-EDU

Part IV. From Training to Institutional Practice

Chapter 13. Building a Sustainable Peer Tutoring Ecology

13.1. Starting with a Clear Educational Purpose
13.2. Readiness as a Configuration, Not a Score
13.3. Recruitment: Authorising a Role without Producing an Elite
13.4. Matching: Organising Access without Manufacturing Trust
13.5. From Training Completion to Authorised Practice
13.6. Coordination, Ownership and Institutional Memory
13.7. Quality Assurance without Surveillance
13.8. Safeguarding as Operational Infrastructure
13.9. Spaces and Digital Infrastructure

13.10. Accessibility and the Distribution of Opportunity

13.11. Recognising Contribution: Credit, Credentials and Remuneration

13.12. Visibility without Promotion
13.13. Evaluation as Institutional Learning
13.14. Sustainability without Institutional Capture

Chapter 14.The Peer-EDU Framework: A Roadmap for Universities
14.1. Principles and Values of the Peer-EDU Framework
14.2. Institutional Diagnosis: Purpose, Context and Readiness
14.3. Programme Design and Preparation
14.4. A Bounded and Supported Pilot: A Proposed Next Stage
14.5. Evidence, Feedback and Programme Redesign
14.6. Scaling through Adaptation, Not Replication
14.7. Recommendations for University Leadership
14.8. Recommendations for Academic Teachers and Supervisors
14.9. Recommendations for Peer Tutors and Tutees

14.10. Recommendations for Quality Assurance and Student-Support Units

14.11. Cross-University Cooperation and the SEA-EU Context
14.12. Sustainability beyond Project Funding

Conclusion

What Does Studying with Peers Reveal about the University?
1. What Became Visible through Peer-EDU
2. From Supporting Students to Making Study Possible
3. Students as Contributors without Becoming Substitutes

279
280

285
286
287
289
291
292
293
294
296
297
298
300
301
302
304

307
308
312
314
316
318
321
323
324
325
326
328
329

332
333
335
336



TABLE OF CONTENTS

4.The University around the Encounter 338
5.The Relational University as a Question of Answerability 340
6. What Remains to Be Studied 342
References 345

About the Authors 361



PREFACE:

THE PEER-EDU JOURNEY

The Peer-EDU project began with a relatively simple question: how can uni-
versities create conditions in which students are able not only to receive
support, but also to become responsible and well-prepared partners in the
learning of others?

This question emerged from conversations among colleagues from the
University of Gdansk, the University of Split and the University of Malta dur-
ing a meeting at Kiel University within the SEA-EU community. Although
our universities differ in their academic traditions, organisational structures
and systems of student support, we recognised a shared challenge: how to
make students’ transition into university life more supportive, inclusive and
educationally meaningful. Peer tutoring became one possible response to
that challenge.

From the outset, Peer-EDU was not intended to transfer a ready-made
model from one university to another. Instead, we chose to learn together.
The project combined a review of international research, diagnostic studies
among students and academic staff at the three partner universities, the
joint development of educational materials, international training for fu-
ture peer tutors, and the preparation of academic tutors who could support
them in practice. This work allowed us to examine peer tutoring not only as
a form of student support, but also as a question of student agency, educa-
tional responsibility, relationships and institutional conditions.

This book is the result of that shared work. It brings together the knowl-
edge and experience accumulated during the project and reflects on what
Peer-EDU enabled us to understand about studying with others, the possi-
bilities and limits of student responsibility, and the conditions universities
need to create if peer tutoring is to remain a meaningful educational rela-
tionship.
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| would like to express my sincere gratitude to all members of the Peer-
EDU project team from the University of Gdansk, the University of Malta and
the University of Split. My particular thanks go to Jarostaw Jendza, Dorota
Jendza, Michelle Attard Tonna, Charmaine Bonello, Antonela Mari¢, Ni-
kica Mihaljevi¢, Grzegorz Grzegorczyk, Adriana Ruta-Wojciechowska,
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I would also like to thank the external experts who contributed their ex-
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University of Groningen. Their contributions during international project
meetings helped us confront our initial assumptions with experience devel-
oped in other European higher-education contexts.
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cial thanks are also due to the fifty-one academic teachers from our three
partner universities who took part in locally delivered eight-hour mentor
workshops in February and March 2026.

Finally,  would like to thank the Polish National Agency for Academic
Exchange (NAWA) for supporting Peer-EDU through the Strategic Partner-
ships Programme. The project was coordinated by the University of Gdansk
in partnership with the University of Split and the University of Malta and
was implemented between September 2024 and August 2026.
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requires preparation, trust, clear boundaries, support and institutional re-
sponsibility.
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| hope that this book will encourage other universities not simply to re-
produce the solutions developed within Peer-EDU, but to ask similar ques-
tions in their own contexts: what kind of support do our students need,
what responsibilities can they meaningfully assume, and what must the
university itself continue to provide so that studying with peers becomes
a genuine educational opportunity?

Ewa Szymczak
Project Leader, Peer-EDU
University of Gdansk



INTRODUCTION

STUDYING WITH PEERS AND
RETHINKING THE UNIVERSITY

1. The Question at the Heart of This Book

“Do you remember the feeling of excitement and uncertainty when you
were starting university?” asks Aleksandra Szypryt, a student participant in
Peer-EDU, at the beginning of an essay written after the project’s interna-
tional training (Szypryt 2026). The question is disarmingly simple. It does
not begin with a model, an indicator or an institutional strategy. It returns
the reader to a moment in which a familiar educational world has been left
behind, while the new one has not yet become intelligible. A student has
been admitted, enrolled and given access to courses, but may still be un-
sure how to inhabit the university: what independence means in practice,
which questions can be asked, how academic judgement works, whom to
approach when difficulty arises and whether needing help places one’s
membership in doubt.

This book began from that uncertainty. Representatives of the University
of Gdansk, the University of Malta and the University of Split were concerned
about students’ transition into higher education, academic disengagement,
insufficient integration and the limited visibility of approachable forms of
support. Peer tutoring appeared as one possible response. Students already
explain ideas to one another, interpret assignments, compare ways of ap-
proaching a text and help newcomers navigate institutional life. The project
asked whether some of these relations could be prepared, supported and
made more widely available without destroying the informality and mutu-
ality that give them value.

Theinquiry soon became larger than the design of a support programme.
To ask what a peer tutor may responsibly do is also to ask who may speak
with educational authority. Questions of tutor selection concern which

14
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forms of knowledge, confidence and experience a university recognises.
Decisions about matching shape whether students meet around a shared
educational purpose or are classified through presumed deficits. Supervi-
sion, in turn, brings into view the limits of student responsibility and the
continuing obligations of academic teachers and institutions. A relatively
modest practice therefore opens fundamental questions about knowledge,
relation, authority, equality and responsibility.

The central question of the book can be stated as follows: what becomes
possible, and what responsibilities become visible, when students are invit-
ed to support one another’s study within the university? This formulation is
deliberate. The book does not ask only whether peer tutoring “works”. Evi-
dence concerning effects is important, but the question of effectiveness is
incomplete until the purpose, form and context of the practice have been
specified. A programme may increase participation while narrowing study
to assessment performance. It may receive high satisfaction ratings while
leaving tutors uncertain about boundaries. It may widen access to explana-
tion while transferring work from academic staff to unpaid students. Out-
comes cannot be interpreted independently of the educational arrange-
ment that produces them.

The phrase studying with peers marks the book’s orientation. It resists
the tendency, criticised by Biesta, to translate education into a language of
learning in which questions of content, purpose, teaching and responsibil-
ity disappear (Biesta 2010; 2012). Studying is always study of some-thing:
a text, concept, practice, problem, discipline or world that is not reducible to
the preferences of either participant. The tutor and tutee are related to one
another, but their relation becomes educational because it is also direct-
ed towards a matter that demands attention. Peer tutoring is therefore not
valued merely because two students interact. Its educational meaning de-
pends upon what their interaction makes possible in relation to knowledge.

This orientation also prevents the book from presenting peer tutor-
ing as an alternative to teaching. Academic teachers retain responsibility
for curriculum, explanation, assessment and the intellectual integrity of
programmes. A peer tutor is not a junior lecturer, counsellor, examiner or
administrative adviser. The tutor occupies a bounded and temporary role:
helping another student engage with academic study while recognising the

15
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limits of their competence and authority. A relational university recognises
students’ capacity to contribute to the educational environment while re-
maining institutionally present, responsible and answerable.

The title Studying with Peers consequently names both a practice and
a perspective. Peer tutoring is the concrete subject of the project, but it is
also a lens through which the university may be reconsidered. Small en-
counters can disclose large institutional assumptions.

The moment in which one student says, “I do not understand,” and an-
other responds, may reveal whether uncertainty is treated as an ordinary
condition of study or as evidence of deficiency; whether knowledge is
guarded as a personal asset or made available for common attention; and
whether responsibility is shared in ways that strengthen the university or
dispersed until no one remains accountable.

2. 'The Contemporary University
and the Need for Peer Support

The practical need for peer support is often explained through the language
of massification, student diversity, retention and wellbeing. These concerns
are real, but they require careful handling. Contemporary universities re-
ceive students with varied educational biographies, linguistic resources,
work and caring commitments, financial circumstances, disabilities, expec-
tations and degrees of familiarity with academic life. Admission may be for-
mally equal while access to the tacit codes of study remains uneven. Stu-
dents must learn how arguments are constructed within a discipline, what
counts as evidence, how independent work is judged, how feedback should
be interpreted and when assistance may legitimately be sought. Much of
this academic grammar is communicated indirectly.

The first year is particularly revealing because institutional membership
precedes educational familiarity. Students may be told to become autono-
mous before the conditions for autonomy have been created. They can be
surrounded by information while lacking a person with whom that infor-
mation can be interpreted. Disengagement may become visible only when

16
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attendance falls, work is not submitted or a student withdraws, yet its his-
tory can begin much earlier: in repeated confusion, the fear of asking what
appears to be a basic question, an inability to recognise oneself in the aca-
demic environment or the gradual conviction that one’s presence does not
matter. Engagement is therefore not a possession located entirely within
the student. It emerges at the interface between personal histories and in-
stitutional conditions (Kahu 2013; Kahu and Nelson 2018).

Szypryt's essay offers a situated account of how transition may be ex-
perienced by a student. It should not be read as evidence that Peer-EDU
improved wellbeing. She connects uncertainty with help-seeking, social ad-
justment and the availability of safe, credible support (Szypryt 2026). Her
formulation points towards a problem that universities can easily individu-
alise. When students hesitate to ask for help, the response may be to train
them to become more resilient or proactive. Such capacities can matter, but
the institutional question remains: what kinds of relationship make asking
possible without humiliation, exposure or the fear of being judged as inca-
pable?

Research on belonging and engagement similarly shows that academic
and relational participation cannot be separated neatly (Thomas 2012; Kahu
and Nelson 2018). A student does not first acquire knowledge and then, in
a separate process, become a member of the university. Membership is
formed through encounters with subjects, teachers, peers, feedback, insti-
tutional routines and possibilities for contribution. Peer relations are not an
optional social supplement to “real” academic work. They are among the
conditions through which academic practices become visible, interpretable
and inhabitable.

Yet the language of support is not innocent. It can construct students as
deficient recipients while leaving teaching and institutional arrangements
beyond examination. It can convert complex educational, financial and
social difficulties into a problem of individual adjustment. In a university
increasingly governed through indicators, support may also be valued pri-
marily for its anticipated contribution to progression, retention or through-
put. Zepke's analysis of student engagement in neoliberal times warns that
practices associated with participation and agency can be captured by
managerial imperatives and detached from wider questions of education
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and democracy (Zepke 2017). Peer tutoring can become another technolo-
gy for keeping students in the system at low cost.

These tendencies warrant criticism, but critique alone does not ade-
quately describe contemporary universities. Alongside managerial and
competitive pressures, universities contain multiple and sometimes con-
flicting cultures of work, development, encounter and public responsibil-
ity (Jendza 2020a). The same institution can also host different modes of
meeting: encounters governed by domination or instrumental exchange,
but also encounters oriented towards development and appreciative mutu-
al understanding (Jendza 2020b). Peer tutoring does not possess one mode
in advance. It can become a transactional repair service, a stage for tutor su-
periority or a meeting in which participants attend to a shared matter while
recognising one another’s capacity. The Peer-EDU materials document frag-
mented structures, concerns about time and recognition, uneven techno-
logical provision and the risk of institutional withdrawal. They also docu-
ment serious pedagogical work, willingness among students and academic
staff to assume responsibility, curiosity about different university traditions
and sustained attempts to prepare more thoughtful forms of support.

A post-critical orientation helps hold these realities together. It does not
suspend criticism of exploitation, hierarchy or exclusion. Rather, it asks what
educational practices and common matters deserve to be affirmed, renewed
and protected instead of allowing critique to end in disbelief (Hodgson,
Vlieghe and Zamojski 2017; 2018). The point is neither to recover an ima-
gined harmonious university nor to celebrate every relational initiative. It is
to notice existing possibilities without detaching them from the conditions
that make them defensible. Peer support is one such possibility: already
present in ordinary academic life, unevenly distributed, capable of generosi-
ty and distortion, and worthy of more careful educational attention.

The idea of the university developed in this book is therefore relation-
al without being sentimental. Rutkowiak’s account of university friendship
does not demand private intimacy as an institutional norm; it names what is
lost when academic relations are reduced to contract, competition and per-
formance (Rutkowiak 2010). Barnett's ecological university similarly directs
attention to interdependence and institutional responsibility across human,
knowledge and social ecologies (Barnett 2018). Masschelein and Simons
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understand the university as a pedagogical form in which matters can be
made public and available for common study (Masschelein and Simons
2018). Zamojski similarly treats publicness as something enacted when ed-
ucational practices make a shared matter available to heterogeneous par-
ticipants, rather than as a quality guaranteed by public ownership alone
(Zamojski 2015). These perspectives matter here because peer tutoring is
not inserted into an empty space. It enters a university already organised
through particular relations to knowledge, time, authority and others.

The need for peer support should consequently be stated in modest but
demanding terms. Universities cannot guarantee that every student will feel
at home, eliminate uncertainty or resolve the causes of withdrawal through
one programme. They can, however, refuse to treat transition as a solitary
test. They can create additional routes through which students encounter
knowledge, ask for assistance, contribute to one another’s study and reach
professional support when a difficulty exceeds the peer role. The education-
al test is not whether peer tutoring makes the university appear caring. It is
whether it changes the conditions under which participation, questioning
and responsibility become possible.

3. Why Peer Tutoring?

Peer tutoring belongs to a broad and heterogeneous field. The literature in-
cludes reciprocal and fixed-role arrangements, same-level and cross-level
tutoring, subject-specific and transition-oriented models, one-to-one and
group formats, and face-to-face, online and hybrid provision (Topping 1996;
2005; Jendza et al. 2026). This diversity is not a minor terminological com-
plication. It means that “peer tutoring” does not name a single intervention
with one stable mechanism or predictable result. What tutors do, who be-
comes a tutor, what is studied, how roles are organised and how the institu-
tion remains involved all shape the educational practice.

The attraction of peer tutoring is often explained through cognitive and
social congruence. A student who has recently encountered a difficulty may
remember forms of confusion that have become less visible to an experi-
enced academic. They may use examples and language closer to the tutee’s
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present understanding. A peer relationship may also lower the perceived
risk of disclosing uncertainty. Research suggests that these forms of proxim-
ity can matter, although their definitions and relationships to outcomes re-
main more complex than a simple causal formula implies (Loda et al. 2019).
Formal peer status does not automatically create trust, and accessible expla-
nation can become inaccurate simplification.

Peer tutoring is also attractive because responsibility does not flow in
only one direction. Tutors may reorganise their own knowledge through
explanation, acquire a sharper awareness of how they ask questions and
encounter themselves differently when they become responsible for an-
other person’s conditions of study. This possibility appears in the literature
on peer learning and communities of practice (Boud, Cohen and Sampson
2001; Wenger 1998), and it became visible in the reflective contributions
produced around Peer-EDU. Réza Stosik describes entering the programme
with an understanding centred on helping others, then noticing how active
listening, deliberate questioning, feedback, feedforward and boundary-set-
ting affected her everyday communication. She calls the reflective use of
these practices in relation to herself “autotutoring” (Stosik 2026).

Stosik’s essay should not be read as evidence that the training trans-
formed all participants. It is a situated account of how one student inter-
preted her experience. Its significance lies precisely in its specificity. It shows
that becoming a tutor may involve more than acquiring a set of techniques.
A student may begin to reconsider what it means to listen, when a question
opens thought rather than directs it, and how responsibility can be exer-
cised without taking over another person’s problem. Marginson’s account of
student self-formation is useful here: higher education can create occasions
in which students act reflexively upon themselves through relations with
knowledge, others and institutions (Marginson 2024).

The conference contributions of Adrianna Mojsa and Wiktoria Pietrzak
offer two further, differently positioned interpretations. Mojsa asked how
the experience of international Peer-EDU training might extend beyond the
programme, affecting understandings of collaboration, education and so-
cial relations (Mojsa 2026). Pietrzak, preparing for a future career as a teach-
er, considered how feedforward, the Question Funnel, the GROW model,
goal-setting and growth-oriented conversation might inform her later
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educational work (Pietrzak 2026). These abstracts do not establish transfer
or professional impact. They show students using the public space of a high-
er-education conference to interpret what the programme had placed be-
fore them.

This is one reason peer tutoring matters pedagogically. Students are not
only ‘users’ of an educational environment. They can become co-authors of
some of its relations, vocabularies and practices. Co-authorship does not
erase asymmetry or make all participants equally responsible for everything.
The peer tutor assumes a limited facilitative responsibility; the tutee remains
responsible for their academic work; academic teachers remain responsible
for teaching and assessment; the institution remains responsible for prepa-
ration, coordination, supervision and referral. Responsibility is shared only
when its distribution makes each obligation more visible rather than allow-
ing it to disappear.

The same practice also carries substantial risks. Tutors can present par-
tial knowledge with unwarranted confidence, reproduce directive teach-
ing, judge tutees or cross emotional boundaries. Selection based mainly
on grades can turn the tutor role into an elite distinction and reinforce the
idea that some students naturally give support while others receive it. In-
formal expectations may conceal unpaid labour, especially when students
are asked to compensate for inaccessible teaching or insufficient profes-
sional services. Certification and micro-credentials may recognise work, but
they can also transform mutual assistance into another competitive asset.
Colvin’s research demonstrates that peer roles involve social dynamics, re-
sistance and ambiguity rather than an automatic equality among students
(Colvin 2007).

Institutionalisation is therefore both necessary and dangerous. Prepara-
tion, clear boundaries, referral procedures, supervision and recognition can
protect tutors and tutees, while excessive scripting, surveillance and mea-
surement may weaken agency, trust and responsiveness. A light but de-
pendable architecture is needed: sufficient structure to make responsibility
real, combined with space for judgement, mutuality and the unpredictabil-
ity of genuine study.

Throughout the book, peer tutoring denotes an organised and bounded
form of shared academic study in which one student temporarily assumes
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a facilitative responsibility towards another. Chapter 2 specifies the bound-
aries of this working definition; at this stage it is enough to note that design
and educational meaning cannot be separated.

4. 'The Peer-EDU Project: Origins,
Partners and Ambitions

Peer-EDU began with a shared concern rather than a finished model. Con-
versations during a SEA-EU Staff Week in Kiel in November 2023 brought
together representatives of the University of Gdansk, the University of Malta
and the University of Split around questions of transition, disengagement,
integration and the limited visibility of structured peer support. Those con-
versations developed into the project Competence Transformation in the
University: Peer tutoring as a Key Element in Supporting Student Devel-
opment. Part Il reconstructs its institutional history in detail (Attard Tonna
et al. 2026).

The partnership was deliberately comparative. The University of Gdarisk
contributed an established academic tutoring tradition, the University of
Malta a comparatively centralised environment with several forms of men-
toring and student support, and the University of Split a more decentralised
setting in which relevant responsibilities were distributed across faculties,
student organisations and specialist services. These differences became
part of the inquiry rather than noise to be removed from it.

The project proceeded through a literature review, comparative diagno-
sis, co-design and preparation. Report 1 mapped models, reported benefits
and recurrent implementation challenges; Report 2 examined institutional
contexts and surveyed students and academic staff across the three univer-
sities. The findings were used formatively: they informed later programme
design rather than evaluating an already functioning shared intervention
(Jendza et al. 2026; Attard Tonna et al. 2026).

Two connected preparation pathways followed. Students undertook
online work and an intensive international course in Gdansk, representing
50 hours of workload and 2 ECTS, while separate eight-hour workshops
delivered at the three partner universities in February and March 2026
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prepared academic teachers for prospective mentoring and supervisory re-
sponsibilities. The two strands linked the formation of the peer tutor role
with the institutional support expected to surround it (Peer-EDU 2025a;
Godlewska-Werner and Jendza 2026; Mihaljevi¢ and Mari¢ 2026).

These activities made the project’s ambition more precise. Peer-EDU did
not seek only to certify students in conversational techniques. It attempted
to connect student agency with an institutional ‘safety net’ The preparation
of tutors without the preparation of those who would support them would
have individualised responsibility at the very moment the project claimed
to share it. Conversely, a supervision structure without student agency
could have converted peer tutoring into a closely managed extension of ac-
ademic teaching. The project therefore worked within a constitutive tension
between authenticity and structure.

Post-training feedback sharpened the same problem. Respondents val-
ued facilitation, communication, practical rehearsal and the international
character of the course, but also asked for further practice, shadowing, lo-
cal procedures and access to consultation (Jendza and Jendza 2026). Posi-
tive experience and readiness for unsupported practice were therefore not
treated as equivalent.

The planned pilot implementation did not take place. This absence is
methodologically and conceptually important. Peer-EDU did not generate
systematic evidence from authentic, sustained tutor-tutee relationships.
It cannot show how recruitment, matching, supervision or referral would
have operated over time, nor whether the model affected attainment, pro-
gression, retention, graduation or wellbeing. The implementation ecology
and roadmap developed later in the book are therefore project-derived and
theoretically informed proposals, not a universally validated model.

The project nevertheless developed a public life beyond its internal re-
ports. At the fifth “Viva Dydaktyka” Conference in Gdansk in May 2026, the
Peer-EDU session, Peer Tutoring as a Transformative Academic Culture: From
Experience to Institutional Design, placed student reflections alongside
a University of Split case analysis and comparative findings from the three
institutions (CDDIT 2026a). Szypryt, Mojsa and Pietrzak spoke not as illustra-
tive recipients of a programme but as interpreters of transition, uncertainty,
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educational techniques and possible consequences of participation. Stosik’s
essay extends this public reflection in written form (Stosik 2026).

This public presence should not be confused with impact. A conference
session, article, website or institutional announcement demonstrates visi-
bility and the circulation of ideas, not sustainable implementation or ed-
ucational effect. Its deeper significance is different. Project materials and
participant interpretations became available for questioning by wider ac-
ademic communities. Dissemination was not simply the final packaging of
a successful intervention; it was another phase of inquiry in which Peer-EDU
ceased to belong only to its coordinators.

The project’s ambitions were both practical and intellectual. Practically,
it aimed to develop a research-informed basis for peer tutor preparation,
mentor support and future institutional implementation across three uni-
versities. Intellectually, it tested whether peer tutoring could be understood
as part of a relational and public university rather than merely as an efficient
support service.

5. Sources, Materials and Forms of Evidence

This book is both a scientific monograph and a final scholarly account of
an international project. As such, it distinguishes clearly between different
forms of evidence and the claims each can support, rather than simply as-
sembling project outputs into a single narrative. The manuscript therefore
treats the Peer-EDU corpus not as one homogeneous dataset, but as a set
of sources produced for different purposes, at different moments and with
different epistemic status.

The first source is the project literature review. Report 1 analysed more
than fifty publications and supplied the initial map of concepts, models, re-
ported outcomes, risks and implementation conditions (Jendza et al. 2026).
It provides evidence about the existing field as represented in the selected
literature. It does not establish that findings from one discipline, country or
programme will be reproduced in Peer-EDU. The book returns to primary
studies where their design and context are important and avoids using the
existence of positive findings elsewhere as proof of local effectiveness.
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The second source is the comparative diagnostic study reported in Re-
port 2. Its parallel questionnaires gathered responses from students and
academic staff at the University of Gdansk, the University of Split and the
University of Malta, combining descriptive closed items with open com-
mentary (Attard Tonna et al. 2026). The instruments were designed for form-
ative diagnosis rather than as psychometrically validated readiness scales.
The samples were voluntary and uneven in size and disciplinary composi-
tion; language, timing and prior familiarity also differed. The findings illumi-
nate awareness, expectations, perceived barriers and declared willingness
among participating groups. They do not measure actual institutional ca-
pacity or the effects of peer tutoring.

The third group consists of design materials. The student training hand-
book documents the intended curriculum and pedagogical architecture
of the programme: its role definitions, values, activities, cases and conver-
sational tools (Peer-EDU 2025a). The mentor materials similarly document
how academic support for peer tutors was conceived. These sources show
what was designed and delivered. They are not evidence that participants
acquired every intended competence or later enacted the role in practice.

The fourth source is immediate post-training feedback. The survey com-
pleted by nineteen student participants provides evidence about their ret-
rospective evaluation of the programme, perceived confidence, meaningful
experiences and continuing support needs (Jendza and Jendza 2026). Its
quantitative ratings describe this respondent group; they do not represent
all forty-six participants automatically. Its open answers are valuable for
identifying tensions between confidence and readiness, but the design in-
cludes no matched baseline, behavioural assessment, tutee perspective or
longitudinal follow-up. Satisfaction is treated as experience, not as efficacy.

The academic mentor preparation materials occupy a related position.
Separate eight-hour workshops were delivered at the three partner univer-
sities in February and March 2026, involving fifty-one academic teachers in
total: sixteen at the University of Gdansk, thirty-one at the University of Split
and four at the University of Malta. The workshops used a common set of
materials developed within Peer-EDU. The available evidence from these
workshops is institution-specific. Godlewska-Werner and Jendza (2026) pro-
vide detailed post-training feedback from the University of Gdansk group,
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while Mihaljevi¢ and Mari¢ (2026) report findings from the teacher training
programme at the University of Split. These sources document preparation
and participants’ interpretations of the prospective role; they are not evi-
dence that supervision subsequently operated in sustained tutoring rela-
tionships.

Participant essays and conference abstracts form a fifth, deliberately dif-
ferentiated body of material. Szypryt, Mojsa, Pietrzak and Stosik write from
within the project, but they do not speak for the cohort as a whole. Their
accounts are not treated as outcome evaluation. They are situated interpre-
tations of what transition, uncertainty, training and the tutor role came to
mean for particular students (Szypryt 2026; Mojsa 2026; Pietrzak 2026; Sto-
sik 2026). Their inclusion matters because students should not appear only
as survey respondents or objects of expert interpretation. They also produce
concepts, questions and public accounts of educational experience.

Project websites, announcements, conference materials and administra-
tive documents provide chronology, institutional context, stated intentions
and evidence of dissemination. They are used cautiously. A communication
describing an ambition is evidence that the ambition was publicly articulat-
ed, not that it was realised. The number of participants in the student train-
ing, for example, should not be confused with the number who completed
the feedback survey. The digital platform was completed and usability-test-
ed by Polish students participating in the international training, while the
tutoring pilot itself had not yet been implemented at the time covered by
the project evidence. The platform can therefore be described as a com-
pleted project output, but its use in routine university-wide peer tutoring
should not yet be presented as established practice.

Finally, the book contains authorial interpretation and recommenda-
tions. The theoretical account of studying with peers, the model of sustaina-
ble implementation and the institutional roadmap are syntheses construct-
ed from literature, project evidence and higher-education theory. They are
arguments offered for scrutiny rather than findings derived directly from
a single instrument. This distinction is especially important in the final chap-
ters, where the absence of implementation data requires restraint.

No single method could answer all the questions raised by Peer-EDU.
The literature can identify mechanisms and precedents; the diagnostic
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study can reveal expectations and perceived barriers; training feedback can
illuminate immediate experience; reflective essays can disclose meanings
that a questionnaire may not capture; and institutional analysis can show
why a practice changes when it enters a different ecology. Their combina-
tion creates a richer account, but it does not cancel their limitations. Trian-
gulation here means comparing forms of evidence and noticing where they
converge or remain in tension, not treating accumulation as proof.

The most important evidentiary boundary is therefore stated plainly:
this book does not report the effects of an implemented Peer-EDU tutoring
programme. It reports what was known from literature, what was diagnosed
in three universities, what was designed and delivered as preparation, how
a subset of participants interpreted that preparation, how academic men-
tors imagined their role, and what institutional framework the authors pro-
pose for future testing. Preserving this boundary is not a weakness of the
monograph. It is a condition of making its contribution trustworthy.

6. The Argument and Structure of the Book

The argument developed across the book is that peer tutoring should be
understood neither as a universal remedy nor as a minor technique added
to student services. It is an institutional configuration of roles, knowledge,
relations, resources and responsibilities. Its educational value depends upon
how these elements are brought together and upon the kind of university
they enact. Studying with peers may open access to disciplinary practices,
normalise help-seeking, contribute to student formation and create occa-
sions for common study. It may also reproduce hierarchy, misinformation,
exclusion, unpaid labour and managerial capture. These possibilities cannot
be separated from programme design or institutional culture.

A second argument concerns the place of students. Students are not
simply consumers of provision, beneficiaries of support or resources for in-
stitutional targets. They can contribute to the educational environment
and become responsible participants in one another’s study. This contribu-
tion should not be romanticised as spontaneous community, nor used to
release teachers from their obligations. Co-authorship requires preparation,
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recognition, boundaries and the right to decline. It also requires institution-
al responsiveness: recurring difficulties disclosed through tutoring should
become questions for curricula, teaching and support structures, not mere-
ly additional tasks for tutors.

A third argument concerns the university itself. Peer tutoring reveals that
educational quality cannot be secured only through procedures, content
delivery or measurement. The Peer-EDU project repeatedly brought these
tensions into view. Expectations expressed by students and academic staff,
the design of the training programme and participants’ post-training reflec-
tions all pointed towards situations in which no single principle could de-
termine the educationally responsible course of action. Educational quality
rests on tensions that cannot be resolved through a single rule. Relations
make knowledge accessible, but without that intellectual focus, support
becomes empty. Authority remains necessary, yet it need not be monopo-
lised or exercised as domination. Similarly, informality can foster trust while
excluding those without networks, just as institutional structures protect
quality at the expense of authenticity and agency. These tensions call for
continuous educational judgement rather than permanent solutions.

The four parts of the book follow a movement from educational problem
to institutional possibility. Part |, Peer Tutoring and the Pedagogy of Higher Ed-
ucation, establishes the conceptual and normative foundations. Chapter 1
begins with transition into university, disengagement, belonging and the
movement from transmission towards shared study. Chapter 2 maps the
heterogeneous field of peer tutoring, clarifying models, boundaries and
what the practice is not. Chapter 3 develops the book’s pedagogical frame-
work around knowledge, dialogue, authority, equality, care, inclusion and
the tensions between autonomy and responsibility, informality and institu-
tionalisation.

Part Il, The Peer-EDU Project as an International Inquiry, turns to the pro-
ject's history and evidence. Chapter 4 reconstructs the movement from the
Kiel conversations to literature review, diagnosis, co-design, training and
dissemination, while keeping the unrealised pilot visible. Chapter 5 com-
pares the three partner universities as distinct educational ecologies rather
than positions on a single scale of readiness. Chapter 6 examines the meth-
odology and limits of the diagnostic research. Chapters 7 and 8 interpret
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expectations across universities and respondent groups, identifying both
convergences and productive tensions.

Part lll, Becoming a Peer Tutor, shifts from institutional expectations
to the formation and support of a role. Chapter 9 examines competence,
identity, authority and responsibility without turning the tutor into a min-
iature teacher. Chapter 10 analyses the design of the student preparation
programme and the educational reasoning embodied in its activities. Chap-
ter 11 reads post-training feedback cautiously, distinguishing satisfaction,
confidence, perceived readiness and unresolved needs. Chapter 12 address-
es those who support peer tutors, developing supervision as a formative,
normative and restorative practice while acknowledging that the proposed
system was not tested in implementation.

Part IV, From Training to Institutional Practice, asks what would be re-
quired for the project to continue responsibly beyond preparation. Chapter
13 develops the idea of a sustainable peer tutoring ecology: purpose, insti-
tutional diagnosis, recruitment, matching, recognition, coordination, super-
vision, ethics, infrastructure, equity and evaluation. Chapter 14 translates
the book’s findings into a staged Peer-EDU framework and roadmap. The
framework contains decision points and failure signals rather than promis-
ing a frictionless route to scale. It is intentionally adaptable and provisional
because the project did not validate a universal model.

The Conclusion returns from the project to the question of the univer-
sity. It asks what studying with peers reveals about knowledge, authority,
relation and responsibility, and why the limits of institutional intervention
matter. Its post-critical orientation avoids both denunciation and celebra-
tion. Peer tutoring is approached as a small practice that may be worth sus-
taining when it keeps knowledge in view, enlarges participation and makes
responsibility more rather than less visible.

Readers may approach this book as a study of peer tutoring, an account
of international project work, a contribution to higher-education pedagogy
or a reflection on institutional change. These routes are connected by one
proposition: the university is made not only through statutes, curricula and
strategic plans, but also through the quality of encounters in which people
turn towards matters of study together. Peer-EDU does not prove that such
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encounters can be engineered, scaled or made effective through a checklist.
It does show why they deserve institutional attention.

The invitation of the book is therefore both practical and reflective. It
asks universities to design carefully, evaluate honestly and resist delegating
their responsibilities. It also asks readers to look again at an ordinary aca-
demic scene: one student admits uncertainty; another does not seize the
opportunity to display superiority, but helps place a question, text or prob-
lem between them. What kind of university is enacted in that response? The
chapters that follow begin there.
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CHAPTER 1

FROM TRANSMISSIONTO
SHARED STUDY: WHY PEER
TUTORING, WHY NOW?

Chapter 1 returns to the educational problem that preceded the project:
what happens when entry into university is treated not merely as admin-
istrative admission but as a passage into unfamiliar practices, expectations
and relations? Peer tutoring entered Peer-EDU as one possible response to
that problem, not as an established solution (Attard Tonna et al. 2026).

Entering university involves more than gaining access to courses, lec-
tures and assessment procedures. Students encounter unfamiliar forms of
knowledge, language, judgement and authority. They must learn how to
read within a discipline, how to recognise what counts as a relevant ques-
tion, how to respond when they do not understand, and how to seek help
without interpreting the need for support as evidence that they do not be-
long. These expectations are often tacit, while students’opportunities to‘de-
cipher’them are unequally distributed. Research on peer-assisted education
suggests that peer relationships may contribute not only to academic pro-
gress but also to students’ social and academic integration, although these
different outcomes should neither be conflated nor assumed in advance
(Byl et al. 2015; Yomtov et al. 2017; Bengesai et al. 2023).

The diagnostic stage of Peer-EDU was designed precisely to examine
how students and academic staff at the three partner universities under-
stood peer tutoring, what benefits they expected, what barriers they antici-
pated, and what forms of training, organisational support and technological
infrastructure they considered necessary. The study did not begin from the
assumption that peer tutoring was intrinsically beneficial. It treated its im-
plementation as an educational and institutional question. Across the three
universities, respondents associated peer tutoring with accessible expla-
nation, mutual exchange, academic confidence, social integration and the
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development of communication and collaborative capacities. At the same
time, they identified the lack of trained tutors, insufficient coordination, lim-
ited institutional recognition, uneven motivation and unclear role bound-
aries as significant threats to its quality and sustainability (Attard Tonna
et al. 2026).

These findings place peer tutoring within a tension that runs through the
entire book. Studying with peers creates an educational proximity distinct
from traditional student-teacher relationships. Students are often more
willing to expose uncertainty to someone who has recently encountered
similar problems, while explanations draw on language and experiences
closer to their own. Asking for assistance becomes less stigmatising, making
implicit academic practices open for discussion and fostering a more acces-
sible academic environment.

This proximity, however, does not automatically produce equality, edu-
cational value or trust. Tutors can reproduce inaccurate knowledge, imitate
directive teaching, acquire informal authority or become burdened with
responsibilities that belong to academic staff. Indeed, peer relations can
involve misunderstandings, power struggles and attempts to perform com-
petence rather than acknowledge uncertainty (Colvin 2007). Far from au-
tomatically widening participation, peer support risks reproducing existing
inequalities if those with greater confidence and resources become tutors,
while more constrained students remain excluded.

Peer-EDU addressed these tensions in its diagnostic research and sub-
sequently in the design of the international training programme. The pro-
gramme sought to prepare students to move away from the position of the
person who simply supplies an answer and towards a facilitative role based
on listening, questioning, reflection and respect for boundaries. Participants
valued experiential practice, structured conversational tools and opportuni-
ties to work across institutional and cultural contexts. Yet their evaluations
also revealed that satisfaction with training was not identical to readiness for
independent practice. They asked for clearer local procedures, mentoring,
shadowing, supervision and support in responding to emotionally demand-
ing situations (Jendza and Jendza 2026). The project thus made visible that
peer tutoring is not produced by goodwill alone. It requires an educational
ecology in which roles, responsibilities and limits are carefully negotiated.
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The chapter approaches peer tutoring as an educational practice whose
purpose cannot be reduced to predefined learning outcomes. Such a fram-
ing would risk reproducing what Biesta describes as the learnification of edu-
cation: the tendency to replace questions about content, purpose, teaching
and responsibility with an abstract language of individual learning (Biesta
2010). The expression shared study is used here to retain the presence of
something that students study together. The educational significance of
peer tutoring lies in participants turning together towards a subject matter,
problem or academic practice that makes demands on both of them.

The movement from transmission to shared study does not abolish
teaching, expertise or academic authority. It asks how authority might be
exercised without monopolising every legitimate explanation, question
or interpretation. It also asks what happens when students are recognised
not only as recipients of education but as contributors to the education-
al situations in which they take part. The experience of Peer-EDU provides
the concrete setting for these questions. The project began as a response
to problems of transition, disengagement and insufficient support, but it
gradually opened a wider inquiry into how knowledge, responsibility and
recognition circulate within the university. The chapter asks, therefore, what
kind of university becomes imaginable when students are invited to study
with and support one another, and what institutional, ethical and pedagog-
ical conditions are necessary for this invitation to become more than a del-
egation of responsibility.

1.1. Entering University as an Educational
and Social Transition

Entering university is often described through the administrative language
of admission, enrolment and commencement. A candidate satisfies formal
requirements, receives a place, registers for a programme and becomes
a student. Institutionally, the boundary appears clear: one status ends and
another begins. Educationally and socially, however, the transition is con-
siderably less definite. Admission grants access to the university, but it does
not automatically enable a person to inhabit it. Becoming formally enrolled
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is not the same as becoming able to study within a new academic environ-
ment, understand its expectations, establish meaningful relationships or
recognise oneself as a legitimate member of its community.

This distinction was among the concerns that gave rise to Peer-EDU.
Rather than treating transition as a matter of individual adjustment, the
project asked how peer relationships might make unfamiliar academic prac-
tices more interpretable without displacing the responsibilities of teachers
and institutions.

Entry into university is a passage between educational environments
that may be governed by significantly different cultures. Many, although by
no means all, first-year students enter university directly from upper-sec-
ondary schools. They bring with them dispositions, routines and expecta-
tions formed through their previous educational experience. These may
concern the organisation of time, the accessibility of teachers, the structure
of the curriculum, the frequency of assessment, the degree of supervision,
the meaning of independence, and the ways in which successful studying is
demonstrated. Such prior experience forms the educational world through
which students have learned what teaching, studying, achievement, diffi-
culty and support mean.

The transition therefore does not take place from a generic “school” to
a generic “university”. Secondary schools differ internally and nationally, just
as universities, faculties and disciplines do. The educational cultures encoun-
tered by students in Poland, Croatia and Malta cannot be assumed to be
identical. Nor can the expectations of a medical programme, an engineering
degree and a humanities course be reduced to one academic culture. Nev-
ertheless, the transition frequently involves a significant reorganisation of
the relationship between the student, knowledge, time and institutional au-
thority. Research on the fit between secondary and university education in-
dicates that the extent of continuity or discontinuity between pedagogical
approaches matters for first-year achievement. Differences in the degree of
student-centredness, independent work and teaching organisation may af-
fect how successfully students adjust to university study (Torenbeek, Jansen
and Hofman 2010; 2011).

At school, expectations may have been communicated regularly, rein-
forced through repeated contact and embedded within a relatively stable
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timetable. At university, students can encounter larger groups, more frag-
mented schedules, fewer contact hours, several teachers operating with
different assumptions, and longer periods during which their work remains
largely invisible. They may be told that they are now responsible for their
own studying without necessarily being shown what that responsibility
entails. “Independence” can consequently become an institutional demand
before it becomes an educational capacity.

The problem is not simply that students do not yet possess enough infor-
mation. They must interpret an environment whose important conventions
are often tacit. They need to discover what counts as an adequate contribu-
tion during a seminar, how closely a text should be read, how an argument
differs from a personal opinion, how assessment criteria are interpreted,
when asking for help is legitimate, and what teachers mean when they ask
for analysis, criticality or independent study. Collier and Morgan’s research
shows that success in higher education depends not only on academic
ability but also on understanding and enacting the role of the university
student. Their comparison of faculty expectations with students’ interpre-
tations revealed substantial incongruities, particularly for students without
inherited familiarity with university conventions (Collier and Morgan 2008).

The academic literacies perspective helps to understand why these dif-
ficulties should not be reduced to a set of individual study-skills ‘deficits
Reading, writing, speaking and producing knowledge at university are so-
cial and epistemic practices. Their forms differ between disciplines and are
connected to questions of identity, authority and legitimate knowledge.
Students are not simply asked to transfer a universal ability to write or rea-
son from one setting to another. They encounter new genres, criteria and
relations between writers, readers and disciplinary communities. Lea and
Street therefore argue that university literacy practices cannot adequately
be understood through a model in which students merely acquire generic
techniques and then apply them to academic tasks (Lea and Street 1998).

This insight is important for Peer-EDU. A student who struggles during
the first months at university may not be academically incapable. The diffi-
culty may arise from the distance between educational cultures, from lim-
ited access to their unwritten conventions, or from uncertainty about how
previously successful ways of studying should be transformed. A student
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accustomed to carefully delimited tasks may find an open-ended university
assignment disorientating. A person who achieved excellent results through
memorisation may encounter a discipline that values interpretation, proof,
problem formulation or the critical examination of evidence. Someone
who associated asking teachers for clarification with diligence may enter
an environment in which seeking assistance seems to expose inadequacy.
Conversely, a student who learned to remain silent in a strongly teacher-di-
rected school culture may struggle in a seminar where speaking is treated
as evidence of engagement.

These experiences are not uniform. The landmark study by Terenzini
and colleagues showed that transition to university is composed of diverse
stories rather than a single predictable sequence. Students arrive through
different educational, social and biographical routes and possess unequal
knowledge of how universities work. The extent of discontinuity between
previous experience and the new institution therefore varies, as do the re-
sources available for interpreting it (Terenzini et al. 1994). The challenge for
the university is to create conditions in which students with different back-
grounds can enter academic practices without having to decipher the insti-
tution entirely alone.

Transition as Passage

The anthropological concept of the rite of passage offers a useful, although
necessarily incomplete, way of interpreting this movement. Arnold van Gen-
nep used the term to describe rituals accompanying changes in social posi-
tion. Despite their cultural diversity, such rites frequently display a threefold
structure: separation from a previous status, an intervening transitional or
liminal phase, and incorporation into a new social position (van Gennep
1960). Victor Turner later developed the idea of liminality to describe the
ambiguous condition of those who are no longer fully located in their for-
mer position but have not yet been securely incorporated into the new one
(Turner 1969).

Applied to the transition from school to university, the first phase in-
volves some form of separation from a familiar educational order. Students
leave behind known teachers, established routines, recognised measures of
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achievement and social positions built over several years. This separation
may be spatial, involving a move to another city or country, but it need not
be. Students who continue living at home can experience an equally signif-
icant change in educational identity. The decisive separation occurs when
previous assumptions no longer provide reliable guidance for acting within
the new institution.

The second phase is liminal. The student has entered the university but
does not yet know how fully to inhabit it. Formal membership coexists with
practical uncertainty. During this period, formal expectations of autonomy
and adulthood can exceed students’ familiarity with how academic respon-
sibility is actually practised. Even students with substantial subject knowl-
edge may remain uncertain about how that knowledge should be expressed
and judged. Liminality thus names a condition in which an old educational
identity has become insufficient while a new one is still being formed.

The third phase, incorporation, would involve more than surviving the
first assessment period. It would mean gaining a workable sense of how to
study, participate and seek assistance; developing relationships within the
institution; and beginning to see oneself as a legitimate member of an aca-
demic community. Incorporation does not require complete conformity. In-
deed, a university that understands education as the production of identical
academic subjects would contradict its own intellectual purpose. Neverthe-
less, participation requires enough orientation, recognition and confidence
for the student to act within the institution rather than remain permanently
at its edge.

Clark and Lovric explicitly proposed the rite-of-passage model to inter-
pret the secondary-tertiary transition in mathematics. Their work shows
how students may cross not only an institutional boundary but also a dis-
ciplinary one: university mathematics introduces different forms of abstrac-
tion, reasoning, proof and responsibility from those many students encoun-
tered at school (Clark and Lovric 2008; 2009). Subsequent research has used
this framework to examine the cognitive, affective and sociocultural crises
that may accompany the transition. The significance of the model lies partly
in its recognition that difficulty is not necessarily evidence that the student is
unsuited to university. Crisis may be an integral part of encountering a gen-
uinely different educational world (Di Martino, Gregorio and lannone 2023).
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This metaphor must nevertheless be used cautiously. Entry into uni-
versity is not a single, culturally uniform ceremony with a clearly defined
beginning and end. Nor do contemporary universities necessarily provide
effective rites through which students are collectively separated, accom-
panied and incorporated. Orientation days, welcome events, matriculation
ceremonies and first-year courses may symbolically mark entry, but they
do not guarantee educational incorporation. The transition can extend far
beyond the opening weeks and may recur when students enter a new dis-
cipline, undertake their first independent research project, begin clinical or
professional practice, move abroad, or progress to postgraduate study.

Moreover, the linear sequence of separation, liminality and incorpora-
tion can obscure interruptions, reversals and multiple affiliations. Students
do not necessarily leave school culture completely behind, nor should they.
They may move between home, employment, university and other commu-
nities, inhabiting several identities simultaneously. Gale and Parker therefore
distinguish between approaches that treat transition as a relatively linear
induction, approaches that conceptualise it as development through iden-
tifiable stages, and approaches that understand it as becoming: an open,
lived process in which students continuously negotiate changing identities,
relationships and possibilities (Gale and Parker 2014).

The latter perspective is particularly valuable here. It prevents the lan-
guage of transition from becoming a subtle form of blame. When universi-
ties interpret transition primarily as a matter of students adapting to fixed
institutional expectations, difficulties are easily attributed to insufficient
preparation, motivation or resilience. The institution remains unquestioned
while newcomers are required to transform themselves. Transition under-
stood as becoming directs attention to both sides of the educational rela-
tionship. Students change as they enter university, but the university also
creates, facilitates or obstructs the conditions of their entry.

The concept of a rite of passage should not be used to naturalise student
suffering. Disorientation need not be treated as a necessary test of member-
ship, and crisis should not be romanticised as educationally desirable. Some
discontinuity can be intellectually productive because university study in-
troduces students to new questions and modes of thought. Yet avoidable
opacity, isolation and institutional indifference are not pedagogical virtues.
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The educational task is to support students in crossing the boundary while
preserving the genuine intellectual differences between school and univer-
sity study.

Peer Relationships in the Liminal Space

Turner’s development of the concept of liminality also drew attention to
communitas: forms of connection that can arise among people sharing an
in-between condition. Without transferring this anthropological category
uncritically to contemporary higher education, it helps illuminate why re-
lationships with other students can matter during transition. Peers may not
possess the formal authority of academic teachers, but they often possess
temporal and experiential proximity. A more experienced student can re-
member the first encounter with a disciplinary convention that has long
since become self-evident to an academic teacher. A same-level peer can
recognise uncertainty because both are attempting to interpret the new
environment.

Peer tutoring can therefore function within the transitional space be-
tween school and secure participation in university. It can make parts of the
institution more readable. A peer tutor may explain not only a concept but
also how to approach a problem, prepare for a particular form of assess-
ment, organise independent study, interpret feedback or decide when spe-
cialist assistance is required. Such support can disclose academic practices
that remain invisible when teachers assume that students already under-
stand them.

The literature review undertaken during the first phase of Peer-EDU,
drawing on fifty publications, identified academic, social and emotional
contributions associated with peer tutoring. It also showed that the practice
has developed beyond a simple model in which a knowledgeable student
transmits correct information to a less knowledgeable one. The reviewed
literature included cross-level, reciprocal, embedded and online arrange-
ments and repeatedly emphasised the importance of interaction, trust,
training and role definition. In several of the programmes examined, senior
students worked specifically with first-year students, supporting both aca-
demic work and adjustment to university expectations (Jendza et al. 2026).
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The review includes, for example, the programmes investigated by Ar-
co-Tirado and colleagues. In one intervention, trained senior and postgrad-
uate students supported first-year students through a structured series of
tutoring sessions addressing planning, time management, cognitive and
metacognitive strategies, motivation and the use of academic resources.
The results indicated advantages for participating students in academ-
ic performance and study strategies, while tutors also developed social
and metacognitive capacities (Arco-Tirado, Fernandez-Martin and Fernan-
dez-Balboa 2011). A later randomised study of a structured peer tutoring
programme reported significant differences in first-year academic perfor-
mance in favour of participating students (Arco-Tirado, Fernandez-Martin
and Hervaés-Torres 2020). These studies help explain why the first year has
become a significant setting for structured peer support, although their
findings should not be generalised to every peer tutoring model.

The diagnostic research conducted in Peer-EDU adds an important con-
textual dimension. Students and academic staff at the University of Gdansk,
the University of Split and the University of Malta associated peer tutoring
with more approachable explanation, collaboration, confidence, integra-
tion and a less formal atmosphere. Students emphasised its potential to
reduce stress and isolation, particularly during the first year, while staff also
recognised its possible contribution to inclusion and supportive academic
communities. At the same time, both groups identified the lack of trained
tutors, insufficient organisational support, unclear roles and weak techno-
logical infrastructure as significant barriers. Approximately 70 per cent of
student respondents expressed willingness to participate in or recommend
peer tutoring, but actual experience of it remained limited (Attard Tonna et
al. 2026).

The Peer-EDU diagnostic study provides evidence about perceptions
and expectations rather than causal effects on continuation, grades or
wellbeing. It shows that members of all three university communities rec-
ognised the transition into higher education as both an academic and rela-
tional challenge. Their responses extended beyond assistance with difficult
content to integration, communication, confidence, motivation, stress and
the need to understand how the institution works. In doing so, they implicit-
ly challenged any sharp separation between academic and social transition.

42



CHAPTER 1
From Transmission to Shared Study: Why Peer Tutoring, Why Now?

Kahu and Nelson conceptualise student engagement as emerging with-
in an educational interface where student characteristics and institutional
conditions encounter one another. Self-efficacy, emotions, belonging and
wellbeing mediate this relationship; they are not external additions to the
academic experience (Kahu and Nelson 2018). Similarly, Thomas's research
on retention and success places engagement and belonging at the centre
of institutional responsibility. Supportive peer relationships, meaningful in-
teraction with staff, confidence and identity as a university student are pre-
sented not as peripheral services but as part of the educational conditions
through which continuation becomes possible (Thomas 2012).

Peer tutoring can intervene within this interface because it joins work
on knowledge with work on relationship. Peer tutoring can connect social
welcome with the interpretation of academic expectations and address ac-
ademic difficulty without separating it from its emotional and relational di-
mensions. Studying with a peer can connect explanation, reassurance, mod-
elling, feedback and institutional navigation. In its strongest form, it helps
students understand both what they are studying and how participation in
the practice of studying is organised.

Yet the rite-of-passage perspective also warns against imagining the
tutor as someone who simply escorts an unprepared newcomer into an
unchanged institutional order. Peer tutoring can become conservative if its
only function is to teach students to comply with opaque conventions. It
may reproduce the hidden curriculum rather than expose it to examination.
A tutor who has successfully adapted to institutional expectations can pres-
ent those expectations as natural, even when they are unnecessarily exclu-
sionary. The practice may also generate a new hierarchy in which certain
students are recognised as competent guides while others are marked as
dependent recipients of help.

There is a further institutional danger. If transition is treated as a prob-
lem to be solved by students for other students, universities may withdraw
from their own responsibilities. Peer tutors cannot compensate for incoher-
ent curricula, inaccessible teaching, inadequate feedback, unmanageable
workloads, discriminatory cultures or insufficient professional support. They
should not become inexpensive substitutes for academic teachers, advisers,
disability services or psychological care. The Peer-EDU reports themselves
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demonstrate that participants expected clear procedures, trained tutors, su-
pervision and reliable institutional backing. Peer support requires the uni-
versity’s presence rather than its retreat (Attard Tonna et al. 2026).

The educational significance of peer tutoring lies in creating an interme-
diate relational space in which differences between school and university
cultures can be articulated and worked through. Within such a space, a stu-
dent can ask questions that might otherwise remain unspoken: Why is this
form of argument expected? What does independent work look like here?
How should I interpret this feedback? Is everyone else struggling with this?
What can | reasonably expect from my teacher, and what is now my own
responsibility?

These are not trivial questions. They concern the meaning of becoming
a university student. When they remain unanswered, students may interpret
cultural discontinuity as personal failure. When they can be examined with
others, the transition becomes an educational process rather than a solitary
test of adaptation. Entering university is best understood as an extended
educational and social transition involving separation from familiar prac-
tices, uncertainty within a new institutional environment and the gradual
formation of relationships, capacities and identities through which studying
becomes possible. Peer-EDU began from the recognition that universities
cannot assume this passage will occur automatically. Peer tutoring is one
possible way of accompanying this transition. It does not remove the in-
tellectual demands of higher education; rather, it helps students enter into
a relationship with those demands, with other students and with the insti-
tution to which they now formally belong.

1.2. Disengagement, Isolation and the
Question of Belonging

Disengagement is often noticed only when it becomes administratively
visible. A student stops attending classes, fails to submit work, does not
respond to messages, interrupts their studies or formally withdraws from
the university. By that stage, however, disengagement may already have
along history. It can begin while the student continues to attend, completes
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assignments and remains formally enrolled. A person may be physically
present in a lecture hall yet experience little connection with the subject,
the people around them or the institution in whose records they appear.
Disengagement can therefore be quiet: a gradual reduction in curiosity, con-
fidence, participation and the expectation that one’s presence matters.

This is one reason why disengagement should not be treated simply as
an individual student’s failure to display sufficient motivation. The concept
itself is multidimensional. Behavioural indicators, including attendance,
participation, submission and persistence, are important, but they do not
exhaust the educational experience. Engagement also has emotional, cog-
nitive, relational and sociocultural dimensions. It concerns how students en-
counter a subject, whether they recognise value in what they are studying,
whether they can act within the educational environment and whether that
environment recognises them as legitimate participants. Kahu's analysis of
the higher education literature demonstrates the limitations of frameworks
that isolate student behaviour from institutional practices, psychological
experience and wider social conditions (Kahu 2013). From this perspective,
disengagement cannot be located entirely “inside” the student. It emerges
in a relationship between a person and an educational environment. Stu-
dents bring different histories, commitments, resources and expectations
to university, while institutions organise curricula, timetables, assessment,
communication, support and interpersonal relations in ways that make
participation more possible for some students than for others. Financial
pressure, paid work, caring responsibilities, disability, commuting, linguis-
tic insecurity, discrimination and previous experiences of education may all
shape what looks institutionally like willingness or unwillingness to engage.
The category of the “disengaged student” can therefore conceal the condi-
tions through which disengagement is produced.

The Peer-EDU Project arose partly from the recognition that the first-
year experience cannot be understood only through the quality of course
content or the academic abilities of individual students. Representatives of
the University of Gdansk, the University of Split and the University of Malta
identified academic disengagement, insufficient integration and difficul-
ties in adapting to university life as interrelated challenges. The diagnostic
study subsequently examined how students and academic staff understood
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the potential of peer tutoring to address academic, social and institution-
al needs. Participants associated peer tutoring not only with better under-
standing of course material, but also with collaboration, confidence, inclu-
sivity, more approachable assistance and the development of supportive
academic communities (Attard Tonna et al. 2026: 4-8, 108-114).

These expectations require careful interpretation because they provide
no evidence of an effect on disengagement or access among the most iso-
lated students. At the same time, respondents clearly understood disen-
gagement as extending beyond cognition to communication, relationships,
confidence and help-seeking. Their responses repeatedly connected study-
ing with communication, relationships, confidence and the possibility of
asking another person for help. The academic and the social appeared not
as separate spheres, but as dimensions of the same university experience.

The Crowded University and the Isolated Student

Isolation is easily associated with literal aloneness. Yet a student may be sur-
rounded by hundreds of people and still remain educationally and socially
isolated. Large lectures, busy corridors and “crowded” digital platforms do
not necessarily generate meaningful connection. Proximity does not itself
create recognition, trust or a relationship in which uncertainty can be ex-
posed without fear. It is therefore useful here to distinguish social isolation
from loneliness, although the two can overlap. Social isolation refers more
directly to the scarcity or weakness of social contact and relationships. Lone-
liness describes a subjective experience: the painful discrepancy between
the relationships a person has and those they need or desire. A student
may have frequent contact with classmates and still feel lonely; another
may spend considerable time alone without experiencing loneliness. Both
experiences can be educationally significant because they affect whether
students feel able to seek assistance, participate in collective work and in-
terpret difficulties as ordinary features of studying rather than as evidence
of personal inadequacy.

A systematic review of interventions addressing loneliness among uni-
versity students confirms that loneliness is a serious concern within high-
er education, while also revealing how limited and heterogeneous the
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intervention evidence remains. Programmes have included social-support
groups, opportunities for increased interaction, reflective exercises, psycho-
education and interventions directed at social cognition or skills. Some
reported reductions in loneliness, but differences in designs, populations
and measurements make broad conclusions difficult. The review’s central
implication is therefore not that any increase in student interaction will re-
solve loneliness, but that institutions need better-targeted, theoretically
grounded and methodologically credible approaches (Ellard, Dennison and
Tuomainen 2023).

This caution is relevant to peer tutoring. Pairing students or placing
them in a group does not automatically create connection. A tutoring en-
counter may remain functional and emotionally distant. It may also intensify
discomfort if the tutee feels judged, labelled as deficient or dependent on
someone perceived as more successful. Peer relationships become educa-
tionally supportive when participants experience sufficient safety, continu-
ity and mutual recognition to disclose uncertainty and continue working
together.

Isolation may also result from the organisation of university education it-
self. Students often move between separate modules, lecturers and groups
without a stable educational community. They can be expected to manage
fragmented schedules and contradictory demands while having few oppor-
tunities for repeated, substantive encounters with the same people. Digital
systems may provide access to materials and communication but can also
make contact predominantly transactional: downloading a file, submitting
a task, receiving an automatically generated notification. In such environ-
ments, students may know where information is stored without knowing
whom they can approach.

The problem is not solved by adding social events beside the “real” aca-
demic work. Social integration and academic engagement are often sepa-
rated in institutional structures: teaching occurs in one place, while belong-
ing is delegated to induction weeks, student societies, accommodation,
counselling or extracurricular activities. Deil-Amen’s concept of socio-ac-
ademic integrative moments offers a more promising way to understand
how connection can arise. In her study of students in career-related pro-
grammes, academic and social integration occurred through encounters in
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which relationships, practical assistance and engagement with educational
work became intertwined. This challenges the assumption that students
must first develop a social life and then become academically engaged, or
vice versa. Sometimes connection to people is produced through work on
a shared educational problem (Deil-Amen 2011).

This is precisely where peer tutoring may become important. It creates
the possibility of a relationship organised around something to be studied.
The subject matter gives the encounter a purpose, while the encounter
can make the subject matter more accessible. A student does not have to
choose between academic assistance and human connection: the two may
be experienced together.

What Does It Mean to Belong?

Belonging is frequently invoked as though its meaning were self-evident.
Universities promise to build inclusive communities, students are encour-
aged to become involved, and belonging is presented as a desirable con-
dition associated with wellbeing and continuation. Yet the concept is less
straightforward than this language suggests. A recent systematic review
encompassing 150 higher education studies found substantial variation
in how belonging was defined and measured. Depending on the study, it
referred to perceived acceptance, interpersonal connection, identification
with an institution or group, fit with academic culture, a sense of being val-
ued, or a combination of these dimensions. The review also showed that be-
longing cannot be considered independently of ethnicity, generation status
and the institutional positioning of historically underrepresented groups
(Dias-Broens, Meeuwisse and Severiens 2024).

For the purposes of this book, belonging extends beyond comfort or
identification with the institution. A student may belong while remaining
critical of university practices. They may experience strong connection with-
in a course, student group or disciplinary community while feeling alienated
from the wider institution. Conversely, participation in university rituals and
organisations does not necessarily produce a sense that one is intellectually
recognised.
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Belonging should therefore be understood as a relational judgement: Is
there a place for me here, and does my presence count? This judgement is
made through ordinary encounters. Are students’ names known? Are their
questions treated seriously? Is confusion met with curiosity or impatience?
Can they contribute without already mastering the language and habits of
the discipline? Do difficulties appear survivable, or do they seem to confirm
that they have entered a world intended for someone else?

Research among first-year students suggests that belonging operates at
more than one level. Freeman, Anderman and Jensen found that students’
sense of belonging within a particular class was associated with academ-
ic self-efficacy, intrinsic motivation and the perceived value of education-
al tasks. Classroom belonging was also related to students’ perceptions of
instructor warmth, openness, organisation and encouragement of partici-
pation. Campus-level belonging, meanwhile, was associated more strongly
with perceived social acceptance (Freeman, Anderman and Jensen 2007).

This distinction does matter. A student does not belong to “the univer-
sity” in the abstract. Belonging is mediated through seminars, laboratories,
tutorials, corridors, spaces, things, assessment encounters and informal
conversations. It can be stronger in one place and weaker in another. The
institution is encountered through multiple local worlds, and it is within
these that students learn whether their participation is expected, tolerated
or welcomed.

Belonging is also dynamic. A daily-diary study by Gillen-O’Neel found
that students with a stronger general sense of belonging tended to report
higher emotional and behavioural engagement, but also that day-to-day
fluctuations mattered. On days when students experienced more belonging
than was usual for them, their engagement also tended to be higher. Some
dimensions of engagement among first-generation students were especial-
ly sensitive to such daily variation (Gillen-O’Neel 2021).

This finding complicates the idea that belonging is a stable person-
al characteristic possessed by sociable or confident students. It can be
strengthened or weakened through particular experiences. A dismissive
response, exclusion from a group or an incomprehensible institutional mes-
sage may suddenly make membership uncertain. A serious conversation,
an invitation to contribute or recognition from another person may restore
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it. Belonging is therefore continuously enacted rather than permanently
acquired. Evidence also connects belonging with persistence. Hausmann,
Schofield and Woods found that first-year students’ sense of belonging pre-
dicted their intentions to persist after other relevant factors were taken into
account. Their study also documented a decline in belonging and persis-
tence intentions during the academic year, while an intervention designed
to support belonging reduced the decline in the former (Hausmann, Scho-
field and Woods 2007).

National evidence from the United States similarly indicates that belong-
ing varies across institutions and student groups. At four-year institutions,
stronger belonging was associated with better engagement, mental health
and persistence after adjustment for a broad set of background characteris-
tics. The patterns were not uniform, however: first-generation and racialised
minority students reported different levels of belonging depending on in-
stitutional context, cautioning against the assumption that a single model
applies to all sectors or populations (Gopalan and Brady 2020). Experimen-
tal studies offer further evidence that belonging is not merely correlated
with educational outcomes. Walton and Cohen’s intervention encouraged
students to interpret difficulties in social and academic adjustment as com-
mon and temporary rather than as proof that people like them did not be-
long. The intervention produced longer-term academic and health effects
among African American students at a selective university (Walton and
Cohen 2011). A later intervention, carefully adapted to the specific context
of a broad-access university, increased continuous two-year enrolment
among socially disadvantaged students by nine percentage points (Murphy
et al. 2020).

These findings concern context-sensitive belonging interventions and
should not be transferred directly to peer tutoring. Their relevance lies in
showing that experiences of non-belonging can be consequential and, un-
der some circumstances, open to change. They also demonstrate the impor-
tance of interpretation: the same difficult grade or awkward interaction can
be understood as a temporary feature of entering university or as confirma-
tion that one has no legitimate place within it.
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Belonging without Conformity

There is a danger in treating belonging as a demand placed on students.
Universities may describe certain ways of speaking, socialising, dressing,
writing or displaying confidence as evidence that a student has successfully
integrated. Those who do not adopt these forms can then be represented as
detached, deficient or unwilling to participate. Belonging becomes condi-
tional upon resemblance to an imagined “normal student” This is particular-
ly problematic because academic cultures are not neutral. Their norms have
histories, and the ease with which they can be inhabited is unequally dis-
tributed. Some students enter university already familiar with its language,
assumptions and forms of interaction. Others must translate between edu-
cational, linguistic, social or cultural worlds. The latter may be described as
lacking belonging when the deeper issue is that the institution offers recog-
nition only on restrictive terms.

A relational university cannot make belonging synonymous with assim-
ilation. Educational belonging must accommodate difference, criticism and
disagreement while recognising students as capable of questioning and
contributing to the practices of the community to which they belong. It in-
cludes being recognised as someone capable of interpreting, disagreeing,
contributing and changing the shared situation.

This distinction is important for understanding disengagement. With-
drawal from participation does not always indicate indifference. It may be
aresponse to repeated experiences of not being heard, to uncertainty about
the risks of speaking, or to a belief that one’s contribution will be judged
through stereotypes. Silence can be a form of self-protection. Apparent lack
of interest can conceal vigilance, exhaustion or the expectation of exclu-
sion. A strong evidence base on belonging should therefore not be used
to develop more sophisticated techniques for making students conform. It
should direct attention towards the conditions under which participation
becomes possible without requiring students to conceal significant parts of
themselves.
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Voices from Peer-EDU

The diagnostic research in Peer-EDU did not directly measure loneliness or
sense of belonging with validated psychological scales. It would therefore
be methodologically incorrect to use its results to estimate the prevalence
of either phenomenon across the three partner universities. The surveys
investigated awareness, expectations, perceived benefits, barriers and will-
ingness to engage in peer tutoring. Within those limits, however, the results
offer insight into the relational qualities that students and academic staff
associated with the practice. Across the universities, respondents repeated-
ly emphasised collaboration, informal and approachable guidance, social
integration, inclusivity and confidence. The University of Malta data par-
ticularly highlighted positive atmosphere and community building, while
respondents across all three institutions stressed the importance of face-
to-face human relationships. Students also identified communication skills,
interpersonal sensitivity, feedback, motivation and stress management as
important elements of tutor preparation (Attard Tonna et al. 2026: 108-129).

The later evaluation of the international Peer-EDU training programme
provides more direct participant voices. These responses came from a small,
self-selected group of nineteen prospective peer tutors rather than from
a representative sample of students experiencing disengagement. They
must therefore be treated as situated accounts of the training environment,
not as evidence of the effects of peer tutoring on belonging across the three
universities.

Yet, even with that limitation, the language used by participants is reveal-
ing. When asked about the most meaningful moments of the programme,
one participant from the University of Gdansk referred to: the ability to use
English and that we could feel that we're not judged. That we were able to talk
about real life scenarios. And of course meet people from a different culture
(Jendza and Jendza 2026: 14).

The absence of judgement appears here as a condition of speaking. The
value of using English was not merely linguistic practice; it was connected
to being able to speak imperfectly, address authentic situations and remain
accepted within the group. Another participant described the meaningful
aspect simply as “making friends with people from other countries’, while
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a student from the University of Split pointed to “bonding with other col-
leagues and friends” (Jendza and Jendza 2026: 14).

A participant from the University of Malta connected the international
composition of the group directly with the educational process:

One participant described the mixed-university role play as especially
meaningful because unfamiliar partners brought different perspectives
into the same exercise (Jendza and Jendza 2026: 14). The significance of the
comment lies less in internationality as an achievement than in the experi-
ence of having one’s assumptions interrupted by another person’s way of
approaching the situation.

Belonging in this account did not arise because differences disappeared.
It emerged through working with unfamiliar people and discovering that
those differences could become educationally productive. Collaboration
created the relationship, while the relationship widened what participants
were able to notice and understand.

Some of the most illuminating comments referred to moments out-
side the formally planned activities. One participant identified the breaks
as especially meaningful “because then | talked to the new friends | made”
(Jendza and Jendza 2026: 14). This short comment reminds us that educa-
tional communities are not produced only through curricular design. Infor-
mal time, unstructured conversation and the availability of shared space can
be as important as the formal session. A programme may provide excellent
content and still leave little room for relationships to develop if every min-
ute is organised around predefined outcomes.

The sense of recognition is expressed most explicitly in another response:
I felt accepted and understood in my group. | hope the whole peer-edu training
groups would have an opportunity to meet again in May or on another module
that further educates us on how to be a tutor (Jendza and Jendza 2026: 15).

Acceptance and understanding are linked here with continuity. The par-
ticipant does not simply report satisfaction with a completed course; they
ask for the relationship to continue. This matters because belonging is diffi-
cult to sustain through one-off contact. Encounters may open a possibility,
but communities develop through repetition, memory and the expectation
that people will meet again.
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The quantitative feedback is consistent with this relational reading with-
in the limited respondent group. The training environment was evaluated
very positively in terms of inclusion and support, and most respondents also
reported greater confidence afterwards (Jendza and Jendza 2026: 7). These
results do not establish long-term transformation; they show that partici-
pants experienced practical preparation, international collaboration and
interpersonal safety as connected features of the course.

A different pattern appeared when participants looked beyond the
course towards actual tutoring. Requests for mentoring, shadowing, access
to academic consultation, clearer procedures and opportunities to discuss
difficult cases remained prominent (Jendza and Jendza 2026: 12-16). A sup-
portive temporary group had been created, but participants still anticipat-
ed the need for a durable institutional ecology in which the role could be
practised.

Can Peer Tutoring Create Belonging?

Peer tutoring may contribute to belonging because it can create repeated
socio-academic encounters. A student meets another person not only to re-
ceive information but to work on a question, difficulty or practice. The tutor
can acknowledge confusion without treating it as exceptional, make hidden
conventions more visible and demonstrate that seeking assistance is com-
patible with being a legitimate university student. The relationship can pro-
vide continuity within an otherwise fragmented educational environment.

Its relative informality may also reduce the perceived risk of exposure.
Students can be reluctant to ask a lecturer a question when they fear that it
reveals a basic misunderstanding or confirms an unfavourable judgement.
A peer who has recently faced a similar difficulty may offer a different kind
of proximity. This does not mean that students always prefer peers or that
peer explanations are necessarily better. It means that the social conditions
under which a question can be asked are educationally consequential.

Peer tutoring may also offer tutors a form of belonging. Being entrusted
with responsibility, contributing to another person’s studying and partici-
pating in a shared practice can alter the tutor’s own relation to the insti-
tution. In the Peer-EDU feedback, participants repeatedly associated the
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international course with reciprocity, exchange and mutual support rather
than with a simple division between those who give help and those who
receive it (Jendza and Jendza 2026: 17-19).

But peer tutoring does not automatically reach those who are most dis-
engaged. Programmes dependent on voluntary self-referral may dispropor-
tionately attract students who already possess enough confidence, time and
institutional familiarity to seek assistance. Students who feel that they do
not belong may interpret a targeted invitation as confirmation that they are
deficient. Others may be unable to attend because of work, caring, trans-
port or accessibility constraints. A programme can therefore claim openness
while reproducing unequal participation.

Nor should a peer tutor be expected to resolve loneliness, psychological
distress or exclusion. A participant in the Peer-EDU training asked how a tu-
tor should respond when a tutee experiences a “mental breakdown”, not-
ing that referral to a specialist may be appropriate but that sometimes the
person “just want[s] to talk about it with someone they trust” (Jendza and
Jendza 2026: 13). The question captures both the importance and the limit
of peer relationships. Trust may enable a student to disclose distress, but it
does not transform the tutor into a counsellor. The programme must protect
the human possibility of listening while maintaining clear boundaries and
referral pathways.

Belonging cannot be delegated to peer tutors any more than transition
can. If students encounter inaccessible teaching, contradictory expecta-
tions, discrimination, inadequate feedback or an absence of professional
support, peer tutoring cannot compensate for institutional failure. Indeed,
asking students to repair the relational consequences of such failures may
place an unjust burden on them. Peer tutoring becomes defensible when it
adds a distinctive form of reciprocal educational support, not when it sub-
stitutes for the responsibilities of teachers, programme leaders or specialist
services.

Belonging should therefore not be treated as an output that a tutoring
programme can simply deliver. The more defensible question is whether
the university creates conditions in which recognition can emerge: time,
continuity, accessible spaces, meaningful shared work, prepared tutors,
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non-stigmatising routes into participation and reliable support when the
peer role reaches its limits.

Within such conditions, peer tutoring may interrupt disengagement be-
fore it becomes disappearance. It may provide a student with one person
who notices an absence, one relationship in which a question is safe, or one
repeated encounter through which academic difficulty becomes manage-
able. These are modest claims compared with promises of improved reten-
tion or transformed institutional culture. Yet they may describe precisely
how belonging is ordinarily built: not through a singular feeling of attach-
ment to “the university’, but through cumulative experiences of being rec-
ognised while studying something with others.

Disengagement, isolation and belonging are therefore not peripher-
al concerns surrounding the academic work of the university. They shape
whether such work can be undertaken at all. The findings and experiences
of Peer-EDU suggest that studying becomes more possible when students
encounter one another as sources of explanation, recognition and respon-
sible support. The challenge is to create these encounters without romanti-
cising peer equality, stigmatising those who receive assistance or relieving
the institution of its own educational obligations.

1.3. Students as Co-authors
of the Educational Situation

To describe students as co-authors of the educational situation is to make
a claim that is stronger than the familiar assertion that students should be
active. Activity can take many forms without altering the fundamental or-
ganisation of education. Students can answer questions, complete tasks,
contribute to discussion and cooperate with one another while the pur-
poses, meanings and permissible directions of their activity remain almost
entirely predetermined. Co-authorship implies something more: students
do not merely perform within an educational situation created for them;
through their questions, interpretations, decisions, relationships and initia-
tives, they participate in shaping what that situation becomes.
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This does not mean that students write the curriculum alone, determine
the standards of a discipline or possess the same responsibilities as aca-
demic teachers. The metaphor of authorship must not conceal differences
in knowledge, authority and institutional accountability. Nor should it turn
education into the sovereign self-expression of individuals whose prefer-
ences determine what is worth studying. An educational situation has many
authors, but their contributions are neither identical nor interchangeable.
Teachers remain responsible for opening access to a field of knowledge,
exercising pedagogical judgement and ensuring the intellectual and ethi-
cal integrity of education. Institutions establish material and organisational
conditions. A subject matter places demands upon everyone involved that
cannot be reduced to what either teachers or students happen to want.

Yet none of these ‘qualifications’ changes the central proposition: stu-
dents affect the course, quality and meaning of education. They do so even
when institutions refuse to acknowledge their agency. Their silence, ques-
tions, resistance, interpretations, mutual assistance, withdrawal and initia-
tive alter the situation in which teaching and studying occur. The real choice
is therefore not between an educational process authored by teachers and
one authored jointly with students. It is between institutions that recognise,
cultivate and take responsibility for students’ contribution and those that
treat it as accidental, disruptive or invisible.

From Recipients to Contributors

The image of education as transmission assigns relatively stable positions.
The teacher possesses knowledge and conveys it; the student receives, re-
tains and reproduces it. Paulo Freire’s critique of the “banking” model ex-
posed the political and pedagogical consequences of treating students
as containers into which knowledge is deposited. His alternative was not
education without teachers or without content. It was a dialogical, prob-
lem-posing practice in which teachers and students become jointly respon-
sible for investigating a reality that neither party can claim to possess com-
pletely in advance (Freire 2005: 71-86).

The language of co-authorship follows this movement but also attempts
to retain something that can disappear from less demanding versions of
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student-centred education. A student is not a customer whose satisfaction
defines the value of the educational encounter, nor an abstract “learner”
privately constructing outcomes. Students become co-authors by entering
a shared relationship with knowledge, other people and the conditions un-
der which study proceeds. Their contribution has substance because it con-
cerns something beyond themselves.

Research on student agency helps clarify this distinction. Reeve and
Tseng proposed agentic engagement as a dimension of engagement along-
side behavioural, emotional and cognitive involvement. Agentic engage-
ment refers to students’ constructive contribution to the flow of the instruc-
tion they receive: asking questions, expressing preferences, communicating
what they need and attempting to influence how an educational activity
develops (Reeve and Tseng 2011: 257-267). In this formulation, students
are not merely responding more energetically to teaching. They are acting
upon the educational environment and inviting it to respond to them.

This does not imply that every student intervention should determine
what happens next. Agency is not equivalent to control. A student may ask
for an easier task when the educationally responsible response is to help
them remain with its difficulty. Another may request a definitive answer
when the more valuable response is a question that returns the problem to
them. Co-authorship means that such interventions become part of peda-
gogical judgement rather than being dismissed as noise surrounding the
real work of teaching.

The concept is therefore relational. Students become capable of affect-
ing education when their contributions are noticed, interpreted and an-
swered. A question asked into an environment that consistently ignores it is
formally an act of agency but does not yet establish co-authorship. Author-
ship emerges when a contribution becomes consequential when it changes
an explanation, directs attention towards a neglected problem, introduces
another perspective, reshapes a task or prompts reconsideration of an es-
tablished practice.

Recent research on co-creation in higher education provides a useful,
although not identical, conceptual field. Co-creation generally refers to stu-
dents and staff collaborating to develop aspects of curricula, pedagogical
approaches, assessment or educational resources. Partnership has been
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defined as a reciprocal process in which participants can contribute equally,
though not necessarily in the same ways, to educational conceptualisation,
decision-making, implementation and inquiry (Cook-Sather, Bovill and
Felten 2014: 6-7). A conceptual systematic review of 222 articles identified
dialogue, positioning, voice and agency as the four central, interconnected
concepts through which co-creational interaction has been analysed (Om-
land et al. 2025: 1017-1047).

The expression co-authors of the educational situation is deliberately
broader. Most students will not formally co-design their curriculum or be-
come members of a pedagogical partnership project. Yet every seminar, lab-
oratory, tutorial and tutoring session is partly constituted through what par-
ticipants do with the possibilities available to them. Co-authorship can take
place within ordinary educational encounters: when a student formulates
a problem that redirects discussion, offers an explanation that becomes
available to others, connects disciplinary knowledge with an experience
previously excluded from the classroom, or helps another student approach
a difficulty differently.

The distinction also prevents co-authorship from becoming another in-
stitutional programme available only to a selected minority. Much of the
literature on students as partners has documented valuable ‘outcomes; in-
cluding increased confidence, motivation, responsibility and transformed
relationships. At the same time, systematic reviews have raised concerns
about the small scale of many initiatives, the predominance of already en-
gaged students and the uneven representation of students in both part-
nership practice and published accounts of it (Mercer-Mapstone et al. 2017:
15-37). In other words, partnership can challenge educational hierarchy
while remaining accessible chiefly to those already recognised as confident
and institutionally fluent. Co-authorship should therefore be understood as
an educational principle, not merely a special role awarded to selected stu-
dents.

Peer Tutoring as a Practice of Co-Authorship

Peer tutoring offers a particularly revealing setting in which to examine this
principle. A student who becomes a peer tutor moves from being positioned
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exclusively as a recipient of university education to becoming someone who
contributes directly to another student’s engagement with knowledge. The
role does not transform the student into an academic teacher, but it does
interrupt a simple division between those who provide education and those
who receive it.

The literature review conducted during the first stage of Peer-EDU,
drawing on fifty publications, documented a movement away from a strict-
ly unidirectional understanding of tutoring. In the simplest model, a more
knowledgeable student transfers information to someone who has not yet
mastered it. More reciprocal models emphasise that tutors themselves reor-
ganise knowledge, test explanations, interpret another person’s reasoning
and encounter the limits of their understanding. The distinction between
tutor and tutee remains operationally important, but educational benefit
does not necessarily flow in only one direction (Jendza et al. 2026: 43-45).

This reciprocity matters for co-authorship. The tutee is not simply the ob-
ject of a tutor’s assistance. The questions they ask, the misunderstandings
they reveal and the connections they make change what the tutor must
notice and how the subject matter must be approached. The tutor cannot
fully script the encounter in advance because its course depends upon an-
other person’s thinking. At its best, the tutoring session becomes a jointly
composed response to a problem, even though the two participants occupy
different positions within it.

The Peer-EDU diagnostic study shows that students and academic staff
across the University of Gdansk, the University of Split and the University of
Malta frequently understood peer tutoring in these reciprocal terms. One
member of the academic staff described it as a “mutual benefit” through
which both participants could develop creativity, communication, team-
work and knowledge. Another emphasised that a tutee should not only
receive simplified explanations but “question, make connections” and use
appropriate intellectual tools. Students similarly referred to gaining a deep-
er understanding “both as the student and as the tutor presenting the ma-
terial”and to seeing a problem from a different perspective (Attard Tonna et
al. 2026: 84-85, 90-92).

These statements do not yet describe observed tutoring practice. They
are expectations and interpretations offered before the full implementation
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of the programme. Nevertheless, they reveal animportant alternative to a re-
medial model. Respondents did not imagine the tutee solely as a deficient
student to whom missing knowledge would be delivered. They described
a relationship in which explanation, questioning and perspective-taking
could change both participants’ understanding.

The post-training feedback later reinforced this orientation. Asked what
had mattered, participants repeatedly contrasted facilitation with simply
supplying answers and linked the role with acknowledgement of one’s own
limits: For the argument here, the significance lies less in the wording of those
comments than in the shift of criterion they express: helpfulness is judged by
whether the other student can continue thinking and acting, not by how com-
pletely the tutor resolves the difficulty (Jendza and Jendza 2026: 11-12).

Co-authorship therefore requires restraint as well as initiative. The tutor
may open a route into the problem, offer an explanation or challenge an as-
sumption, but the intellectual work cannot simply be transferred from one
student to another.

Epistemic modesty belongs to the same stance. A tutor who can ac-
knowledge uncertainty is less likely to imitate omniscient authority and bet-
ter able to keep knowledge itself, rather than the performance of expertise,
at the centre of the encounter. Chapter 11 returns to these comments as
evaluation evidence; here they clarify what educational co-authorship asks
of the helping student.

Participants also valued rotating among the roles of tutor, tutee and ob-
server. Mixed-university practice exposed them to different assumptions
about helping, authority and communication, while role rotation made the
same encounter visible from more than one position (Jendza and Jendza
2026: 10, 14, 17). The programme thus gave participants opportunities to in-
terpret and refine the emerging role through experience rather than receive
it only as a predefined model.

The training itself was therefore partly co-authored by its participants.
Their role plays generated cases that trainers could not fully predict. Their
responses revealed which activities produced insight, which felt repeti-
tive and which forms of support remained absent. Their requests for more
difficult scenarios, clearer institutional procedures, shadowing and super-
vision became evidence about what preparation for peer tutoring should
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include. Co-authorship did not mean that participants designed the entire
programme, but their engagement changed what the programme could be
understood to have accomplished and what would need to be redesigned.

The Self-Authoring Personality

A related, though conceptually distinct, way of thinking about authorship
appears in Kazimierz Obuchowski’s theory of [osobowos¢ autorskal, which
may be translated as the authorial or self-authoring personality. This con-
cept does not concern authorship of a course or educational activity. It de-
scribes a mode of personal functioning in which an individual increasingly
understands themselves as a source of intentions, interpretations, evalua-
tive standards and responsible action.

In the account developed by Aleksandra Bfachnio and Kazimierz Obu-
chowski, the authorial personality is structured around three broad dimen-
sions: subjectivity, being a person, and a subjective evaluative standard.
Such a person does not merely conform to roles and standards received
from outside. They construct and revise a conception of themselves and of
the world, distance themselves reflectively from immediate desires and ex-
periences, formulate purposes and assume responsibility for the actions
through which those purposes are pursued (Btachnio and Obuchowski
2011: 168-175). This is not freedom from all external influence. Authorial
functioning develops through an active relationship with culture, knowl-
edge, other people and the changing conditions of life.

Beata Bednarczuk employed this theoretical framework in her research
with graduates of Montessori classes. Her study, conducted between 2013
and 2016, included 69 graduates of a Montessori school in Lublin (south of
Poland), aged between 16 and 21. Using Obuchowski’s POA questionnaire,
she examined the overall level and internal structure of their authorial per-
sonality. The participants obtained scores significantly above the theoretical
scale average across its major dimensions, and almost all displayed what
the author described as an optimal level of authorial characteristics (Bed-
narczuk 2018: 105-119).

These findings should be interpreted with appropriate caution. The
study was diagnostic, involved graduates of one school and did not include
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a comparison group. It therefore cannot establish that Montessori educa-
tion caused the measured characteristics. The selection of participants, the
institutional history of the school and other educational, familial or social in-
fluences may also have shaped the results. Bednarczuk’s study nevertheless
matters because it connects a theory of personal authorship with identifiable
educational conditions rather than presenting autonomy as an isolated psy-
chological possession.

In her concluding interpretation, Bednarczuk argues that conditions
within the Montessori classrooms enabled students to use their own minds
and creative capacities in order to form views, revise them through negoti-
ation with others, interpret materials and circumstances, develop an under-
standing of themselves and other people, assist others, and acquire tools for
discovering themselves and the world (Bednarczuk 2018: 119). These are not
simply attributes that children either possessed or lacked. They describe op-
portunities repeatedly made available within an educational environment.

This argument is particularly relevant to the idea of students as co-au-
thors. Authorial personality does not emerge because adults withdraw and
leave children entirely to themselves. Montessori environments are carefully
prepared; materials, norms, time and adult responsibilities remain present.
What changes is the child’s position within this structure. The environment
is intended to make choice, sustained activity, self-correction, cooperation
and responsibility possible. Freedom is therefore neither unlimited choice
nor release from educational demands. It is the opportunity to become in-
creasingly capable of giving direction to one’s activity within a meaningful
and ordered environment.

The analogy with peer tutoring must not be overstated. Bednarczuk re-
searched graduates of Montessori classes, not university peer tutors, and
her findings cannot be transferred directly to Peer-EDU. Moreover, self-au-
thorship and co-authorship are not synonymous. The first concerns the for-
mation of a person capable of directing and evaluating their own life; the
second concerns participation in shaping a shared educational situation.

Nevertheless, the two ideas illuminate one another. A person capable
of co-authoring education needs some capacity to take a position, for-
mulate a judgement, revise it through dialogue and act responsibly upon
it. Conversely, personal authorship does not develop in social isolation.
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Bednarczuk’s interpretation explicitly includes negotiation with others, as-
sistance to other people and the use of an educational environment that
permits individual initiative. The self-author is not a sovereign individual
writing life without constraints or relationships. Authorship is exercised
through engagement with a world that both enables and resists one’s in-
tentions.

Peer tutoring can create comparable opportunities at university. The tu-
tor must decide how to approach a difficulty, listen to another interpreta-
tion, revise an explanation that has failed and accept responsibility for the
limits of the support they provide. The tutee must articulate uncertainty, test
ideas and determine whether an explanation makes sense. Both must take
a position towards the knowledge under consideration. In this limited but
important sense, the tutoring relationship can support not only acquisition
of content but also the development of people who experience themselves
as capable of initiating, judging, revising and contributing.

Authorship without Sovereign Control

The language of authorship carries risks. It can reinforce an individualistic
narrative in which students are told that they alone are responsible for cre-
ating their education and future. Within such a narrative, institutional ine-
qualities and failures disappear. Students who do not flourish are interpret-
ed as insufficiently agentic authors of themselves, while universities present
whatever opportunities they happen to provide as a neutral field of choice.

This is particularly dangerous in contemporary higher education, where
demands for autonomy can accompany reduced teaching contact, frag-
mented support and the transfer of responsibility from institutions to in-
dividuals. Inviting students to become peer tutors may be educationally
empowering, but it can also become a means of delegating academic and
pastoral labour to them. Co-authorship must not become a euphemism for
institutional withdrawal.

The students-as-partners literature offers repeated warnings against
such romanticism. Co-creation can encounter resistance, entrenched insti-
tutional norms and unequal access. It requires transparency about roles and
decision-making, as well as deliberate attention to whose voices are present
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and whose participation is made possible (Bovill et al. 2016: 195-208). More
recent systematic work similarly shows that dialogue, voice, positioning and
agency are not automatic consequences of inviting students into a project.
They are interactional achievements shaped by existing power relations
(Omland et al. 2025: 1017-1047).

Peer tutoring contains its own asymmetries. A tutor may possess more
experience, stronger academic results or greater familiarity with institu-
tional expectations. The role itself may confer authority. The tutee can feel
obliged to accept an explanation, conceal disagreement or perform grati-
tude. Tutors may begin to regard themselves as representatives of correct
knowledge, while tutees become positioned as recipients of remediation.
Co-authorship is lost when one peer writes the situation for the other.

The solution is not to deny asymmetry. A tutoring encounter is usually
initiated because the participants do not possess identical knowledge or
experience. Pretending otherwise can make power more difficult to discuss.
The educational task is to prevent difference from hardening into domina-
tion. Tutors should have enough competence to offer meaningful support,
but their role should be organised around enabling the tutee to think, ques-
tion and act. The tutee must retain epistemic agency: the right and capacity
to ask for clarification, challenge an explanation, introduce another inter-
pretation and determine what they still do not understand.

The institution also remains a co-author. It recruits participants, defines
the role, provides or withholds time and space, recognises or ignores tutors’
work, establishes procedures and decides whether academic staff will su-
pervise the programme. The requests recorded during the Peer-EDU train-
ing, including requests for mentoring, consultation, shadowing and clear
referral routes, demonstrate that students did not interpret authorship as in-
dependence from the university. They wanted to act, but within a structure
that made responsible action possible (Jendza and Jendza 2026: 12-16).

This is consistent with the broader findings of the Peer-EDU diagnostic
study. Students and staff valued the student-led authenticity of peer tu-
toring, but also expected training, organisational support, recognition and
safeguards. The project’s challenge was therefore not to choose between
student agency and institutional structure. It was to create a structure that
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protects and enlarges agency rather than replacing it with procedural con-
trol (Attard Tonna et al. 2026: 113-133).

Conditions for Educational Co-Authorship

Students cannot just be instructed to become co-authors. An invitation to
participate does not remove the histories, hierarchies and risks that shape
their willingness to speak. Some students have learned that initiative will be
welcomed; others have learned that visibility exposes them to judgement.
Some can devote unpaid time to partnership and tutoring; others combine
study with employment, care or long commutes. Treating all students as
equally free to participate can reproduce inequality under the language of
empowerment.

Educational co-authorship therefore requires specific conditions. First,
there must be some-thing substantive to co-author. Dialogue detached
from subject matter easily becomes a celebration of participation for its own
sake. Students need access to meaningful questions, disciplinary practices
and problems that resist immediate resolution.

Second, contributions must be capable of producing consequences.
Collecting student feedback without showing how it informs decisions po-
sitions students as sources of data, not as partners. Likewise, asking peer
tutors to evaluate training without allowing their accounts to alter future
programmes reduces voice to consultation.

Third, roles and limits must be transparent. Co-authorship does not re-
quire identical responsibility. Academic teachers remain accountable for
curriculum, assessment and standards; tutors do not certify knowledge; tu-
tees are not passive clients; institutions remain responsible for professional
support and safeguarding.

Fourth, students need resources with which to contribute. Agency with-
out knowledge, time, preparation or support can become exposure to
failure. The Peer-EDU training provided conversational tools and repeated
practice, but participants’ requests for supervision showed that an initial
course could not complete the process of becoming a tutor.

Fifth, the educational environment must permit revision. Bednarczuk’s in-
terpretation of Montessori conditions is especially suggestive here: authorial
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development involved not simply forming one’s own views, but being able
to change them through negotiation with others (Bednarczuk 2018: 119).
Authorship is not demonstrated by defending every initial position. It ap-
pears in the capacity to subject one’s position to experience, argument and
dialogue.

Finally, co-authorship requires recognition. A student’s contribution
must be treated as potentially meaningful without being romanticised as
automatically correct. Recognition means granting students the status of
persons capable of understanding, interpreting and influencing education.
It also means recognising the labour involved when they assume responsi-
bility for supporting others.

Students as co-authors of the educational situation are therefore neither
‘sovereign designers’nor‘assistants’enlisted to maintain an institution creat-
ed elsewhere. They are participants whose actions help determine whether
a lecture becomes an encounter with knowledge, whether a seminar de-
velops into shared inquiry and whether tutoring becomes transmission or
collaborative study.

Peer-EDU offers a concrete setting in which this authorship begins to
take form. Its prospective tutors learned that supporting another student
does not mean supplying a ready-made solution. They practised moving
between positions, discovered the limits of their knowledge and contribut-
ed their own experiences to the redesign of the programme. These are still
early and bounded forms of authorship. They do not by themselves trans-
form institutional power or prove that tutoring practice will realise the aspi-
rations expressed during training.

They do, however, disclose another possibility for university education.
Students can be recognised not only as people whose development the uni-
versity seeks to support, but as people through whom the educational envi-
ronment itself is created. To study with peers is, in this sense, to participate
in writing a shared situation whose course no single participant can fully
determine, and for whose quality teachers, students and institutions remain
differently but genuinely responsible.
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1.4. Agency, Responsibility and Educational
Freedom

The language of agency has become increasingly prominent in higher ed-
ucation. Students are expected to take ownership of their studies, make in-
formed choices, manage their time, seek feedback, participate actively and
assume responsibility for their development. In Peer-EDU, agency appears
in an especially tangible form. A student is invited to move beyond manag-
ing their own studies and to become capable of supporting another per-
son’s engagement with knowledge.

The peer tutor is expected to listen, ask questions, exercise judgement,
recognise limits and act without waiting for an academic teacher to deter-
mine every next step. Agency cannot be considered separately from respon-
sibility and freedom. Students need sufficient scope to exercise judgement,
but that scope only becomes educationally meaningful when they under-
stand what they are responsible for and have the competence and support
needed to act. Otherwise, calls for agency may result either in compliance
with decisions made elsewhere or in students being left with responsibili-
ties they are not prepared to carry. The three concepts therefore qualify one
another: agency concerns the capacity to initiate and influence action; re-
sponsibility concerns answerability for what one does, omits or undertakes;
educational freedom concerns the meaningful space in which judgement
and action become possible.

This relationship is central to the argument of Peer-EDU. The project did
not aim simply to give students more tasks. Nor did it seek to replace aca-
demic teachers with less expensive student assistants. It explored whether
students could assume a distinctive educational role while remaining sup-
ported by the institution and while preserving the freedom and agency
of the students with whom they worked. The resulting tension between
student initiative and institutional responsibility, between freedom and
boundaries, and between helping another person and taking over their
work runs through both the diagnostic research and the evaluation of the
training programme.
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Agency as Situated Capacity to Act

Agency is sometimes presented as an individual possession: a relatively sta-
ble capacity that enables a person to set goals, make decisions and act upon
the world. This view captures an important dimension of human action, but
it can obscure the extent to which agency depends upon relationships,
recognition and institutional conditions. Students may possess intentions
and capabilities yet find few legitimate opportunities to exercise them. Con-
versely, a university may repeatedly demand initiative while withholding
the information, time, security or authority required for meaningful action.

The research on agency in interprofessional education illustrates this
multidimensionality. Across the literature, agency has been variously con-
ceptualised as an individual capacity to act intentionally, a relational capac-
ity to work with others towards shared purposes, and a collective or con-
textual capacity to influence a wider environment. Students experienced
agency most clearly when they were trusted with authentic responsibility,
treated as legitimate participants and able to act within a supportive struc-
ture. It was weakened when hierarchical cultures, ambiguous roles or insti-
tutional arrangements positioned them as passive observers or dependent
performers.

Although interprofessional medical education differs substantially from
peer tutoring, the comparison is useful. In both contexts, students are asked
to act in a role that is real but not yet fully professional. Their agency de-
pends neither on being left entirely alone nor on having every action pre-
determined. Research in interprofessional education suggests that carefully
scaffolded challenge, reflective practice, iterative feedback, stable peer rela-
tionships and facilitative educators can support agency. When educators re-
assert control at every moment, students’ action becomes simulated; when
they withdraw too far, responsibility exceeds students’ preparation (Krystal-
lidou et al. 2024: 1607-1624; Spence et al. 2025: 972-982).

This relational and contextual account is consistent with the earlier un-
derstanding of students as co-authors of educational situations. Agency is
not exercised in a vacuum. The peer tutor acts in relation to a tutee, a sub-
ject matter, an academic programme and an institutional framework. Their
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contribution can change the educational situation, but what they can re-
sponsibly do depends upon the conditions established around them.

Self-determination theory provides one way of explaining these condi-
tions. Richard Ryan and Edward Deci distinguish autonomy from mere in-
dependence. Autonomy concerns volition: experiencing one’s conduct as
meaningfully endorsed rather than as externally compelled. A person may
act autonomously while relying upon others, accepting guidance or par-
ticipating in a structured practice. Conversely, someone apparently acting
alone may remain governed by fear, coercion or expectations they have
not meaningfully accepted. Within self-determination theory, autonomy is
considered together with competence and relatedness. Environments that
support all three needs are more likely to foster sustained motivation, inter-
nalisation and responsible involvement than environments based primar-
ily on control or reward (Ryan and Deci 2000: 68-78; Deci and Ryan 2000:
227-268).

This threefold framework is particularly relevant to Peer-EDU. (1) Auton-
omy concerns whether students enter the tutoring relationship voluntarily
and can exercise judgement within it. (2) Competence concerns whether
they possess sufficient knowledge, conversational resources and practical
preparation to act effectively. (3) Relatedness concerns whether they expe-
rience themselves as supported by tutees, other tutors, trainers and acade-
mic staff.

Removing structure does not necessarily support any of these needs.
A tutor who is told to “be autonomous” but receives no role description, su-
pervision or referral pathway may experience exposure rather than freedom.
Likewise, a tutee who is told to take responsibility for their studies but is left
to decipher academic conventions alone has not necessarily been granted
meaningful agency. The Peer-EDU evaluation makes this point especial-
ly clearly. After the international training, sixteen of nineteen participants
reported feeling more or much more confident, yet only seven considered
themselves fully prepared to begin tutoring; nine felt mostly prepared and
three not yet prepared. Participants valued role play, practical exercises and
conversational structures, but also asked for shadowing, mentoring, consul-
tation and clearer information about local procedures (Jendza and Jendza
2026:7,12-16).
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Their responses show that confidence, agency and independence are
not interchangeable. Participants asked for opportunities to observe more
experienced tutors, access to an academic for consultation and support with
the uncertainty of beginning practice (Jendza and Jendza 2026: 12). These
requests do not express reluctance to assume agency. They identify the rela-
tional conditions under which agency can become responsible action.

Responsibility as Answerability

The word responsibility is often given an attractive but historically simpli-
fied interpretation as response-ability: the capacity to respond. This formu-
lation can be pedagogically suggestive, but it should not be mistaken for
a complete etymology. The history of the term reaches through the Latin
respondére, meaning to answer, reply, pledge or answer for something,
and through legal and political traditions of answerability and obligation.
The modern noun developed within a much more complex history than
a straightforward combination of “response” and “ability” (Mantovani 2022:
27-42). Nevertheless, the connection with answering remains conceptually
intriguing. To be responsible is not merely to cause an event or perform an
assigned duty. It is to be placed in a relation in which one may be called
upon to account for an action: why it was undertaken, what values guided
it, what consequences were foreseeable, and whether the person could and
should have acted otherwise.

Roman Ingarden’s analysis in his “Booklet on Man” [Ksigzeczka o cztowie-
ku] is particularly useful because it distinguishes several situations that are
often compressed into the single word “responsibility”. He examines: bear-
ing or being responsible for something; assuming responsibility; being held
responsible or called to account; acting responsibly.

These situations are connected but not identical. A person may bear re-
sponsibility without fully acknowledging it. They may voluntarily assume
responsibility for a task. They may later be asked to answer for what oc-
curred. They may also act responsibly before any external judgement takes
place, because their conduct is guided by recognition of relevant values and
consequences (Ingarden 1987: 71-169). The distinctions allow the responsi-
bility of the peer tutor to be described more precisely.
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A tutor assumes responsibility when they voluntarily undertake the role.
This requires more than being selected or certified. The person must under-
stand, at least provisionally, what the role entails and what its limits are. The
tutor bears responsibility for the quality and integrity of their own conduct:
preparation, honesty, confidentiality, respect, appropriate use of knowl-
edge and willingness to acknowledge uncertainty. The tutor may be held
responsible when they violate agreed boundaries, present unreliable infor-
mation as certain, misuse their position or fail to follow a necessary referral
procedure. Finally, the tutor acts responsibly when they exercise judgement
before a problem has become a formal violation, for example when they no-
tice that a conversation exceeds their competence, resist the temptation to
perform expertise, ask for consultation or refer a tutee to a more appropriate
source of support.

This does not mean that the tutor becomes responsible for the tutee’s
academic success, emotional wellbeing or life decisions. Such an expansion
of responsibility would be both unrealistic and ethically hazardous. The tu-
tor is responsible to the other person and for the manner in which they en-
act the tutoring role, but not instead of the other person.

The tutee retains responsibility for their studying, choices and use of the
support offered. The academic teacher retains responsibility for curriculum,
assessment, disciplinary standards and the quality of teaching. The pro-
gramme coordinator retains responsibility for recruitment, preparation, su-
pervision and procedures. The institution retains responsibility for ensuring
access to professional academic, disability and psychological services. Re-
sponsibility in peer tutoring is therefore distributed, but it is not dissolved.
Distribution must make it clearer who is answerable for what.

This is an important correction to interpretations of student agency
that silently transfer institutional duties to individuals. The literature review
undertaken in the first stage of Peer-EDU identified this danger explicitly.
Brzezinska and Appelt warn that peer tutoring can lead to the delegation
of responsibility for the educational process and its outcomes to the stu-
dent tutor.

Academic teachers may lose contact with students or withdraw from
necessary oversight; institutions may subsequently respond to the result-
ing uncertainty with excessive control. The movement can thus resemble
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a pendulum: first responsibility is abandoned, and then autonomy is re-
stricted in an attempt to regain control (Brzeziriska and Appelt 2013: 13-29).
The ethical problem is not solved by choosing either complete teacher con-
trol or complete student independence. Responsible peer tutoring requires
an arrangement in which different actors remain present and answerable
without attempting to perform one another’s roles.

The Freedom Not to Give the Answer

The clearest expression of educational freedom in the Peer-EDU material
appears in a participant’s description of the tutor’s task: “l don't need to give
answers; | should instead offer a situation in which my tutee comes up with
the solution themselves”. A participant formulation cited earlier becomes
relevant here for a different reason: it locates the tutor’s freedom in not hav-
ing to prove competence by supplying an answer immediately (Jendza and
Jendza 2026: 11).

The sentence is significant because it attributes freedom to both sides
of the relationship. The tutor is freed from the expectation that competence
must be demonstrated by immediately providing a correct answer. The tu-
tee retains both the freedom and the responsibility to think, test possibil-
ities and arrive at an understanding that is not simply borrowed from an-
other person. This is not a passive form of non-interference. The tutor does
something: listens, asks, redirects attention, offers a structure, challenges an
assumption or helps divide a problem into manageable parts. Yet the tutor
refrains from occupying the other person’s place. Their agency is exercised
in order to preserve and support the agency of the tutee.

Acknowledging the limits of one’s knowledge matters for the same rea-
son (Jendza and Jendza 2026: 12). Educational freedom includes the pos-
sibility of saying that something needs to be checked, discussed with an
academic or referred elsewhere. Without that possibility, responsibility be-
comes performance: the tutor feels compelled to appear certain because
the role has been associated with superior knowledge and status.
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Freedom within Limits

Educational freedom is sometimes imagined as the absence of restrictions.
From this perspective, every boundary appears as a limitation imposed
upon agency. Yet education cannot exist without forms, distinctions and
demands. A field of study has concepts, evidence, methods and standards
of argument. A tutoring relationship has ethical limits. A university has re-
sponsibilities concerning academic integrity, confidentiality, accessibility
and safety.

A more adequate formulation is therefore freedom within limits, un-
derstood not as a restricted space granted within an otherwise controlling
system, but as freedom made possible by boundaries that give educational
activity a recognisable form. Such limits are familiar in academic life. Disci-
plinary methods constrain what counts as an adequate claim while making
rigorous inquiry possible; confidentiality supports trust by restricting the
circulation of information; and referral boundaries allow tutors to remain
attentive without assuming responsibilities that belong to professional
services.

Limits become educationally defensible when they are relevant to the
purpose of the practice, visible and intelligible to participants, proportion-
ate to the risks involved, open to discussion and revision, applied without
arbitrary domination, and designed to enlarge rather than suppress respon-
sible action.

This distinction is clearly visible in the Peer-EDU evaluation. Participants
did not ask simply to be released from rules. They requested clearer bound-
aries, difficult scenarios, procedures for emotionally demanding situations
and access to people who could help them decide what to do. The ratings
for ethical boundaries and professionalism were positive but lower than
those for communication and practical work, while open responses repeat-
edly called for further preparation in handling boundary violations and dis-
tress (Jendza and Jendza 2026: 5-7, 12-16).

Their requests indicate that freedom and structure were not experi-
enced as opposites. Unclear limits restricted agency because participants
did not know what decisions they were authorised or prepared to make.
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Clearer boundaries could enlarge freedom by allowing tutors to act without
either paralysis or overreach.

The project’s emerging principle of a lightweight-but-structured model
follows the same logic. Peer tutoring should remain student-led, relation-
al and adaptable, but it requires visible scaffolding: transparent selection,
preparation, supervision, referral pathways, recognition and opportunities
for reflection. Too little structure exposes students and permits the institu-
tion to withdraw. Too much structure turns the peer tutor into an imple-
menter of scripts and administrative procedures. Educational freedom lies
between these failures, though not as a simple compromise. Its quality de-
pends on whether the structure enables students to exercise judgement.

Academic Freedom and the University
as a Place of Study

The question of educational freedom also belongs to the intellectual history
of the university. In the German university tradition, academic freedom was
associated with Lehrfreiheit, the freedom to teach and pursue inquiry, and
Lernfreiheit, the student’s freedom to study. These concepts did not imply
that teachers and students could simply do whatever they wished. They
concerned freedom from inappropriate external interference in the pursuit
of knowledge and the organisation of one’s intellectual work. Wilhelm von
Humboldt's unfinished memorandum on the organisation of the University
of Berlin offers a particularly relevant formulation. Higher education, in his
account, differs from school because knowledge is no longer presented only
as complete and settled. The university approaches science or scholarship
(Wissenschaft) as a problem that has not been finally resolved. Consequent-
ly, the relation between teacher and student changes: “the former does not
exist for the latter, both exist for science” (Humboldt 1970 [1810]: 244).

The statement should not be read as diminishing the teacher’s educa-
tional responsibility. It relocates the relationship. The teacher is not simply
a service provider whose task is to satisfy the student, while the student
is not merely an object upon whom instruction is performed. Both are
oriented towards something that exceeds their immediate preferences:
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a question, a discipline, a reality that remains open to inquiry. Humboldt
also associates intellectual work with both freedom and collaboration, de-
scribing inquiry as continuously renewed through the ways in which one
person’s work stimulates that of others (Humboldt 1970 [1810]: 242-250).

Peer tutoring can be interpreted as a modest contemporary enactment
of this idealistic and utopian principle. Tutor and tutee do not occupy iden-
tical positions, but neither is reducible to a supplier or recipient of answers.
Both exist, for the duration of the encounter, in relation to something be-
ing studied. The tutor’s experience may allow them to open a path; the tu-
tee’s questions may reveal assumptions that the tutor has ceased to notice.
Knowledge mediates the relationship without belonging exclusively to ei-
ther participant.

This interpretation also helps resist the ‘learnification’ of peer tutoring.
If the practice is justified only because it improves individual learning out-
comes, freedom is easily reduced to choice of strategy and responsibility
to self-management. The Humboldtian tradition recalls that academic free-
dom concerns participation in a collective pursuit of knowledge. Its object
is not merely the optimisation of the individual learner but the possibility
of inquiry. At the same time, the Humboldtian ideal cannot simply be re-
produced as though contemporary universities still provided unrestricted
freedom of study. Modular programmes, tightly specified outcomes, assess-
ment regimes, timetables, financial constraints and unequal access all con-
dition what teachers and students can do. Peer tutoring takes place within
these structures rather than outside them. It can create small spaces of in-
quiry and intellectual reciprocity, but it cannot substitute for the broader
academic freedoms that institutions must protect.

Freedom, Knowledge and Power

From this perspective, freedom should not be romanticised as a space that
appears once authority withdraws. Tomasz Szkudlarek’s analysis of knowl-
edge and freedom in postmodern pedagogies is useful precisely because
it unsettles the assumption that emancipation can be achieved by simply
removing traditional forms of control. Knowledge is local, partial and entan-
gled with processes of social regulation and dispersed relations of power.
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Educational subjects do not first exist as entirely free individuals who are lat-
er constrained by institutions; they are formed within discourses, practices
and relations that both enable and limit action (Szkudlarek 1993).

This matters for peer tutoring because “peer” does not mean power-free.
The tutor may possess stronger academic results, greater linguistic confi-
dence, more institutional knowledge or a socially privileged position. Selec-
tion and certification can intensify these differences by formally recognising
one student as capable of helping and another as needing help. Even the
conversational tools used during training can become techniques of control
if the tutor employs them to lead the tutee towards a predetermined answer
while maintaining the appearance of choice.

Agency therefore requires critical attention not only to whether stu-
dents can act but also to the forms of action made available to them. Who
defines the problem? Whose interpretation counts as legitimate? Can the
tutee reject advice? Can the tutor question institutional procedures? Are
students invited to shape the programme itself, or merely to deliver a model
designed elsewhere?

The Peer-EDU diagnostic study shows why these questions cannot be
solved through a universal template. Students and staff at the University of
Gdansk, the University of Split and the University of Malta operated within
different educational and institutional cultures. They expressed shared sup-
port for peer tutoring but differed in their prior experience, available infra-
structures and assumptions about formalisation. The programme therefore
has to preserve common ethical principles while allowing local academic
communities to participate in designing its forms (Attard Tonna et al. 2026:
108-136).

Teresa Bauman'’s analysis of innovation in academic teaching reinforces
this point. She criticises reforms introduced through uniform, top-down
instruction, arguing that imposed standardisation can deactivate the inno-
vative potential of academic communities and destroy the distinctiveness
of local institutions. Innovation cannot be reduced to implementing some-
thing previously designed by an external authority; it requires conditions in
which those affected can interpret, adapt and co-create change (Bauman
2011:267-276).
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Peer-EDU should therefore not become a fixed ‘package’ transported
unchanged from one university to another. Its agency-supporting potential
depends partly on whether students, tutors, supervisors and local coordina-
tors can modify the programme in response to their educational contexts.
The project itself must embody the agency it seeks to foster.

Responsibility without Institutional Withdrawal

Emphasising student agency can serve radically different institutional pur-
poses. It can recognise students as capable participants whose judgement
and contribution matter. It can also legitimate the withdrawal of institution-
al support: students are told to become autonomous because the university
no longer intends to accompany them.

This distinction is decisive for Peer-EDU. Peer tutoring cannot be ethical-
ly justified as a means of transferring teaching, advising or emotional care to
unpaid students. The tutor’s responsibility must be limited by the continued
responsibility of the institution. Training alone is not enough. If students are
expected to respond to difficult situations, they need clear escalation path-
ways. If they are asked to commit time and relational labour, that contribu-
tion requires recognition. If mistakes can have consequences, supervision
and opportunities for case discussion must remain available.

Evidence from interprofessional education supports this contextual un-
derstanding of agency. Authentic responsibility can develop confidence
and professional recognition, but only where students are prepared, trusted
and supported. Hierarchical workplace cultures and structural pressures can
rapidly suppress agency developed within educational programmes. The
problem is therefore not only whether individuals have acquired the right
competences; it is whether the environment permits those competences to
be responsibly exercised.

The same principle applies to peer tutors. A programme may cultivate lis-
tening, questioning and reflective judgement during training, yet these ca-
pacities will remain fragile if the local implementation offers no room, time,
supervision or recognised status. The gap observed in the Peer-EDU evalua-
tion between confidence and complete readiness should not be interpreted
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as a deficiency that students must overcome individually. It signals the tran-
sition from simulated agency to institutionally situated responsibility.

Supported Agency as a Principle of Peer-EDU

The relationship developed across this section can be condensed in the idea
of supported agency. Supported agency is not controlled action. Students
must have a genuine space for judgement, initiative and interpretation. Nor
is it unsupported independence. The institution remains present through
preparation, resources, recognition, supervision and clearly distributed re-
sponsibilities.

For Peer-EDU, supported agency entails at least the following principles:

« The tutor role is undertaken voluntarily and with an informed under-
standing of its demands. Students should be able to refuse or leave the
role without educational penalty.

« Tutors receive preparation that develops not only techniques but judge-
ment. Knowing when a question, difficulty or disclosure exceeds the tu-
tor’s role is part of competence rather than evidence of failure.

«+ Tutees retain epistemic and practical agency. The tutor does not com-
plete their work, make decisions for them or treat the relationship as an
opportunity to display superiority.

« Boundaries are explained through cases and practice, not merely listed
in a code. Students need to experience how competing responsibilities
emerge in ambiguous situations.

« Responsibility is distributed explicitly. Tutors, tutees, academic supervi-
sors, coordinators and specialist services should know what each can be
expected to do.

- Support remains available after initial training. Shadowing, consultation,
supervision and peer case discussion create a gradual passage from
preparation to independent practice.

« Tutors have a voice in the continuing development of the programme.
Their experience should be treated as evidence capable of changing
procedures, training and institutional policy.

+ Academic teachers and universities do not withdraw. Student initia-
tive supplements and transforms the educational ecology; it does not
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absolve the institution of responsibility for teaching and student sup-

port.

These principles describe freedom within limits, but they also mark the lim-
its of those limits. Structures are justified only insofar as they protect peo-
ple, academic integrity and the possibility of responsible study. When pro-
cedures become ends in themselves, they suppress precisely the judgement
the programme seeks to develop.

Agency, responsibility and educational freedom thus converge in the
tutoring encounter. The tutor must be free enough to respond to a person
rather than merely execute a script, competent enough to make meaningful
judgements, and responsible enough to recognise the boundaries of their
role. The tutee must remain free to think, question and decline assistance.
The institution must create and protect the conditions under which both
can act without transferring its own obligations onto them.

Peer-EDU (or any other peer tutoring model) does not resolve these ten-
sions once and for all. Its significance lies partly in making them visible. It
shows that students can take meaningful responsibility for one another’s
studying, but also that such responsibility becomes educationally valuable
only when it remains relational, bounded and institutionally supported.
Agency is not what remains after structure disappears. It is what becomes
possible when structure, freedom and answerability are placed into a re-
sponsible relationship.

1.5. Peer Tutoring as Support, Educational
Practice and Institutional Arrangement

Peer tutoring has three interconnected dimensions: it provides support to
students experiencing academic or social difficulties; it constitutes an edu-
cational practice through which students study with and teach one anoth-
er; and it requires an institutional arrangement encompassing recruitment,
preparation, coordination, recognition, supervision, infrastructure and
evaluation. None of these dimensions adequately describes the practice on
its own.
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Reducing peer tutoring to support risks obscuring its educational char-
acter and positioning tutors mainly as providers of assistance. Treating it
simply as a teaching method, by contrast, leaves the material and organi-
sational conditions of the encounter largely invisible. An exclusively institu-
tional perspective creates another risk: procedures may begin to dominate
the relationships they were designed to support. The challenge is therefore
to keep these three dimensions connected without allowing any one of
them to dominate the others.

This question became increasingly important during Peer-EDU. The pro-
ject began from the recognition that the University of Gdansk, the University
of Split and the University of Malta lacked sufficiently developed structures
for implementing peer tutoring, despite recognising its potential contribu-
tion to first-year transition, academic engagement, integration and student
development. The aim was therefore not merely to encourage students to
help one another. Informal peer assistance already existed, as it does in most
universities. Peer-EDU sought to investigate how such assistance might be
transformed into a deliberately prepared and institutionally supported
practice without destroying the relational proximity and student initiative
from which much of its value derives (Attard Tonna et al. 2026: 8-12).

The resulting problem is more complex than the establishment of an-
other student service. Peer tutoring is located at the intersection of person-
al assistance, academic work and institutional responsibility. Its quality de-
pends on the relationship between these dimensions.

Support: Assistance without Deficit-Making

The language of support appears generous and uncontroversial. Univer-
sities offer academic support, transition support, language support, well-
being support and support for particular groups of students. Peer tutoring
seems to fit naturally within this landscape: a student who has mastered
a subject, completed a course or learned how to navigate university life sup-
ports another student who is still struggling.

The asymmetry embedded in this formulation should not be ignored. To
be identified as someone needing support can imply that one lacks some-
thing already possessed by the ordinary or successful student. The tutee is
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easily positioned as academically weak, insufficiently independent or inad-
equately prepared, while the institutional conditions contributing to the
difficulty remain unexamined. Peer tutoring can then become a remedial
mechanism directed towards supposedly deficient individuals rather than
an ordinary element of an academic community.

This risk is especially pronounced when support is attached to particular
categories of students. Programmes intended for first-generation, interna-
tional, disabled or otherwise underrepresented students may widen access
to valuable relationships and knowledge. They may also publicly mark or
label those students as requiring correction or special assistance before they
can participate on equal terms. A non-deficit approach therefore begins not
by asking which students need to be ‘repaired; but by examining where
access to academic practices, relationships and institutional knowledge is
unevenly distributed.

One way of reducing stigmatisation is to organise peer support around
educational situations rather than deficient populations: demanding intro-
ductory courses, difficult transition points, unfamiliar assessment formats
or disciplinary practices that are commonly experienced as challenging.
The Arqus guidelines for inclusive peer tutoring similarly frame peer tu-
toring as part of an inclusive learning environment intended to support
transition, academic integration and engagement rather than as a service
reserved exclusively for students classified as weak (Arqus European Univer-
sity Alliance 2023).

The Peer-EDU diagnostic findings support this broader understanding.
Across the three partner universities, students and academic staff associ-
ated peer tutoring not only with improved academic performance but
also with confidence, communication, social integration, inclusivity and
a less intimidating route to assistance. Students described peer tutoring as
more informal, flexible and psychologically accessible than some teacher-
student encounters. At the same time, both students and staff expressed
concern about whether tutors would possess sufficient subject knowledge
and pedagogical competence to offer reliable support (Attard Tonna et al.
2026:97-114,126-129).

These concerns show that support is never simply the transfer of some-
thing helpful from one person to another. It is an educational relationship
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requiring trust. The tutee must have reason to believe that the tutor’s con-
tribution is credible and that admitting uncertainty will not result in humili-
ation, dependency or the inappropriate circulation of personal information.
Trust cannot be assumed from the fact that both participants are students.
Research on near-peer teaching has linked its accessibility to social congru-
ence, referring to the perceived interpersonal proximity between tutor and
tutee, and cognitive congruence, referring to the tutor’s capacity to express
disciplinary ideas in language and steps that remain accessible to a less ex-
perienced student (Lockspeiser et al. 2008: 361-372).

This proximity can be educationally valuable. A student who recently
encountered the same course, concept or assessment may remember diffi-
culties that have become invisible to a more experienced academic teacher.
The tutor may know which explanation first made sense, which misunder-
standing is common and which institutional expectation is likely to remain
tacit. Yet proximity does not guarantee pedagogical judgement. A tutor can
confidently reproduce a misconception, offer an effective shortcut that pre-
vents deeper understanding or interpret their own successful strategy as
universally appropriate.

Support therefore needs an orientation. Is the aim to provide an answer,
complete an immediate task, enable understanding, support future inde-
pendence, strengthen belonging or help the student reach another service?
These purposes are related but not identical. A session organised around
preparation for an examination may differ significantly from one addressing
academic writing, time management, disciplinary orientation or transition
into university life. The expression peer tutoring can conceal these differ-
ences if it is used as a generic name for every form of student-to-student
assistance.

The distinction between peer tutoring and peer mentoring is relevant
here. Peer tutoring is usually organised around academic content, tasks or
practices, whereas mentoring often encompasses transition, navigation,
identity and psychosocial support. Actual programmes may combine both,
and tutoring conversations frequently extend beyond the initial academic
question. Nevertheless, role clarity matters. A tutor who believes they are
responsible for solving every problem disclosed by a tutee can quickly move
beyond their competence. Conversely, a programme designed so narrowly
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that tutors must ignore the relational and institutional context of academic
difficulty may fail to recognise what the student actually needs.

Peer-EDU participants articulated this uncertainty with particular force
in relation to emotional distress. They understood that referral to profes-
sional support might be necessary, but also recognised that a tutee may
first disclose difficulty to someone they trust. Their questions did not indi-
cate a desire to become counsellors. They revealed the inadequacy of a rigid
division in which academic support is imagined as entirely cognitive and
emotional experience is assigned elsewhere. The tutor needs to be able to
listen humanely while recognising when the continuation of the conversa-
tion requires another form of expertise (Jendza and Jendza 2026: 12-13).

Peer tutoring as support should therefore not be reduced either to re-
mediation or to unbounded care. It is a situated response to another per-
son’s difficulty, offered within a clearly understood but relationally enacted
role. Its purpose is not to make the tutee dependent upon a more successful
peer, but to make continued study more possible.

From Supportive Relationship to Educational Practice

Not every helpful encounter between students constitutes peer tutoring.
Students explain concepts to one another, exchange notes, discuss assign-
ments and offer advice without naming these interactions as formal educa-
tional practices. Such assistance can be significant, and institutions should
not assume that only organised activity has educational value. Yet a peer
tutoring programme entails a degree of intentionality that distinguishes it
from spontaneous help.

To describe peer tutoring as an educational practice is to ask about its
purposes, content, roles, forms of interaction and standards of judgement.
It means recognising that the tutor is doing something pedagogical, even
though they are not a professional academic teacher. The tutor selects ex-
amples, sequences questions, notices misunderstanding, offers feedback
and decides when to intervene or wait. The tutee interprets, tests, responds,
resists and reformulates. Something is being studied, and the relation be-
tween participants affects how access to it is opened or closed.
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The literature reviewed in the first Peer-EDU report demonstrates the di-
versity concealed beneath the singular expression peer tutoring. Topping’s
influential typology differentiated programmes according to curricular con-
tent, participant characteristics, differences in ability or experience, conti-
nuity of roles, group size, setting, time, voluntariness and reinforcement.
Same-level reciprocal tutoring, cross-level near-peer tutoring, Supplemen-
tal Instruction, embedded tutoring and online programmes are not inter-
changeable versions of one stable method. Each creates different relations
of knowledge, authority and responsibility (Topping 1996: 321-345).

A systematic review of challenges in higher education similarly found
that the organisation of roles matters. Equal-status reciprocal arrangements
generate different difficulties from programmes in which a senior student
occupies a relatively stable teaching role, and cross-institutional forms in-
troduce additional questions of cultural interpretation, coordination and
accountability (Widoro, Situmorang and Chaeruman 2024: 68-87). The
Peer-EDU literature review therefore did not identify one universally effec-
tive model. It mapped practices whose educational value depends on how
the relation among tutor, tutee, subject matter and institution is arranged
(Jendza et al. 2026: 3-12, 43-44).

This point protects our book from a somehow common conceptual
shortcut. Peer tutoring cannot be justified merely by citing evidence that
some form of peer-assisted education has improved some outcome in an-
other context. A structured programme supporting first-year engineering
students in a demanding course, a reciprocal writing activity, an online lan-
guage-tutoring scheme and a cross-year clinical skills programme may all
be described as peer tutoring. Their educational mechanisms, participants
and purposes differ. Evidence must therefore be interpreted with attention
to the design through which an effect was produced.

The critical review conducted by Stigmar identified thirty higher edu-
cation studies in which students took teaching roles. It reported benefits
for both tutors and tutees but also significant variation in design, theoreti-
cal framing and research quality. Social constructivism was the most com-
mon theoretical orientation, while much of the evidence relied on relatively
limited pre- and post-intervention or quasi-experimental designs (Stigmar
2016: 124-136). A systematic review of medical students acting as peer
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tutors likewise found substantial perceived benefits but mixed evidence
concerning the accuracy of peer assessment and no strong basis for con-
cluding that tutoring necessarily improved tutors’ own examination perfor-
mance (Burgess, McGregor and Mellis 2014).

The evidence supports serious interest in peer tutoring, but not uni-
versal claims about its effectiveness. It also shifts attention from the mere
presence of peer interaction to its pedagogical quality. The question is not
simply whether students teach students, but what they are enabled to do
together.

For instance, Boud, Cohen and Sampson argue that the educational po-
tential of peer studying does not lie in leaving students to interact sponta-
neously while teachers retreat. Informal peer learning can be made more
visible and deliberately incorporated into the design of higher education,
but doing so requires attention to tasks, expectations, group processes, as-
sessment and facilitation (Boud, Cohen and Sampson 2001). Peer tutoring
thus occupies an intermediate position between informal interaction and
professional teaching. It retains some of the proximity and mutuality of peer
relationships while introducing an explicit educational purpose.

The Peer-EDU training programme attempted to give practical form to
this purpose. Participants encountered conversational structures such as
the Question Funnel and the GROW model, practised active listening and
rotated through the positions of tutor, tutee and observer. They repeatedly
identified role play and mini-scenarios as especially valuable because these
activities allowed them to “see how it really looks like” rather than merely
discuss tutoring abstractly. Communication skills and practical exercises re-
ceived some of the highest ratings in the post-training evaluation (Jendza
and Jendza 2026: 5-11).

This emphasis on practice is very telling. Tutoring competence does not
consist simply in possessing subject knowledge or memorising a sequence
of questions. A tutor must notice the particular situation: what the tutee un-
derstands, where reasoning changes direction, whether silence expresses
thinking or withdrawal, and when an explanation should be offered, revised
or withheld. Structured tools can support such judgement, but they cannot
replace it.
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The same applies to the repeated formulation that the tutor should guide
the tutee towards a solution rather than provide one. As an educational prin-
ciple, this protects the tutee’s agency. As a rigid technique, however, it can
become artificial. There are moments when direct explanation is education-
ally appropriate, just as there are moments when another question would
only frustrate the student. Facilitation should not be turned into a ritual in
which the tutor secretly knows the answer but forces the tutee to discover
it through an extended sequence of hints. The educational question is not
whether the tutor speaks or remains silent, but whether their intervention
supports the other person’s growing relation to the subject matter.

Peer tutoring is therefore also a practice of judgement rather than the
application of a script. Preparation matters because it expands the tutor’s
repertoire and helps them recognise the consequences of different respons-
es. Supervision matters because judgement develops through reflection on
actual and simulated cases. The participant who wanted to shadow another
tutor was not asking for a substitute for agency. They were asking for access
to practice as something observable, discussable and gradually inhabited.

The programme also revealed that the educational practice extends be-
yond the dyad. During role play, observers noticed patterns that participants
inside the conversation could not see. Debriefing transformed individual ex-
perience into shared inquiry. Cross-university groups exposed participants
to different interpretations of the same situation. In this sense, preparation
for tutoring became itself a form of peer study. Participants were not simply
trained to implement a model; they contributed to clarifying what the mod-
el would need to become.

The Institution Is Already Present

Peer tutoring is often contrasted with formal academic teaching. Its value is
associated with informality, authenticity and student ownership. This con-
trast can create the impression that institutional involvement begins only
when the university decides to formalise an otherwise natural relationship.
In reality, the institution is already present.

It is present in the curricula that define what students are expected to
know, the assessments around which many tutoring requests arise, the
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timetables determining when students can meet, the buildings and digital
systems through which contact becomes possible, and the academic hier-
archies affecting whether a peer’s explanation will be trusted. It is present
in inequalities of time, money and familiarity that shape who can volunteer
as a tutor and who can attend sessions. Even informal peer help takes place
within conditions the university has helped to create. Once an activity is
publicly named as a university peer tutoring programme, institutional re-
sponsibility becomes more explicit. Someone decides:

« who may become a tutor;

« whether subject knowledge will be assessed;

« what preparation is required;

« how tutors and tutees are brought together;

« where meetings occur;

- what confidentiality means;

- how concerns are escalated;

« whether tutors receive payment, credit or recognition;

« who responds when the relationship fails;

- what information is collected;

« how quality and equity are evaluated.
These are not administrative details added after the educational design has
been completed. They partly determine what kind of educational practice
becomes possible. Ross and Cameron’s planning framework for peer-assist-
ed learning makes this point through a sequence of questions concerning
rationale, outcomes, participants, recruitment, training, resources, faculty
support, evaluation and sustainability. Its value lies less in prescribing one
model than in showing that a credible programme must connect educa-
tional theory with operational decisions and local context (Ross and Camer-
on 2007: 527-545).

The Peer-EDU diagnostic research similarly asked respondents not only
whether they valued peer tutoring but what forms of support they believed
necessary for its implementation. Across the three universities, students and
academic staff consistently prioritised trained tutors, communication and
interpersonal preparation, organisational coordination and visible institu-
tional endorsement. They identified insufficient time, weak infrastructure,
lack of clear responsibility, limited recognition and low programme visibility
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as significant barriers. Technological readiness was perceived as particularly
uneven at the University of Gdarnsk and the University of Malta, while re-
spondents at the University of Split drew attention administrative clarity
(Attard Tonna et al. 2026: 102-107, 120-133).

These findings show why goodwill is not an implementation strategy.
Students may be willing to support one another, but willingness cannot
provide a booking system, an accessible meeting room, protection of per-
sonal information or a contact person available when a situation exceeds
the tutor’s role. Nor can voluntary enthusiasm alone ensure that the pro-
gramme continues after the most committed individuals graduate. The
voices of participants after the Peer-EDU training make the institutional
dimension especially concrete. Asked what additional support they need-
ed, students referred to: “how the program will look like in practice” and to
knowing whom to contact when problems arose — the “technical stuff” sur-
rounding the work (Jendza and Jendza 2026: 12).

Others wanted a lecturer whom they could consult or an opportuni-
ty to shadow an experienced tutor. Their uncertainty was not principally
about whether peer tutoring was valuable. It concerned the passage from
an intensive and supportive international training environment to actual
practice within their home institutions. This passage cannot be achieved
through individual confidence alone. Training creates a possibility; institu-
tional arrangements determine whether it can become sustainable and safe
practice.

The Paradox of Institutionalisation

Some degree of institutionalisation is necessary if peer tutoring is to remain
accessible, safe and sustainable. Without preparation, coordination and
continuity, programmes may depend on informal networks and on the un-
paid commitment of a small number of students. At the same time, institu-
tionalisation can alter the character of the practice when standardisation,
reporting requirements and performance indicators begin to determine
how tutoring is conducted.

On the other hand, too much institutional involvement can produce an-
other failure. Peer tutoring may become a standardised service governed by
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rigid scripts, compulsory reporting and performance indicators. Tutors can
be transformed into quasi-employees expected to deliver predetermined
interventions, while tutees become clients processed through a support
system. The spontaneity and mutual recognition associated with peer re-
lationships may be displaced by certification, surveillance and bureaucratic
accountability.

Falchikov’s analysis of peer tutoring in higher education repeatedly at-
tends to this tension between informal peer interaction and organised ed-
ucational schemes. Formalisation can provide purpose, preparation and
continuity, but it can also alter status relations and generate role conflict
(Falchikov 2001). Peer-EDU respondents expressed a similar ambivalence.
Students valued the authenticity and relative informality of peer relations,
yet wanted tutor competence and university backing. Some respondents at
the University of Split worried that systematising something “naturally inter-
personal” might deprive it of its meaning, while Maltese participants raised
concerns that hierarchy, competition or uneven recognition could under-
mine collaboration (Attard Tonna et al. 2026: 123-129).

The distinction should therefore not be drawn between supposedly au-
thentic informal relations and inherently bureaucratic formal programmes.
Informal networks may reproduce social privilege and exclusion, while
well-designed institutional arrangements can improve transparency, pro-
tect boundaries and provide resources unavailable through spontaneous
peer support.

The more useful distinction is between institutional arrangements that
support the educational relationship and arrangements that attempt to
own it. A supportive institution creates the conditions for tutors and tutees
to exercise judgement. It prepares participants, explains roles, provides
spaces and contact points, recognises labour and remains available when
problems arise. It does not prescribe every utterance or require tutors to
treat each encounter as identical.

An owning institution defines success so narrowly that the relationship
becomes an instrument for delivering its targets. It may focus on the num-
ber of sessions, pass rates or retention indicators while overlooking what
participants are actually doing and experiencing. It may use the language
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of student agency while requiring students to implement decisions made
elsewhere.

This distinction is also visible in research with undergraduate peer tutors.
Abbot, Graf and Chatfield found that tutors’ experiences were shaped by re-
lationships with academic staff, clarity of expectations and their ambiguous
position between student and teacher. Tutors valued meaningful autonomy
but also needed to know what faculty expected and how their contribution
related to the wider course (Abbot, Graf and Chatfield 2018: 245-261). Insti-
tutional absence and institutional domination can therefore produce similar
confusion: in both cases, tutors are uncertain about the meaning and limits
of their role.

Joordination without Pedagogical Capture

A sustainable programme requires coordination. Someone must organise
communication, respond to participants, maintain records, arrange training
and ensure continuity. Yet coordination should not be confused with peda-
gogical control.

The coordinator’s role is not to determine the content of every tutoring
conversation. It is to hold together the conditions within which conversa-
tions can take place responsibly. This includes ensuring that tutor prepara-
tion remains connected to the educational purpose of the programme, that
support is accessible and that patterns emerging across cases can inform
institutional change.

This last function is crucial. If several tutees seek help with the same
assessment, the appropriate response may not be simply to recruit more
tutors. Repeated difficulty may indicate unclear instructions, inaccessible
teaching, curricular overload or a mismatch between assessment and pri-
or preparation. Peer tutors can make such patterns visible because they
encounter student difficulties at close range. An institution committed to
improvement should therefore treat tutoring not only as a mechanism for
helping individuals cope, but also as a source of knowledge about the educa-
tional environment.

The information must be handled carefully. Tutors should not become
informal ‘surveillance agents’ reporting personal details to academic staff.
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Confidentiality is essential to trust. Nevertheless, anonymised and collec-
tively discussed patterns can illuminate where academic practices remain
opaque or where particular student groups encounter barriers.

This gives supervision a double function. It supports the tutor in reflect-
ing on practice, but it can also create a channel through which the institution
learns from the programme. Regular case discussions, tutor communities of
practice and consultation with academic staff can reveal both pedagogical
issues and gaps in institutional support. The Peer-EDU training participants’
wish to meet again, discuss difficulties and continue their development in-
dicates that tutoring should not be conceptualised as solitary work under-
taken after one completed course (Jendza and Jendza 2026: 14-19).

Supervision should remain developmental rather than punitive. Tutors
need to be able to acknowledge uncertainty and mistakes without fearing
that every difficulty threatens their certification. If oversight is experienced
primarily as inspection, students will conceal precisely the cases from which
most can be learned.

The same applies to quality assurance. Some evaluation is necessary:
institutions need to know who is reached, whether access is equitable,
whether participants feel safe and whether educational purposes are being
served. But quality cannot be captured solely through satisfaction surveys,
session counts or grade comparisons. A popular programme can still repro-
duce inequality; an academically effective programme can burden tutors;
a highly structured programme can undermine the tutee’s agency.

Wise evaluation should therefore examine several layers:

- reach and accessibility;

- the quality of tutoring interactions;

« the experiences of tutors and tutees;

- the adequacy of supervision and referral;

« changes in academic confidence, participation or relevant course out-

comes;

- unintended consequences;

« the continued responsibility of academic staff and institutions.
The Peer-EDU diagnostic study provides evidence of expectations and insti-
tutional readiness, not of programme impact. The training evaluation shows
high satisfaction, improved confidence and remaining support needs, but

92



CHAPTER 1
From Transmission to Shared Study: Why Peer Tutoring, Why Now?

it does not establish what happened during sustained tutoring practice.
Maintaining this distinction is itself an institutional responsibility. Universi-
ties should not turn promising perceptions into claims of proven effective-
ness.

Recognition, Reward and the Meaning
of Voluntary Action

One of the most difficult institutional questions concerns recognition. Peer
tutoring demands time, preparation, emotional attention and intellectual
work. Leaving this work entirely unrecognised may communicate that the
contribution is valued rhetorically but not materially. It may also restrict
participation to students able to volunteer without financial or scheduling
consequences.

Recognition can take several forms: payment, ECTS credit, micro-creden-
tials, certificates, references, formal acknowledgement in academic records
or access to professional-development opportunities. Each option sends
a different message about what the tutoring role is.

Payment recognises labour and can widen participation, but it may
move the relationship closer to employment and require clearer account-
ability. Academic credit may acknowledge tutoring as an educational ex-
perience, but it also raises questions about assessment and whether sup-
porting another person should become a means of accumulating points.
Micro-credentials can make competences visible but risk turning a relation-
al practice into another item in a competitive portfolio. Pure voluntarism may
protect an ethos of mutual contribution while obscuring inequalities in who
has time to contribute.

The Peer-EDU findings do not provide a universal answer. Respondents
differed in their preferences, but both students and staff recognised that
motivation, workload and lack of formal acknowledgement could threaten
sustained involvement. The implication is not that every university should
adopt the same reward system. It is that the meaning and consequences of
recognition must be considered explicitly rather than left to accident (Attard
Tonna et al. 2026: 102-114, 130-133).
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Recognition should also include the academic staff who support tutors.
Supervision, consultation and programme development require time. If
this work remains invisible within workload models, the programme will
depend on exceptional individual commitment and remain vulnerable to
exhaustion or personnel change.

Technology as Infrastructure, Not Pedagogy

The Peer-EDU project included the development of digital resources and
an e-learning platform designed to support knowledge exchange, tutor
matching and longer-term implementation. The platform was subsequently
completed and tested by students participating in the international training.
This component responded to a real need. Respondents across the partner
universities reported limited awareness of existing technological support,
inconsistent infrastructure and uncertainty about which platforms could be
used for tutoring (Attard Tonna et al. 2026: 100-107, 120-127).

However critical one may be of the digitalisation of education, technol-
ogy can still serve ordinary organisational purposes: booking, matching,
communication, resource sharing, online meetings and programme evalu-
ation. Hybrid participation may make tutoring more accessible to commut-
ers, working students or people unable to remain on campus. A shared plat-
form can also support cooperation among the three universities.

Yet technology does not constitute the educational practice. A sophis-
ticated platform cannot create trust, prepare tutors or determine whether
an explanation is pedagogically responsible. It may even introduce barriers
if systems are inaccessible, difficult to navigate or associated with institu-
tional monitoring. Informal tools may be easier for students to use but raise
concerns about privacy and continuity. The appropriate technology is there-
fore not necessarily the most elaborate. It is the technology that remains
sufficiently reliable, accessible and unobtrusive to support the relationship.
The platform should reduce organisational friction rather than become the
centre of the programme.
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A Differentiated Institutional Arrangement

The comparative character of Peer-EDU makes a uniform model especially
inappropriate. The three universities share the ambition of supporting stu-
dents through peer relationships, but they differ in institutional history, ac-
ademic culture, technological infrastructure and existing support practices.

At the University of Gdansk, responses drew attention to the need for
visible institutional endorsement and better technological and organisa-
tional support.

At the University of Split, administrative clarity and the preservation of
interpersonal authenticity were particularly salient.

At the University of Malta, respondents highlighted workload, competi-
tiveness, recognition and the risk that formal structures might affect collab-
oration. These findings do not justify essentialising national or institutional
cultures. They do show that implementation is an act of translation rather
than replication (Attard Tonna et al. 2026: 97-129).

A Peer-EDU framework should therefore establish shared principles
while leaving room for local forms. Common commitments might include:

« voluntary and informed participation;

« adequate tutor preparation;

«+ clear boundaries and referral pathways;

« accessible coordination;

« continued academic responsibility;

« equitable recruitment and access;

« recognition of participants’ work;

- reflective supervision;

- evaluation proportionate to the programme’s claims.
How those commitments are enacted may differ. One faculty may embed
tutors within demanding introductory modules. Another may organise
open cross-disciplinary support. One institution may compensate tutors
financially; another may offer academic recognition. Digital provision may
be central in one context and supplementary in another. Adaptation should
not become an excuse for abandoning standards, just as common stan-
dards should not require identical programmes. The task is to distinguish
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principles necessary for educational and ethical integrity from organisation-
al features that can be locally negotiated.

The Institution as Host

The relationship among support, educational practice and institutional ar-
rangement can finally be expressed through the idea of the university as
host. A host does not simply provide a room and disappear. Hosting entails
preparation, welcome, attention and responsibility for the conditions of an
encounter. At the same time, a host does not determine every exchange
among those who meet. The encounter must retain a life that exceeds its
organisation.

To host peer tutoring means creating a place for students to support one
another’s studying while acknowledging that this support belongs within,
not outside, the university’s educational responsibility. It means preparing
tutors without turning them into substitute academics, protecting tutees
without defining them through deficiency, and coordinating the pro-
gramme without capturing every relationship in procedure.

Peer-EDU can therefore be understood neither as the creation of a new
support service nor simply as the introduction of an innovative teaching
method. It is an attempt to reorganise part of the university’s educational
ecology. Students take on real but bounded responsibility. Academic staff
remain present, though not as controllers of every interaction. Institutions
provide structure, recognition and protection while allowing the peer rela-
tionship to retain its distinctive proximity.

This formulation also clarifies why peer tutoring cannot succeed through
training alone. The training programme may develop communication skills,
ethical awareness and facilitative judgement. Whether these capacities be-
come practice depends upon what participants encounter afterwards: ac-
cessible tutees, workable timetables, spaces, supervision, legitimacy and
clear procedures. The institutional arrangement is not the background of
the educational practice. It enters into its very possibility.

At the same time, the arrangement must continually answer to the prac-
ticeit supports. Procedures should remain open to revision in response to tu-
tors’and tutees’ experience. Evaluation should help institutions understand
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how the programme functions, while recognition and technological provi-
sion should primarily support participation and contact rather than becom-
ing ends in themselves.

Peer tutoring becomes educationally defensible when all three di-
mensions remain visible. Peer tutoring becomes educationally defensible
when support, educational practice and institutional organisation remain
connected. Students can receive assistance without being defined by defi-
cit, tutors can undertake pedagogical work without becoming substitute
teachers, and institutional structures can protect the practice without de-
termining every interaction.

The challenge for Peer-EDU is thus not simply to establish peer tutoring
programmes at three universities. It is to create arrangements in which stu-
dents can study with and support one another while the university remains
responsibly present. The success of such an arrangement will depend less
on how completely peer tutoring is formalised than on whether institution-
al structure protects the freedom, trust and shared attention through which
peer study becomes possible.

1.6. The Promise and Danger of Mobilising
Students as Educational “Resources”

Peer tutoring is frequently promoted through a vocabulary of abundance.
Students possess knowledge, experience, communicative capacities, cul-
tural familiarity and proximity to one another that universities have not yet
fully recognised. They are described as an ‘untapped resource; a source of
institutional ‘innovation’ or an available ‘capacity’ that can be mobilised to
improve academic performance, strengthen belonging and extend support
beyond what academic staff can provide. Within this vocabulary, peer tu-
toring appears to offer an elegant response to several problems at once:
students receive more individualised assistance, tutors develop transferable
competences, teachers gain support, and institutions improve engagement
without reproducing the costs of professional one-to-one teaching.
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There is truth in this promise. Students bring forms of knowledge and
experience that academic teachers do not possess. They know what it has
recently felt like to encounter a particular course, assessment practice or
institutional difficulty for the first time. They often speak to one another
in ways that make uncertainty less risky and unfamiliar conventions more
intelligible. Peer-EDU was founded partly upon the conviction that these ca-
pacities should not remain marginal to the educational life of the university.

Yet the language of “resources” is not innocent. A resource is something
identified in relation to a purpose for which it can be used. It becomes vis-
ible because someone recognises its potential utility, organises its availa-
bility and seeks to convert it into an effect. When students are described as
educational resources, attention can shift subtly from what they experience,
need and create towards what an institution can obtain from them. Their
knowledge becomes capacity, their relationships become infrastructure,
their willingness becomes supply, and their time becomes an available con-
tribution to organisational goals.

The difficulty does not disappear when the word is placed in quotation
marks. Peer tutoring genuinely depends upon mobilising students’ knowl-
edge and capacities. The critical question is therefore not whether mobili-
sation occurs, but within which rationality, for whose purposes and under
whose control. The same peer tutoring practice can embody a humanistic
commitment to persons, relations and shared study, or it can be absorbed
into a neoliberal logic of efficiency, human-capital development and institu-
tional cost transfer. Often, both possibilities coexist within one programme.

Peer-EDU must therefore ask not only how universities can make better
use of students’ capacities, but how those capacities can enter the educa-
tional community without students themselves being reduced to resources.

The Grammar of the Resource

Calling a person a resource does not necessarily express disrespect. In or-
dinary institutional language, academic staff, technical infrastructure, time,
funding and expertise are all at times described as resources. The expression
can direct attention towards capacities that have previously been ignored
and towards the need to provide material support for their use. A university
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that regards peer tutors as part of its educational infrastructure may be
more likely to invest in their preparation, recognise their contribution and
include them in programme planning.

The problem lies in what the grammar of the resource makes easier to
see and what it makes more difficult to perceive. Resources appear as assets
capable of being allocated, developed, measured and deployed. Their value
is established by what they enable another actor or system to accomplish.
A resource does not normally determine the purposes for which it is used,
question the conditions of its deployment or refuse the meanings assigned
to its contribution. Persons, by contrast, interpret purposes, form relation-
ships, experience burdens and possess a legitimate claim to participate in
decisions affecting their activity.

The distinction becomes especially important when universities de-
scribe students simultaneously as beneficiaries and resources. A programme
may be presented as developing the tutor while also relying upon the tutor
to improve another student’s experience, reduce pressure on academic staff
or contribute to institutional indicators. These aims are not inherently in-
compatible.

Supporting another person can be deeply formative. The tutor may reor-
ganise knowledge, acquire confidence, develop judgement and experience
themselves as a consequential member of an academic community. The
danger begins when the developmental benefits attributed to the student
are used to obscure the value of the work performed for the institution.

The first Peer-EDU report reflects the ambivalence of the wider litera-
ture. It identifies strong evidence and repeated claims concerning academic
achievement, communication, responsibility, inclusion, community and the
development of tutors. At the same time, some of the reviewed publications
explicitly describe peers as educational resources and present peer tutoring
partly through the language of scalability, cost-effectiveness and resource
management. The literature also records recurring problems of unequal role
relations, insufficient preparation, logistical pressure, institutional depend-
ence on student motivation and the difficulty of sustaining programmes
over time (Jendza et al. 2026: 3-10, 43-44).

This combination should not be dismissed as merely terminological.
A practice may retain the same surface form while acquiring a very different
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educational meaning. Two students may meet in the same room, use the
same conversational model and work on the same academic problem, while
the institutional rationality surrounding their encounter changes what the
activity is for and how the participants are positioned within it.

Peer Tutoring within Different Paradigms

Anna Sajdak-Burska’s reconstruction of paradigms in academic didactics
helps clarify why a method does not carry a single educational meaning
within itself. Her analysis differentiates behavioural-technological, humanis-
tic, constructivist and critical-emancipatory ways of conceptualising univer-
sity education. Each paradigm connects a particular image of the student
and academic teacher with assumptions about knowledge, development,
educational purpose and legitimate forms of intervention. A practice such
as tutoring may therefore be incorporated into very different projects of ed-
ucation (Sajdak-Burska 2013).

Within a behavioural-technological logic, peer tutoring can be designed
as an efficient intervention intended to generate predefined outcomes.
Tutors are trained to apply validated procedures, tutees are diagnosed ac-
cording to measurable needs, sessions are standardised and success is cal-
culated through performance indicators (KPIs). The educational situation
is organised from outside as a sequence expected to produce a specified
result. The student tutor may appear active, but their agency is constrained
by the role of an intervention-delivery mechanism.

Within a humanistic paradigm, tutoring begins from a different image
of the person. The student is not primarily a carrier of deficits or a unit of
productive capacity, but a developing person whose experience, mean-
ing-making, autonomy and relationships matter. The tutor does not execute
a procedure upon the tutee. They accompany another person, attend to
their perspective and help create conditions in which the tutee can find an
individual path through an educational difficulty. Sajdak-Burska identifies
academic tutoring as one of the practices through which the humanistic
paradigm may acquire concrete expression in mass higher education, pro-
vided that it remains genuinely attentive to individual development rather
than being reduced to a managerial technique (Sajdak-Burska 2017: 13-26).
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A constructivist orientation shifts attention towards students’active con-
struction and negotiation of meaning. Peer tutoring becomes a setting in
which interpretations are articulated, tested and revised through interac-
tion. Neither participant is simply the carrier of a finished package of knowl-
edge. Even when one student is more experienced, the encounter depends
upon the activity of both.

The critical-emancipatory paradigm introduces questions that neither
personalised support nor collaborative knowledge construction can answer
on their own. It asks how power enters the definition of educational needs,
how institutional hierarchies shape whose knowledge is recognised, and
whether student participation transforms existing arrangements or helps
sustain them more efficiently. Under this paradigm, the relevant question
is not simply whether peer tutoring develops tutors and supports tutees. It
is also whether students gain meaningful influence over their education or
become enlisted in maintaining an institution whose priorities they did not
determine.

These paradigms should not be treated as ‘boxes’into which whole pro-
grammes can be placed once and for all. Peer-EDU contains elements of sev-
eral of them. Its training programme uses structured tools and competence
frameworks; it values experiential, collaborative and reflective activity; and
its underlying aspiration is strongly humanistic and relational. At the same
time, its location within a funded international project brings requirements
concerning outputs, indicators, dissemination, sustainability and institu-
tional implementation. The tension is not external to the project. It is already
present within it.

These elements do not have equal normative status within Peer-EDU.
Their educational justification depends on whether they sustain shared
study, student agency and responsibility, and keep knowledge open to se-
rious common inquiry.

Even the official phrase competence transformation can be read in con-
trasting ways. It may describe a formative process through which students
become more capable of responsible action, dialogue and care. It may also
be interpreted as the production of additional human capital whose value
can be demonstrated through credentials and employability. The wording
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does not decide between these interpretations. The educational and institu-
tional practices built around it do.

The importance of Sajdak-Burska’s analysis lies precisely here. Peer tu-
toring is not humanistic merely because it is individualised, friendly or con-
ducted between students. A personalised relation can still be instrumental.
A student can be treated warmly while being mobilised towards purposes
defined entirely by the institution. The question of paradigm concerns the
deeper rationality through which persons, purposes and relationships are
understood.

The Neoliberal University and the Productive Student

Neoliberalism is often used so broadly that it risks becoming a general name
for everything undesirable in contemporary universities. A more precise ac-
count treats it not only as a set of policies favouring markets and reduced
public expenditure, but as a governing rationality that extends economic
categories into domains previously organised through other values. Com-
petition, investment, performance, risk, return, entrepreneurship and meas-
urable productivity become models for understanding institutions and per-
sons.

Wendy Brown argues that neoliberal reason recasts individuals as forms
of human capital expected to appreciate their own value through continu-
ous investment and competitive positioning. Education is consequently re-
organised around the production of economically valuable capacities, while
political, ethical and democratic questions are translated into calculations of
growth, investment and performance (Brown 2015: 17-45).

Within higher education, this rationality is visible when universities jus-
tify themselves primarily through economic contribution, graduate produc-
tivity, innovation capacity and labour-market responsiveness. Mark Olssen
and Michael Peters describe the movement from conventional market liber-
alism towards knowledge capitalism, in which universities become central
economic institutions charged with producing and circulating commercial-
ly and strategically valuable knowledge (Olssen and Peters 2005: 313-345).

Henry Giroux’s critique is more explicitly political. He argues that the
neoliberal university increasingly values students as human capital, treats
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courses as products responsive to consumer demand and models gover-
nance upon corporate management. Against this, he defends the university
as a public good and a democratic sphere in which students can acquire not
only economically usable skills but the critical capacities required to under-
stand and transform their world (Giroux 2015: 5-16).

Peter McLaren radicalises the argument by connecting educational re-
form to the production of labour-power. Education does not merely respond
to an already existing economy; it contributes to the formation of capacities,
dispositions and forms of subjectivity that can later be converted into eco-
nomic value. The language of human capital expresses, in this reading, the
reduction of human capacities to their potential function within capitalist
production (McLaren 2005: 14-16).

Peer tutoring can be drawn into this rationality with remarkable ease.
It promises to activate capacities the institution already contains. Students
possess subject knowledge, social proximity, language skills, digital compe-
tence, cultural understanding and time. Instead of increasing professional
teaching or support provision, the university can organise these capacities
so that students support one another. Tutors simultaneously acquire com-
munication, leadership and teamwork competences, thereby increasing
their own employability. Tutees receive support. The institution potentially
gains improved performance, continuation and satisfaction. Presented in
this way, everyone benefits and no conflict appears.

The very smoothness of this account should make us cautious. It may be
entirely true that several participants benefit, but a language of universal
benefit can conceal unequal burdens and institutional savings. The tutor’s
time, emotional attentiveness and intellectual labour do not cease to be la-
bour because they are educationally meaningful. Nor does the tutor’s per-
sonal development automatically constitute adequate recognition for work
from which the university benefits.

The danger is not that peer tutoring has economic effects. Universities
require resources, and educational programmes must be organised sustain-
ably. The problem arises when economic usefulness becomes the primary
measure through which the relationship is valued and when responsibili-
ty for structural problems is transferred to students under the language of
agency.
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Mobilising What Students Hold in Common

Michael Hardt and Antonio Negri offer a conceptual vocabulary that allows
us to describe the promise of peer tutoring without immediately translating
students into resources. They use the common to refer not only to natural
wealth but also to socially produced knowledges, languages, affects, im-
ages, codes, practices and relationships. Such forms of wealth are gener-
ated through cooperation and communication. They are not produced by
isolated individuals and do not remain unchanged when shared (Hardt and
Negri 2009: 139, 153-160).

Peer tutoring can be understood as a practice of making and enlarging
the common. A student’s explanation does not simply transfer a finite pos-
session. In attempting to make an idea intelligible, tutor and tutee may re-
organise knowledge, create a new example or discover a distinction neither
had previously formulated. Trust, shared language and mutual recognition
also emerge through the encounter. The result is not only that one student
possesses more knowledge than before; the academic community acquires
a stronger capacity to study together.

This perspective changes the central metaphor. Students are not indi-
vidual ‘reservoirs’ from which the university extracts useful capacities. They
participate in co-creating forms of educational wealth that exist in relation-
ships among people. Their knowledge and care are not institutional raw ma-
terials. They belong to a common process whose participants should retain
meaningful power over its purposes and organisation.

Hardt and Negri’s analysis also helps identify the danger. Commonly pro-
duced knowledge, affect and social relations can be captured, segmented
and subordinated to external accumulation. Institutions may depend upon
the common while simultaneously restricting and deforming it through hie-
rarchy and control. They may encourage cooperation, then appropriate its
results as organisational performance (Hardt and Negri 2009: 153-176).

Applied to peer tutoring, capture occurs when a university treats student
relationships as a pool of labour to be harvested, translates mutual assis-
tance into institutional indicators and retains control over programme pur-
poses while transferring delivery to students. The relational form remains,
but its value is redirected. What participants create together becomes
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something the institution reports, brands or uses to compensate for inade-
quate provision.

The concept of the common does not romanticise every peer relation-
ship. Shared practices may contain exclusion, misinformation, competition
and hierarchy. Nor does it imply that institutional organisation should dis-
appear. The common requires forms capable of sustaining it. The question
is whether those forms remain answerable to the people and relationships
through which educational value is produced.

What Peer-EDU Respondents Make Visible

The Peer-EDU diagnostic research provides no evidence that any of the
three partner universities has already used peer tutoring to replace aca-
demic staff or systematically exploit unpaid student labour. The project was
still investigating readiness and developing a model. It would therefore be
methodologically and ethically wrong to describe neoliberal capture as an
established outcome of Peer-EDU.

The surveys do, however, reveal conditions under which such capture
could occur. Students and academic staff identified insufficient time, limited
organisational support, inadequate funding, lack of recognition and difficul-
ty recruiting volunteers. Respondents at the University of Malta noted that
many students combine their studies with paid work, making participation
in tutoring a genuine trade-off. Across the three institutions, participants
considered financial compensation, academic credit or other forms of rec-
ognition as possible conditions for sustained engagement (Attard Tonna et
al. 2026: 100-114, 127-133).

One academic respondent expressed the recruitment problem through
the language of altruism: Above all, there is a lack of student interest, as
| believe there are not enough students with the skills to effectively transfer
knowledge and who are altruistically motivated. This likely means that this
form of teaching would need to be incentivised in some way (Attard Tonna
etal. 2026: 114).

The statement contains the tension in concentrated form. Tutoring is ex-
pected to arise from altruistic motivation, yet the anticipated scarcity of al-
truism leads to the search for incentives. The institution seeks people willing
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to offer competent educational labour but remains uncertain whether that
labour should be treated as voluntary contribution, developmental oppor-
tunity, academic activity or paid work.

Altruism is not itself problematic. A university community would be
impoverished if every act of assistance required contractual exchange. Stu-
dents frequently support one another because they care, because cooper-
ation makes study more meaningful or because they remember receiving
similar help. Peer-EDU participants often described the course in terms of
reciprocity and exchange, which points towards common study rather than
a purely instrumental transaction (Jendza and Jendza 2026: 14-19).

The problem begins when an institution designs a recurring programme
on the assumption that altruism will supply the labour required for its opera-
tion. Voluntarism can then become an organisational subsidy. Students with
fewer financial pressures provide what the university needs, while students
who work, commute or care for others are less able to participate and there-
fore less able to access the developmental benefits and credentials attached
to tutoring.

This produces a double inequality. Students with more available time
are more likely to become visible as leaders, contributors and partners. They
gain relationships, recognition and experience that may later strengthen
academic or professional opportunities. Students whose circumstances
prevent unpaid contribution remain positioned primarily as recipients of
education or may be judged as insufficiently engaged. Payment or academ-
ic credit can reduce this inequality, but neither automatically resolves it.
Compensation may recognise genuine labour and make participation pos-
sible for a wider group. It may also intensify institutional control, introduce
competitive recruitment and encourage tutors to measure the relationship
through deliverables. Academic credit can place tutoring within the educa-
tional mission, yet it may transform help into a strategy for accumulating
credentials. The issue is therefore not whether recognition should exist, but
what form of recognition preserves the educational purpose and the dignity
of participants.

Another academic respondent questioned the need for the programme
more fundamentally: There is no real need to introduce student tutors, as
teachers are already available and very approachable. A better concept
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would be to provide students with scheduled times and dedicated spac-
es for learning and teamwork outside formal teaching hours. Also, very few
students are actually qualified to tutor others at this level (Attard Tonna et
al. 2026: 114).

This dissenting voice matters. It interrupts the assumption that mobilis-
ing students is necessarily the correct response to every support problem.
Perhaps students need better access to academic teachers. Perhaps pro-
grammes need more coherent teaching, clearer assessment and spaces for
collective study. Peer tutoring should not become an automatic institutional
answer merely because it appears innovative, participatory or economical.

The Peer-EDU evidence also indicates that prospective tutors did not
want to be treated as ready-to-deploy resources after a short training pro-
gramme. Although satisfaction and confidence were high, participants
asked for shadowing, mentoring, consultation, clear procedures and access
to an academic staff member. Their requests express a desire to take respon-
sibility without being abandoned to it (Jendza and Jendza 2026: 7, 12-16).

The Substitution Problem

The most important ethical boundary for Peer-EDU may be formulated
simply: Peer tutoring should add a distinctive educational relation to the
university; it should not substitute student labour for responsibilities that
remain institutional and professional.

Substitution can occur in several ways. Peer tutors may replace access to
academic teachers for students struggling with course content. They may
be expected to explain assignments that teaching staff have not commu-
nicated clearly. They may become informal advisers because institutional
procedures are difficult to navigate. They may absorb emotional disclosures
because professional support is inaccessible. They may be asked to sustain
student engagement without influence over the curriculum, workload or
assessment practices producing disengagement.

In each case, the tutor appears to solve an individual problem while the
structural source remains intact. The more successful the tutor becomes at
helping students cope, the less visible the need for institutional change may
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become. Peer tutoring can therefore function as a buffer protecting the insti-
tution from the consequences of its own arrangements.

This is why the project should never evaluate peer tutoring only by ask-
ing whether tutees improve. A rise in grades or continuation may indicate
educational value, but it may also show that unpaid or under-recognised
student labour is compensating for weaknesses elsewhere. Evaluation must
ask what the programme makes possible and what it permits the institution
to avoid changing.

The same caution applies to tutors’ development. Evidence that tutors
improve their communication, metacognition or confidence is significant,
but it does not settle the question of substitution. A person can develop
through work that is nevertheless unfairly organised. The educational bene-
fit received by a tutor should not function as a universal answer to questions
about workload, recognition and institutional gain.

This distinction is familiar in other parts of university life. Internships,
service-learning initiatives, student representation, volunteering, research
assistance and partnership initiatives can all be formative. They can also rely
upon students’ aspiration and commitment to obtain labour that would
otherwise require payment or professional staffing. The fact that an activity
is meaningful does not make its material conditions irrelevant.

Peer-EDU should therefore protect the continued visibility of academ-
ic teachers and professional services. Tutors may help students understand
a concept, but teachers remain responsible for the quality and accessibil-
ity of the course. Tutors may notice distress, but the institution must pro-
vide appropriate specialist support. Tutors may reveal recurring difficulties,
but programme leaders must decide whether curricular or organisational
changes are required.

Metrics and the Conversion of Relations
into Outcomes

Neoliberal rationality does not operate only through funding reductions. It
also operates through measurement. Practices become institutionally real
when they can be rendered as indicators: number of tutors trained, sessions
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completed, students reached, credits earned, satisfaction ratings, pass rates
and continuation statistics.

Peer-EDU obviously cannot avoid evaluation. The project has public re-
sponsibilities, and universities need evidence concerning accessibility, qual-
ity, safety and educational consequences. The problem is not measurement
itself. It is the displacement of educational judgement by what can be meas-
ured most easily. The risk is especially pronounced when peer tutoring is
linked to retention. A programme that helps students remain enrolled may
be valuable. Yet retention is not a transparent educational good. A student
may continue because they have found a meaningful relation to study, be-
cause a tutor helped them negotiate a temporary difficulty, or because insti-
tutional pressure made departure feel impossible. The same administrative
outcome can contain very different educational realities.

The supplementary analysis supplied for the project rightly treats reten-
tion as a hypothesis to be tested through a specified pathway rather than
a promised effect. It distinguishes mechanisms such as confidence, belong-
ing and help-seeking from proximal outcomes such as course completion
and distal outcomes such as re-enrolment or graduation. It also stresses that
voluntary participation creates a serious selection problem: students who
attend tutoring may already differ in motivation, preparation or institutional
knowledge from those who do not (Jendza 2026).

This methodological caution is also an ethical safeguard. When institu-
tional success is defined by a distal indicator, the tutor can become an instru-
ment for producing it. The tutee becomes a potential non-completer to be
retained. The relationship is then interpreted retrospectively according to
whether it contributed to the university’s target.

A humanistic evaluation asks additional questions. Did participants feel
recognised? Did the encounter preserve the tutee’s agency? Was the tutor’s
workload manageable? Did the programme reach students who lacked
informal networks? Did tutors feel able to acknowledge uncertainty? Did
recurring cases reveal changes needed in teaching or support provision?
Did the institution learn from students, or merely count their activity? These
questions are more difficult to aggregate, but they are closer to the educa-
tional meaning of the programme.
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Recognition without Commodification

A critical account of neoliberalism can itself become reductive if it treats
every form of compensation, certification or evaluation as corruption. A crit-
ical response to neoliberalisation should not lead to the assumption that
payment, recognition or formal procedures necessarily undermine peer
relations. Unpaid participation may itself reproduce inequality when only
financially secure students can afford to contribute. Similarly, the absence
of recognition can make substantial educational labour invisible, while in-
sufficient procedures may leave tutors unsupported. The more important
question is how student contribution can be organised in ways that remain
educationally meaningful, equitable and open to participation.

Recognition should begin by acknowledging that peer tutoring involves
several kinds of labour. There is intellectual labour: preparation, explana-
tion, interpretation and feedback. There is organisational labour: arranging
meetings, communicating and documenting activity. There is relational and
affective labour: listening, creating trust, managing frustration and attend-
ing to another person’s uncertainty. Not every tutoring session contains all
these elements equally, but none should be treated as costless simply be-
cause students perform them.

Compensation may therefore be justified. It can communicate that the
university values the time and responsibility involved, and it can enable
participation by students who cannot afford to volunteer. The amount and
form should be transparent, fair and consistent with the role. Compensation
should not purchase unlimited availability or transform the tutor into a low-
cost replacement for professional staff.

ECTS credit or academic recognition may also be appropriate when tu-
toring includes structured preparation, reflection, supervision and demon-
strable educational development. But credit should not be awarded solely
for hours of service, as though another student’s difficulty were material
through which the tutor earns points. The educational object of assessment
should be the tutor’s reflective and pedagogical development, not the tu-
tee’s performance or dependence.

Micro-credentials carry a similar ambivalence. They can make com-
plex work visible and give students a portable account of what they have
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undertaken.They can also encourage a portfolio logic in which relationships
become occasions for accumulating competitive distinctions. Peer-EDU
should use credentials to recognise contribution, not to divide students
into increasingly stratified categories of credentialed helpers and ordinary
recipients.

No single recognition system will be appropriate across the University of
Gdansk, the University of Split and the University of Malta. The diagnostic
research already shows differences in workload, infrastructure, institutional
tradition and expectations. What should be common is not the reward but
the principle that students’ contribution must not be treated as freely avail-
able simply because it occurs within education.

From Mobilisation to Democratic Participation

The verb ‘mobilise’ deserves scrutiny. It suggests movement from latent ca-
pacity to organised action. Something previously inactive becomes aligned
with a purpose. This can be emancipatory: people discover that they pos-
sess capacities denied or ignored by hierarchical institutions. Mobilisation
can create solidarity, collective voice and new forms of participation.

The same mobilisation can also become managerial. An organisation
identifies underused capacity, activates it and directs it towards strategic
objectives. Students become a workforce whose engagement is secured
through motivation, incentives and identity. The language of empower-
ment then disguises the fact that purposes and rules remain institutionally
controlled.

The difference lies partly in governance. Were students involved in de-
fining what peer tutoring should accomplish? Can tutors influence training,
procedures and evaluation? Can tutees challenge the programme’s assump-
tions? Are participants able to refuse tasks or propose that an institutional
practice, rather than an individual student, needs to change?

Peer-EDU offers some early indications of participatory development.
The diagnostic study gathered student and staff expectations before imple-
mentation. The international training programme allowed participants to
experience, interpret and criticise the proposed approach. Their requests for
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more realistic scenarios, local procedures, continued meetings, shadowing
and supervision provide concrete directions for redesign.

Yet consultation is not the same as shared authority. Students become
co-authors of the programme only when their contributions alter decisions
and when they can participate in its continuing governance. Otherwise,
voice serves as another resource: an institution collects student perspec-
tives to improve implementation while retaining exclusive authority over
purpose.

The critical-emancipatory dimension identified by Sajdak-Burska re-
quires more than encouraging active participation. It requires examining
how students are positioned within the structures they are invited to sup-
port. A programme may be highly interactive while leaving institutional
power untouched. It may allow tutors considerable autonomy within ses-
sions while denying them influence over recruitment, recognition, workload
or the use of data.

Democratic participation therefore concerns both the micro-level of the
tutoring conversation and the macro-level of programme governance. The
tutee should have space to question an explanation. The tutor should have
space to question a procedure. The student community should have space
to question the institutional purposes attached to peer tutoring.

Conditions for Mobilising Capacities
without Reducing Persons to Resources

Several principles follow for Peer-EDU model.

First, educational sense must precede organisational efficiency. The pro-
gramme should begin by identifying a meaningful educational need and
asking whether peer tutoring offers a distinctive response. It should not be-
gin with the assumption that student capacity is available and then search
for tasks to which it can be applied.

Second, peer tutoring must supplement rather than substitute. Every
implementation plan should state what remains the responsibility of ac-
ademic teachers, programme coordinators and professional services.
Where tutoring repeatedly compensates for unclear teaching, inaccessible
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assessment or inadequate support, the institution must address those con-
ditions directly.

Third, participation must be genuinely voluntary. Voluntariness requires
more than the absence of formal compulsion. Students should not feel that
tutoring is necessary to secure favour, demonstrate commitment or remain
competitive for future opportunities. They should be able to decline or leave
the role without academic disadvantage.

Fourth, recognition must respond to unequal conditions of participa-
tion. Payment, credit and credentials should be considered not only as mo-
tivational tools but as questions of justice. Recognition should widen access
to the tutor role and acknowledge labour without purchasing control over
the person.

Fifth, students must participate in governance. Tutors and tutees should
contribute to programme design, evaluation and revision. Their experience
should be treated not merely as feedback data but as knowledge capable of
changing institutional arrangements.

Sixth, workload and boundaries must remain visible. The programme
should monitor not only the number of tutees reached but the preparation,
time and emotional demands placed upon tutors. Students should not be
praised for exceeding reasonable limits or carrying cases that require pro-
fessional intervention.

Seventh, evaluation must remain plural. Academic outcomes and con-
tinuation may be examined, but they should not displace questions of re-
lationship, agency, equity, tutor development and institutional learning. No
single indicator should determine the programme’s value.

Finally, the institution must invest its own resources. A programme that
relies on student contribution still requires coordination, supervision, ac-
cessible spaces, technological support, training and academic staff time.
Mobilising students should not become a rationale for institutional disin-
vestment.

Students Are Not the University’s Reserve Capacity

Peer tutoring contains a genuine promise. Students can become conse-
quential participants in one another’s education. They can make academic
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conventions more accessible, redistribute some forms of educational au-
thority, create relationships of recognition and contribute knowledge that
would otherwise remain dispersed or invisible. Tutors can develop through
the responsibility of supporting another person, while tutees can gain forms
of assistance that differ meaningfully from professional teaching. None of
this requires describing students as resources.

As indicated earlier, the resource’ metaphor becomes dangerous when
the university treats students as reserve capacity: a population whose knowl-
edge, relationships and care can be activated whenever existing provision
proves insufficient. Under neoliberal rationality, the apparent empower-
ment of students may coincide with a transfer of cost and responsibility. The
tutor is offered development, employability and recognition; the institution
acquires additional educational labour. The tutee receives help, but the con-
ditions producing the need for that help may remain unchanged.

A humanistic and relational interpretation begins elsewhere. Students
are persons, participants and co-authors. Their capacities matter because
they belong to people who can decide, respond, refuse and create meaning
with others. A similar principle has been articulated in the context of institu-
tional teaching development: drawing on people’s capacities and commit-
ment requires creating conditions in which they can also derive meaning
and development from participation, rather than treating them primarily as
organisational resources (Szymczak 2025). The relationships they form are
not merely instruments for generating institutional effects. They are part of
the educational good the university exists to make possible.

Hardt and Negri's already mentioned notion of the common allows the
promise to be retained without accepting the reduction. Students’ knowl-
edge, language, attention and cooperation can produce a shared educa-
tional wealth that grows through use. The university has a legitimate role
in supporting and sustaining this common, but it does not own it. Its task is
not to extract maximum value from student relationships. It is to establish
conditions in which those relationships can remain educationally meaning-
ful, equitable and open to collective direction.

This is the challenge that Peer-EDU must carry forward. The project
should make use of students’ knowledge and capacities without treating
students themselves as institutional reserves. Their contribution requires
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recognition, while the structures supporting it should preserve meaningful
student agency and the relational character of tutoring. The university nev-
ertheless remains responsible for teaching, student support and the condi-
tions under which peer participation takes place.

The distinction may determine whether peer tutoring becomes another
technique through which the contemporary university does more with less,
or one of the practices through which it begins to imagine itself differently.



CHAPTER 2

MAPPING THE FIELD:
CONCEPTS, MODELS
AND BOUNDARIES

Peer tutoring appears deceptively easy to define. One student helps an-
other; one knows something that the other is trying to understand; both
belong to approximately the same educational world. Once actual pro-
grammes are examined, however, this apparent simplicity disappears. The
participants may be in the same year or several years apart. Their roles may
remain stable or alternate. They may meet individually, in groups, online or
within a course. The focus may be disciplinary knowledge, academic practic-
es, transition to university, professional identity or emotional and social sup-
port. Academic staff may remain at a distance, supervise the work or embed
tutors directly within teaching.

These differences are not merely organisational. They alter the educa-
tional relation and determine what can reasonably be expected from it. Evi-
dence generated by a course-linked Supplemental Instruction programme
cannot automatically support claims about individual mentoring. Findings
concerning near-peer clinical teaching cannot be transferred without qual-
ification to reciprocal tutoring among students at the same level. Improved
examination performance, greater belonging and stronger continuation are
distinct outcomes produced, if at all, through different mechanisms.

The first Peer-EDU report reviewed fifty publications and identified peer
tutoring as a heterogeneous field encompassing reciprocal, cross-level, sup-
plemental, embedded and online models. The comparative research con-
ducted at the University of Gdansk, the University of Split and the University
of Malta revealed similar terminological fluidity. Respondents referred inter-
changeably to tutoring, mentoring, peer support, collaboration and teach-
ing, often combining academic, social and developmental expectations

116



CHAPTER 2
Mapping the Field: Concepts, Models and Boundaries

within a single description (Jendza et al. 2026: 3-12, 43-45; Attard Tonna et
al. 2026: 84-114).

The official project description reflects this breadth. Peer-EDU presents
peer tutors as students who support younger colleagues in adapting to
university both academically and socially. At the same time, the project
includes tutor preparation, training for those who support tutors, a digital
platform and pilot implementation. It is therefore narrower than undiffer-
entiated peer support, but broader than tutoring confined to one course or
academic task (Peer-EDU 2026).

The purpose of this chapter is not to impose perfect terminological order
upon a field whose forms necessarily overlap. It is to establish distinctions
precise enough to prevent conceptual drift and inflated claims. The most
useful approach is to treat the categories below not as competing labels but
as intersecting dimensions of programme design.

2.1. Peer Learning, Peer Tutoring
and Peer-EDUcation

Peer learning is the broadest of the three terms. It refers to educational pro-
cesses in which people of broadly comparable status study with and from
one another. It encompasses informal discussion as well as deliberately or-
ganised practices such as cooperative work, peer assessment, reciprocal
teaching and peer tutoring. Its defining feature is not the absence of teach-
ers but the educational significance attributed to interaction among peers
(Boud, Cohen and Sampson 2001; Topping 2005: 631-645).

The term has an advantage: it avoids assuming that one participant must
reproduce the position of a teacher. Yet it also carries the danger already dis-
cussed in Chapter 1. When every educational relation is described as learn-
ing, questions concerning what is being studied, who remains responsible
for teaching and how knowledge structures the encounter can disappear.
In this book, peer learning is therefore used as an umbrella category, while
studying with peers names the more substantive educational orientation.
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Peer tutoring is a more specific arrangement. It involves an identifiable
educational purpose, some differentiation of roles and a focus upon subject
matter, an academic task or a practice of studying. One or more students
temporarily assume responsibility for supporting the work of another stu-
dent or group. The tutor is not a professionally qualified teacher, although
the role includes pedagogical actions such as questioning, explaining, mod-
elling, listening and giving feedback. Roles may remain stable or alternate
(Topping 1996: 321-345).

This definition excludes neither reciprocity nor benefit to the tutor. In-
deed, one of the major developments identified in the literature is the
movement away from imagining tutoring as a one-way transfer from the
capable to the deficient. Preparing an explanation, responding to anoth-
er person’s reasoning and encountering the limits of one’s knowledge can
transform the tutor’s own understanding. The phrase “to teach is to learn
twice” captures part of this mechanism, although it should not be converted
into the assumption that tutors and tutees always benefit equally (Topping
2005: 631-645; Jendza et al. 2026: 43-45).

Peer-EDUcation is wider in purpose but often more directive in form. It
commonly describes organised activity in which students educate other
students about health, safety, inclusion, wellbeing, citizenship or institu-
tional life. The content may be academic, but it need not be. A Peer-EDU-
cator may facilitate workshops, share information, organise campaigns or
model particular practices. The relationship is frequently group-based and
oriented towards awareness or behaviour rather than sustained work on
a disciplinary problem.

The three concepts therefore overlap without becoming synonyms. All
Peer-EDU tutoring is intended to create peer learning, but not all peer learn-
ing is tutoring. Some aspects of the project, especially transition, intercultur-
al communication and awareness of available support, approach Peer-EDU-
cation or mentoring. The name peer tutoring remains justified because the
central relationship is organised around helping another student engage
more effectively in academic life and study.
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2.2. Peer Tutoring, Mentoring,
Academic Tutoring and Advising

The boundary between peer tutoring and peer mentoring is especially po-
rous. Both rely upon relative proximity and may support confidence, be-
longing and institutional navigation. Their centre of gravity is nevertheless
different.

Peer tutoring is normally organised around something to be studied:
a concept, task, course, disciplinary practice or strategy for academic work.
Peer mentoring is generally broader and more longitudinal. It can include
transition, professional orientation, social integration, identity, motivation,
career planning and psychosocial support. Terrion and Leonard define peer
mentoring as a helping relationship between people of similar age or ex-
perience that fulfils some combination of career-related and psychosocial
functions (Terrion and Leonard 2007: 149-164). Reviews of mentoring in
higher education similarly show that academic, emotional, professional
and role-modelling functions are often combined (Crisp and Cruz 2009:
525-545).

A tutoring relationship may become mentoring-like when it extends
over time or when an academic problem reveals difficulties concerning be-
longing, transition or confidence. A mentor may also tutor when helping
a mentee understand a particular academic practice. The distinction should
therefore guide role design rather than‘police conversation’ It becomes cru-
cial when claims are made. A course-linked tutoring programme may plau-
sibly affect understanding or course completion; a sustained mentoring re-
lationship may have a more direct route towards belonging or institutional
navigation.

Academic tutoring introduces another complication because the term
has a particularly rich meaning, for instance in Polish higher education. It
usually refers to a sustained and individualised relationship between an ac-
ademic teacher and a student, directed towards intellectual development,
personal formation and increasing independence. Drawing on the Oxford
tutorial, liberal education and the master—student tradition, its Polish var-
iants may be predominantly scholarly—centred on reading, writing and
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disciplinary inquiry or developmental, with greater attention to the stu-
dent’s purposes, capabilities and educational biography. In practice, these
orientations frequently overlap. This diversity is also visible in institutional
practice. Research among academic tutors at the University of Gdansk docu-
ments scholarly, developmental, individual and group-oriented forms of
tutoring, with considerable variation in methods, topics and reported out-
comes (Kowalkowska and Przybylska 2023).

Polish scholarship has described academic tutoring not simply as an
instructional method but as a relational and institutional response to the
massification of higher education. Karpinska-Musiat presents it as a possible
reconstruction of the master—student relationship and a means of restoring
personal dialogue within the contemporary university (Karpinska-Musiat
2012: 55-70). Szala emphasises that tutoring depends upon the continuing
process of becoming a tutor, involving attentiveness, self-reflection and eth-
ical judgement rather than the mechanical use of conversational techniques
(Szala 2015: 62-88). Sarnat-Ciastko, in turn, distinguishes tutoring from
mentoring and coaching while locating it within wider attempts to per-
sonalise academic education (Sarnat-Ciastko 2015: 141-152; 2017: 78-83).
The comprehensive study by Dziedziczak-Foltyn, Karpinska-Musiat and
Sarnat-Ciastko demonstrates that tutoring in Polish universities functions
simultaneously as a method, developmental relationship and institutional
programme, while also facing tensions between personalisation, accessibil-
ity and organisational sustainability (Dziedziczak-Foltyn, Karpiriska-Musiat
and Sarnat-Ciastko 2020).

This tradition differs from peer tutoring because the academic tutor re-
mains a member of staff who carries formal intellectual, pedagogical and
institutional responsibility. Peer-EDU does not transfer that responsibility to
students. It can nevertheless draw on the Polish tutoring tradition’s insist-
ence that educational support cannot be reduced to procedure: the person,
the relationship and the shared object of study remain central (Sajdak-Bur-
ska 2017: 13-26).

In the United Kingdom, personal tutoring often combines academic
development, transition, institutional connection, referral and elements
of pastoral support. The personal tutor is typically a member of academic
staff attached to a group of students throughout part of their programme.
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Research shows considerable variation in how the role is understood and
practised, but its institutional and staff-based character distinguishes it
from peer tutoring (Grey and Osborne 2020: 285-299).

Academic advising, particularly in the North American tradition, con-
cerns the student’s relationship with a programme of study: curricular
choices, progression requirements, educational purposes and connections
between studies, aspirations and future plans. Advising can be educational
rather than merely administrative, but advisers usually possess institutional
authority and access to official information that peer tutors do not. NACADA
accordingly presents academic advising as part of the teaching and learn-
ing mission of higher education and as a process through which students
interpret their educational experience and membership of the institution
(NACADA 2006).

These distinctions protect both students and programmes. A peer tutor
may help a tutee understand available options but should not provide au-
thoritative advice on regulations without verification. They may listen when
personal difficulty enters the conversation but should not assume the role
of counsellor. They may support academic planning but cannot replace the
staff member responsible for formal decisions.

2.3. Same-Level, Cross-Level
and Near-Peer Tutoring

The word ‘peer’ suggests equality, but peers are never identical. Students
may share institutional status while differing in age, experience, achieve-
ment, language, confidence and social position. Programme design must
therefore specify what kind of proximity is intended.

In same-level tutoring, participants belong to the same year or stage of
study. They may be enrolled in the same course or possess broadly compa-
rable experience. Such arrangements can reduce social distance and make
uncertainty easier to expose. Yet same-level status does not guarantee
equality. One student may be selected because of stronger academic per-
formance, formally trained and recognised by the institution. This creates an
unequal role even where formal study status is shared.
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In cross-level tutoring, the tutor is further advanced: for example, a third-
year student supports someone in the first year. The difference can provide
useful experiential knowledge and greater familiarity with the curriculum. It
can also strengthen hierarchy. The senior student may be treated as a sub-
stitute authority or may assume that their own successful approach should
be reproduced by the tutee.

Near-peer tutoring is a particular form of cross-level arrangement in
which the distance remains limited and both participants still inhabit sub-
stantially the same educational pathway.Ten Cate and Durning define a near-
peer teacher as a student who is more advanced, usually by one or more
years, within the same curriculum (Ten Cate and Durning 2007: 546-552).
Nearness is therefore not sameness; it is a carefully bounded distance.

The educational promise lies in the coexistence of difference and prox-
imity. Near-peer tutors know more, or at least have encountered the rele-
vant demands earlier, but can still remember what those demands looked
like from the position of a newcomer. This supports the cognitive and social
congruence discussed in the preceding chapter. The danger is that proxim-
ity may be presumed rather than experienced. Students separated by only
one year can still differ substantially in disciplinary background, language,
social confidence and institutional belonging.

Peer-EDU model and project was conceived primarily as a near-peer
and cross-level initiative. Its website describes tutors as supporting “young-
er colleagues’, while recruitment for the international training focused on
students sufficiently advanced to support others but still enrolled within
undergraduate or early postgraduate programmes. The regulations never-
theless did not prescribe one fixed matching formula; the eventual relation-
ship had to be adapted to local contexts and participants (Peer-EDU 2025b;
Peer-EDU 2026).

The distinction between same-level and cross-level arrangements
should not be used to predict effectiveness in advance. The first Peer-EDU
report includes evidence of benefits and difficulties in both. A systematic
review analysed four role configurations by combining level and equality of
status, showing that challenges arise from the organisation of roles rather
than from age difference alone (Widoro, Situmorang and Chaeruman 2024:
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68-87). The relevant question is what difference between participants ena-
bles and what kind of authority it creates.

2.4. Reciprocal, Supplemental
and Embedded Models

The categories in this section describe different dimensions and should not
be treated as mutually exclusive alternatives.

Reciprocal peer tutoring concerns role organisation. Participants al-
ternate between tutor and tutee, either within one session or across a se-
quence of meetings. Reciprocity makes explanation part of everyone’s work
and can prevent the permanent division of students into those who know
and those who lack. It is especially appropriate where participants possess
comparable experience and where the purpose includes metacognition,
communication and collaborative reasoning.

Alternating roles does not remove asymmetry. Students may still differ
in confidence or achievement, and one person may dominate both posi-
tions. Nor is reciprocity always educationally appropriate. A student seeking
support from someone with substantially greater experience may not ben-
efit from a formally equal exchange in which both must spend equivalent
time teaching. Reciprocity is a design principle, not a moral requirement.

Supplemental Instruction, often adapted under names such as Peer-As-
sisted Study Sessions, describes the programme’s relation to the curriculum.
It provides voluntary, course-linked group sessions led by a trained student
who has previously succeeded in the course. The focus is usually a demand-
ing or high-risk course rather than a category of “at-risk” students. Sessions
combine work on content with ways of studying it.

This distinction matters. Supplemental Instruction does not replace the
course, repeat the lecture or offer private remediation. It creates an addi-
tional setting in which students work collaboratively on course demands.
A systematic review of twenty-nine studies found generally positive asso-
ciations with grades, failure and continuation, but also substantial meth-
odological limitations, including self-selection into voluntary participation
(Dawson et al. 2014: 609-639).
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Embedded peer tutoring concerns institutional placement. The tutor is
connected directly to a module, classroom, programme or teaching team
rather than operating through a separate support centre. They may attend
classes, facilitate group work, hold supplementary sessions or help students
interpret disciplinary expectations. Embedding can increase visibility, align-
ment and access. It also creates the greatest danger of role substitution. The
tutor can gradually become an inexpensive teaching assistant while lacking
the authority, remuneration and preparation associated with that role.

A programme can therefore be reciprocal and embedded, or near-peer,
group-based and supplemental. Peer-EDU should resist selecting one label
as though it described the entire model. Its design is better understood
through several questions:

Are roles stable or alternating?

How far apart are participants?

Is tutoring attached to a course?

Is the tutor located inside or outside formal teaching?

Each answer changes both the educational mechanism and the ethical risk.

2.5. Individual, Group, Online
and Hybrid Formats

Format is not a neutral container. It changes what participants can notice,
how relationships develop and which students can participate.

Individual tutoring offers concentration and adaptability. The conversa-
tion can follow one student’s reasoning, pace and uncertainty. It may be
especially useful for academic writing, complex conceptual difficulties or
transition questions that a student is reluctant to discuss publicly. Its limi-
tations are equally clear: it is resource-intensive, potentially dependent, and
vulnerable to interpersonal mismatch. The intimacy of the dyad also makes
boundaries and supervision particularly important.

Group tutoring enables participants to encounter several ways of un-
derstanding a problem. One student’s question may make another’s uncer-
tainty speakable. Explanation and feedback circulate rather than remaining
confined to a fixed tutor-tutee line. Groups can nevertheless reproduce
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familiar hierarchies, with confident students dominating and quieter partic-
ipants becoming spectators.

Supplemental Instruction is usually group-based, whereas mentoring is
frequently organised through dyads. Reciprocal tutoring may occur in pairs
or small groups. No format belongs exclusively to one model.

Online tutoring may be synchronous, through video or chat, or asyn-
chronous, through discussion boards, shared documents and recorded
feedback. It can reduce geographical and scheduling barriers, extend co-
operation across universities and allow participants more time to formulate
responses. It can also make trust harder to establish, narrow access for stu-
dents with weak infrastructure and obscure forms of hesitation or withdraw-
al that would be visible in physical presence.

A review comparing online and face-to-face peer learning suggests that
online arrangements can sometimes perform at least as well and may bene-
fit from flexibility, anonymity and extended time for response. The same re-
view stresses variation in programme quality and warns that trust and social
connection can be more difficult to establish online (Topping 2023). Such
findings do not justify declaring one format superior. They show that format
interacts with purpose, participants and design (Topping 2023).

Hybrid can mean several things: alternating between online and face-to-
face meetings, allowing participants to choose between modes, or combin-
ing synchronous encounters with asynchronous work. These arrangements
can widen access but also create an unequal centre and periphery if one
mode is treated as primary.

Peer-EDU itself has operated across formats. The international training
combined an online preparatory component with intensive on-campus
workshops, while the Peer-EDU Support Platform was developed to support
tutors and trainers across the three partner universities. The official training
regulations specified six hours of online preparation followed by four days
of face-to-face workshops. This combination reflected the project’s interna-
tional structure, but it should not be turned into a universal prescription for
later tutoring practice (Peer-EDU 2025b).

The appropriate format follows from the educational purpose. A com-
plex emotional disclosure requires different conditions from collaborative
revision. A cross-university exchange requires different infrastructure from
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embedded course support. Format should be chosen after the relationship
and task have been defined, not before them.

2.6. Tutor, Tutee and Academic Teacher:
Distinctions between Roles

The peer tutor assumes temporary pedagogical responsibility without be-
coming the academic authority responsible for the course. The tutor pre-
pares, listens, asks, explains, models, challenges and gives feedback. They
help make disciplinary practices and institutional expectations more visible.
They do not certify knowledge, determine grades or guarantee outcomes.

The tutee is not the passive recipient of this activity. They bring the prob-
lem, attempt explanations, decide what remains unclear and retain respon-
sibility for their own academic work. The tutee’s agency is not an additional
benefit of good tutoring; it is one of its defining conditions. When the tutor
completes tasks, makes decisions or performs understanding on the tutee’s
behalf, tutoring has failed even if the immediate product improves.

The training feedback later condensed these distinctions into three ex-
pectations: tutors should support another student’s own reasoning, remain
candid about the limits of their knowledge and have access to consultation
when a situation exceeds the peer role (Jendza and Jendza 2026: 11-13).
The three belong together: facilitation without epistemic humility is unsafe,
while humility without an available support structure can leave the tutor
stranded.

The academic teacher retains responsibility for the curriculum, discipli-
nary standards, assessment and accessibility of teaching. Peer tutoring does
not permit the teacher to retreat from students who experience difficulty.
Nor should teachers control every tutoring conversation. Their role is to en-
sure that the programme is educationally aligned, that tutors have reliable
routes for consultation and that recurring problems revealed through tutor-
ing inform teaching and programme design.

This distribution of responsibility explains why tutor preparation cannot
be reduced to subject expertise. Academic strength may support credibility,
but it does not automatically produce listening, judgement or the ability to
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explain. Conversely, strong interpersonal skills cannot compensate for unre-
liable knowledge. Peer-EDU respondents identified both dimensions: tutors
need communication, empathy and boundary awareness, but participants
also worried about variability in academic capability and the accuracy of
advice (Attard Tonna et al. 2026: 97-107).

The three roles are therefore connected but non-interchangeable.
The tutor does not become the teacher; the tutee does not become a cli-
ent; the teacher does not become a remote programme sponsor. The quality
of the arrangement depends upon each actor remaining present in a recog-
nisable form.

2.7. What Peer Tutoring Is Not

Peer tutoring is not simply any occasion on which students help one anoth-
er. Informal assistance is educationally important, but an organised tutoring
relationship involves an acknowledged purpose, differentiated responsibili-
ty and at least minimal boundaries.

It is not private or commercial tuition. Peer tutors act within a shared uni-
versity context and do not sell privileged access to educational advantage.
Payment or institutional recognition may be justified, but remuneration
does not convert the relationship into a private service whose only obliga-
tion is to the purchaser.

It is not identical to friendship. Trust and warmth may develop, and ex-
isting friends may tutor one another. Friendship alone, however, does not
provide role clarity, reliable knowledge or protection from dependency.

It is not counselling, psychotherapy or specialist wellbeing support. Tutors
may listen and help a student identify an appropriate service. They should
not diagnose, treat or assume continuing responsibility for distress beyond
their competence.

It is not academic advising in the authoritative sense. A tutor may help
a student formulate questions about regulations or choices, but official
guidance must come from those responsible for the programme.

It is not assessment authority. Peer feedback and peer assessment can
be valuable educational practices, but a peer tutor should not normally
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determine formal grades or certify competence. Combining support and
high-stakes judgement can undermine the trust on which tutoring depends.

It is not surrogate teaching. The presence of tutors does not reduce the
responsibility of academic staff to explain, respond, provide feedback and
design accessible educational conditions. When peer tutors repeatedly re-
pair deficiencies in formal provision, the programme should generate insti-
tutional questions rather than merely additional sessions.

It is not inherently reciprocal, inclusive, democratic or effective. These qual-
ities depend upon how students are recruited, matched, prepared, recog-
nised and supported. A peer relation can reproduce hierarchy, misinforma-
tion and exclusion as readily as it can interrupt them.

Finally, peer tutoring is not one intervention with one predictable out-
come. Course performance, belonging, confidence, tutor development and
institutional continuation are different phenomena. Claims must remain
attached to the model, population, task and evidence through which they
were produced.

Against these distinctions, the book uses a deliberately bounded work-
ing definition: peer tutoring is an organised and bounded educational re-
lationship in which students of broadly comparable institutional position,
though potentially different experience, work together on academic study,
with one participant temporarily assuming responsibility for facilitating an-
other’s engagement with knowledge or academic practice. Roles may be
fixed or reciprocal, and academic, transitional and relational concerns may
intersect.

This working definition is sufficiently broad to encompass the forms de-
veloped through Peer-EDU project, but narrow enough to protect the pro-
ject from becoming a generic name for every student-support activity. It
also establishes a principle that will guide the rest of the book: the design
of peer tutoring is not an administrative detail added to an otherwise stable
idea. The design is the idea in practice.



CHAPTER 3

THE PEDAGOGY OF STUDYING
WITH PEERS

Peer tutoring can be introduced as a model, organised as a programme and
evaluated through indicators. Yet none of these operations is sufficient to
explain what makes it educational. A university may recruit capable stu-
dents, provide them with conversational tools, arrange meetings and record
high levels of satisfaction without yet answering the more fundamental
question: what kind of educational situation is created when students study
with and support one another?

This chapter develops the pedagogical framework through which the
Peer-EDU Project is interpreted in the remainder of the book. It moves be-
yond the catalogue of definitions and models established in Chapter 2 and
asks what happens to knowledge, authority, responsibility and relation
when a student temporarily assumes a tutoring role. Its concern is not to
provide another general theory of peer interaction. It is to clarify the edu-
cational commitments implicit in a project that invited students from the
University of Gdansk, the University of Split and the University of Malta to
prepare themselves for supporting the studies of others.

The first Peer-EDU report located peer tutoring within a field dominated
by social-constructivist and collaborative approaches. The reviewed litera-
ture repeatedly associated peer interaction with the articulation of reason-
ing, mutual explanation, feedback and the reorganisation of knowledge. It
also documented risks of power imbalance, role ambiguity, weak prepara-
tion and institutional overreach (Jendza et al. 2026: 3-10, 43-45). The pro-
ject's comparative study added another layer. Students and academic staff
expected peer tutoring to provide academic explanation, confidence, social
integration and accessible support, but they disagreed at times about the
balance between informality and structure, student autonomy and institu-
tional oversight (Attard Tonna et al. 2026: 97-136). These tensions are not
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obstacles surrounding an otherwise uncomplicated method. They belong
to its pedagogy.

The training programme made these questions concrete. Participants
valued role rotation, practice with students from other universities and an
environment in which imperfect performance could be exposed without
immediate judgement. Their feedback also joined a facilitative understand-
ing of the tutor role with requests for clearer boundaries, mentoring, shad-
owing, supervision and guidance in difficult situations (Jendza and Jendza
2026:7,11-16).The same experience could therefore be read simultaneous-
ly as an encounter with knowledge, a negotiation of responsibility and a test
of the institutional conditions surrounding student agency.

The chapter therefore begins with knowledge. Peer proximity, mutual
support and psychological safety become pedagogically significant only
when they help participants turn towards a matter that requires attention.
Section 3.1 develops this claim; the opening point is simply that relation
alone is not yet an account of education.

This emphasis connects the argument to Magnusson and Rytzler’s recov-
ery of pedagogy and Didaktik in higher education. Their work challenges the
reduction of university teaching to techniques aligned with predetermined
outcomes and restores questions about content, purpose, teaching and in-
tellectual emancipation (Magnusson and Rytzler 2019: 190-202; 2022). For
Peer-EDU, this means that the tutor cannot be understood simply as a fa-
cilitator of generic learning. Tutoring always concerns a relation among at
least three elements: the tutor, the tutee and something that demands their
attention. The educational relationship is mediated by the world they are
attempting to understand.

Yet knowledge is never encountered outside relations of authority and
recognition. The tutor may be a peer, but the role itself introduces asym-
metry. Greater experience, successful completion of a course, selection by
the institution and participation in training can confer epistemic and social
authority. The question is not whether this authority can be abolished, but
how it can be exercised without depriving the tutee of intellectual agency.
Studying with peers redistributes educational authority; it does not remove
the responsibility of academic teachers or make knowledge a matter of
equal opinion.
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The chapter therefore distinguishes equality from sameness. Tutor and
tutee may be equal as persons and members of an academic community
while differing in knowledge, experience and responsibility. Their equality
is not established by denying these differences. It is enacted when both are
treated as capable of thought, questioning and contribution, and when dif-
ference does not harden into domination.

This relational structure also explains why peer tutoring cannot be un-
derstood solely through cognition. Entering academic worlds involves tacit
conventions, disciplinary identities, emotional exposure and the risk of be-
ing judged. Students need more than explanations; they need opportuni-
ties to participate, make mistakes, ask for help and experience themselves
as legitimate contributors. Communities of practice, adult experience, re-
flection, care and psychological safety therefore form part of the framework
developed here. They are not alternatives to knowledge but conditions un-
der which a relationship with knowledge can become possible.

Throughout the chapter, these theoretical perspectives remain tied to
the empirical and practical experience of Peer-EDU. The project does not
prove that peer tutoring necessarily creates dialogue, equality, belonging or
inclusion. Its reports document expectations, tensions and the experiences
of a small training cohort. These materials nevertheless provide concrete
educational situations through which larger questions can be examined:
how students enter academic practices; how authority circulates; how rec-
ognition is granted or withheld; and how institutional structure may protect
or undermine the informality that makes peer relationships valuable.

The framework developed here treats studying with peers as a relational
and content-oriented practice situated within the institutional conditions
of the university. Knowledge is approached through encounters between
persons, but the purpose of those encounters extends beyond interperson-
al comfort or generic skill development. Their possibilities are also shaped
by curricula, hierarchies, spaces, recognition, supervision and access to
support.

Peer tutoring therefore brings together tensions that cannot be finally
resolved: equality and asymmetry, autonomy and responsibility, informality
and institutionalisation. Pedagogical analysis therefore needs to make these
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tensions visible and examine how they can be negotiated without under-
mining knowledge, human dignity or the possibility of shared study.

3.1. Knowledge as Something Studied
Together

Peer tutoring begins with a relationship, but the relationship alone does not
make it educational. Two students may offer one another encouragement,
exchange experiences or reduce the sense of isolation associated with uni-
versity study. These encounters can be valuable. Yet peer tutoring becomes
a pedagogical practice only when the participants turn their attention to-
wards some-thing: a text, concept, problem, case, argument, method, ex-
periment or form of academic work. The tutor and tutee do not merely face
one another. They gather around a matter that neither of them should be
permitted to possess completely in advance.

This proposition may appear obvious. Peer tutoring is, after all, common-
ly justified as a means of supporting students’ understanding of academic
content. Nevertheless, much of the language surrounding contemporary
higher education directs attention away from knowledge itself. Courses are
described through intended outcomes, students through competences, and
educational interventions through measurable effects. Knowledge remains
present, but often as material to be delivered, acquired and demonstrated
rather than as something capable of raising questions and interrupting es-
tablished understanding.

Magnusson and Rytzler identify this displacement as one consequence
of the increasingly instrumental organisation of higher education. The
prominence of constructive alignment, standardisation and outcome-ori-
ented course design may help teachers make purposes and expectations
visible. It may also reduce pedagogy to the efficient coordination of prede-
termined results. Their recovery of Didaktik restores questions that cannot
be resolved through alignment alone: Why should this content be studied?
What educational possibilities does it carry? How should the relationship
among teacher, student and subject matter be formed? Education, in this
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account, is not a direct transaction between a provider and a recipient. It is
a gathering around something held in common, though never understood
in precisely the same way by all participants (Magnusson and Rytzler 2019:
190-202; 2022).

The same triangular relation can be extended to peer tutoring. The tutor
does not stand in place of the academic teacher, and the tutee is not simply
a recipient of assistance. Both enter into a relationship with a subject mat-
ter whose meaning cannot be reduced to the tutor’s explanation. The tutor
may know ‘more, possess greater experience or recognise a path through
the problem. Yet knowledge does not become their private property merely
because they have completed the course before.

This is where the dominant social-constructivist interpretation of peer
tutoring is both useful and insufficient. It is useful because it rejects the im-
age of knowledge passing intact from one mind to another. Students for-
mulate, test, clarify and revise their understanding through language and
activity. Explaining something to another person makes reasoning public.
Questions disclose gaps, assumptions and connections that may have re-
mained unnoticed. The first Peer-EDU report accordingly describes a move-
ment from a simple transfer model towards a reciprocal process in which
tutors and tutees can both reorganise their understanding (Jendza et al.
2026:3-10, 43-45).

The constructivist vocabulary becomes insufficient, however, when the
assertion that knowledge is socially constructed is interpreted as mean-
ing that whatever a group agrees upon becomes true. A conversation may
produce confidence without accuracy. Students may reinforce one anoth-
er's misunderstandings, reproduce disciplinary clichés or settle too quickly
upon an explanation that feels intuitively satisfying. Consensus is not yet un-
derstanding.

Knowledge is something studied together, but it is not created solely by
the relationship between those who study. The text says something that
may disturb an initial interpretation. The evidence resists a preferred con-
clusion. A mathematical proof fails at a particular step. A patient case com-
plicates a familiar diagnostic category. A historical source refuses to fit the
narrative brought to it. Subject matter has a certain resistance: it makes de-
mands upon the participants and limits what they can responsibly claim.

133



PART |
Peer Tutoring and the Pedagogy of Higher Education

Biesta's defence of teaching is helpful here. Teaching need not be under-
stood as control or the transmission of predetermined content. It can also
be an interruption through which students are directed towards something
that was not simply produced by their existing preferences. Education be-
comes possible when people encounter a world that is neither entirely of
their own making nor fully subject to their wishes (Biesta 2012: 35-49).

Peer tutoring should preserve this element of interruption. The tutor does
not merely affirm the tutee’s present understanding or adapt everything to
their preferred way of studying. Sometimes the educationally responsible
response is to say that an interpretation does not yet follow from the evi-
dence, that a distinction has been overlooked, or that an argument must be
reconstructed. Proximity should make such correction more approachable,
but it should not make knowledge infinitely negotiable.

At the same time, the tutor’s own understanding remains open to ‘dis-
turbance’ One of the educational strengths of tutoring lies in the need to
return to what has become familiar. A student who can solve a problem may
discover that they cannot yet explain why the solution works. A definition
remembered well enough for an examination may prove inadequate when
another student asks where its boundaries lie. Knowledge that appeared
settled becomes questionable again.

This is not merely ‘learning by teaching’ in the sense of acquiring the
same content more effectively. The tutor is required to establish a new rela-
tion to it. They must decide what is essential, distinguish a principle from an
example, recognise another person’s reasoning and sometimes admit that
their own explanation has failed. The tutee’s questions can therefore return
the tutor to the position of someone who studies.

Participants in the Peer-EDU diagnostic research frequently anticipated
this reciprocal movement. Students at the three universities referred to rein-
forcement of knowledge, deeper understanding, personalised explanation
and the possibility that tutors would reconsider familiar material from an-
other perspective. One respondent distinguished peer tutoring from tradi-
tional approaches through its “accessibility, equality and mutual benefit’,
while others emphasised that preparing to teach another person demands
a more careful engagement with the material (Attard Tonna et al. 2026:
76-92, 117-119). These are expectations rather than observed outcomes,
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but they reveal that respondents did not understand tutoring simply as the
distribution of pre-existing answers.

The training feedback gives this orientation a practical form: participants
described good support as leaving the tutee with an answer they could
claim as their own (Jendza and Jendza 2026: 11). This does not mean that
the tutor must never explain, demonstrate or correct, nor that every aca-
demic problem should be treated as if no established knowledge existed. It
means that the tutor’s intervention should deepen the tutee’s relation to the
problem rather than substitute for it.

The distinction can be expressed through two different images of tutor-
ing. In the first, knowledge is a possession located on the tutor’s side of the
relationship. The session succeeds when enough of it has been transferred
to the tutee. In the second, knowledge is treated as a common object of at-
tention. The tutor brings experience, partial mastery and possible routes of
access; the tutee brings questions, previous knowledge and attempts at in-
terpretation. Both are answerable to what is being studied.

Masschelein and Simons describe the university as a pedagogical form
organised around public and collective study. Matters are taken out of their
immediate circulation and made available for shared attention. Study is not
simply production and does not always move directly towards a predefined
use. It involves care, hesitation and the willingness to return to something
rather than consume it rapidly (Masschelein and Simons 2018: 47-61, espe-
cially 52-54).

Peer tutoring cannot reproduce the full public form of the university
within every individual encounter. Yet it may create a modest version of such
a gathering. A problem that previously belonged to the lecturer, textbook or
assessment becomes something students can place between themselves,
inspect and work upon. A peer tutor can make knowledge more accessible
without making it private. The purpose is not merely to help the tutee cross
an assessment threshold, although that may matter. It is to make participa-
tion in the activity of study more possible.

The official Peer-EDU website presents the project through several prac-
tical goals: preparing tutors and their trainers, supporting academic and so-
cial adaptation, developing transversal competences, establishing a knowl-
edge platform and reducing the risk of withdrawal. These aims explain the
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project’s institutional rationale. They do not by themselves specify its peda-
gogy. The argument developed here is that the project’s activities become
educational when knowledge remains more than a resource used to gener-
ate those outcomes (Peer-EDU 2026).

This also establishes a limit. Peer tutoring should not become a paral-
lel system through which students receive simplified versions of academ-
ic teaching. A tutor who merely repeats lecture content may make it more
digestible, but leaves the basic transmission model intact. Nor should
a tutoring session be reduced to generic coaching in which the content is
interchangeable and the central concern is always the student’s goal. At uni-
versity, purposes and strategies matter, but there must also be something
worth studying.

Knowledge as some-thing studied together therefore means neither that
knowledge is transferred unchanged nor that it is freely invented in interac-
tion. It means that understanding develops through a relationship in which
reasoning becomes visible and revisable, while participants remain answer-
able to a subject matter that exceeds them. The tutor’s task is to help open
that relation. The tutee’s task is to enter it actively. The academic teacher and
institution remain responsible for ensuring that what is opened is intellec-
tually worthwhile, accessible and connected to the wider practices of the
discipline.

The central pedagogical promise of Peer-EDU lies here. Students can
become mediators of access to knowledge without becoming its owners.
In supporting another person’s study, they may also rediscover that knowl-
edge is never finally possessed, but repeatedly returned to, questioned and
made public among those willing to give it their attention.

3.2. Dialogue, Encounter

and Shared Inquiry
Peer tutoring is commonly described as dialogical because it involves con-
versation rather than a one-directional lecture. Yet not every exchange of

words is dialogue, just as not every question opens inquiry. A tutor may
speak informally while controlling every step of the encounter. A tutee
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may answer repeatedly without being invited to think. Conversation may
be friendly, efficient and... entirely closed.

Dialogue should therefore not be defined by the amount of speech ex-
changed or by the absence of visible hierarchy. Its educational significance
lies in the kind of relationship that becomes possible through speaking,
listening, questioning and responding. Participants must be able to affect
the course of the encounter, and what they say must remain answerable
to the matter under examination.

Burbules describes dialogue not as a single instructional method but
as a family of relational practices. Dialogue may take the form of conversa-
tion, inquiry, debate or instruction, and each form creates different relations
among participants and knowledge. It can foster discovery and understand-
ing, but it can also fail through domination, ritualised participation, mis-
understanding or the inability to sustain trust across difference (Burbules
1993). His account is especially relevant to peer tutoring because it prevents
us from equating informality with openness. A tutor can dominate without
possessing formal authority; a tutee can comply while appearing actively
engaged.

Dialogue begins when the other person’s response cannot be treated
merely as the next expected element in a script. This requires a readiness to
be surprised. The tutor may enter the session believing that they understand
the problem, only to discover that the tutee is struggling with something
different. The tutee may ask for a correct answer while gradually recognis-
ing that the deeper difficulty concerns how evidence is interpreted or how
a disciplinary question is formulated.

Gadamer’s hermeneutic account of conversation is useful here. Under-
standing develops through a movement of question and answer in which
participants do not fully control what emerges. A genuine conversation has
adirection, but its outcome cannot be decided completely beforehand. Par-
ticipants are drawn towards the subject matter (some-thing), and their initial
positions may be altered through the encounter (Gadamer 2004: 360-379).

This does not require pretending that tutor and tutee know the same
things. The tutor may have good reasons for anticipating where a particu-
lar misunderstanding will lead. They may know which concepts must be
distinguished or which method is academically accepted. Dialogue is not
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destroyed by this knowledge. It is destroyed when the other person’s con-
tribution is interpreted only as evidence of how far they remain from the
answer already held by the tutor.

The distinction is important for the ‘conversational tools’ used in Peer-
EDU. The Question Funnel and GROW model were among the most high-
ly valued elements of the training. Participants appreciated their practical
structure and the way they gave names and order to conversational actions
that some had previously used intuitively. Communication skills, including
listening, questioning and rapport, received an average rating of 4.74 out
of 5, while the tools themselves received 4.68 (Jendza and Jendza 2026: 5-6).

These tools can create movement from broad exploration towards great-
er precision. They can help tutors resist the urge to offer immediate solu-
tions and enable tutees to articulate purposes, possibilities and next steps.
But no conversational structure is dialogical in itself. A Question Funnel can
become a disquised interrogation. The tutor may ask apparently open ques-
tions while silently rejecting every response that does not approach the
conclusion they have chosen. GROW can reduce study to goal attainment
when the subject matter itself requires hesitation, uncertainty or the revi-
sion of the initial goal.

The educational value of these tools therefore depends upon the tutor’s
stance. Are questions used to discover what the tutee is thinking, or to‘’ma-
noeuvre’ them towards compliance? Is listening an attempt to understand,
or a pause while the tutor prepares the next intervention? Can the conver-
sation reveal that the tutor’s initial interpretation was wrong?

Shared inquiry differs from guided answer-finding precisely at this point.
Inquiry begins from the recognition that something remains genuinely
open. The openness may concern the answer, the meaning of a question,
the reasons supporting a claim or the most appropriate way of approach-
ing a problem. It need not imply that all outcomes are equally plausible.
An inquiry into a mathematical problem remains constrained by mathemat-
ics; an inquiry into a historical event remains answerable to evidence. What
remains open is the path through which understanding will be reached
and the possibility that participants will need to revise what they thought
they knew.
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Wells describes dialogic inquiry as a sociocultural practice through
which knowledge is developed in collaborative activity. Language does
not merely communicate conclusions produced elsewhere. It helps partici-
pants plan, coordinate, examine and revise their action. Inquiry is therefore
not simply a technique for eliciting individual cognition; it is a disposition
towards questioning and constructing understanding with others (Wells
1999: 98-166, 293-334).

This perspective is visible in the design of the Peer-EDU training. Par-
ticipants did not only hear descriptions of effective tutoring. They moved
through all three roles in simulated encounters and then compared what
became visible from each standpoint. Tutoring itself became the object of
inquiry: what listening requires, when assistance begins to control the other
person, and how an encounter changes when it is experienced from anoth-
er position.

Role rotation and mixed-university practice were especially useful be-
cause they unsettled assumptions participants brought to the course.
Working with unfamiliar peers introduced different expectations about
helping, authority and communication, making those differences available
for collective examination (Jendza and Jendza 2026: 10, 14). Internationality
therefore mattered pedagogically through comparison rather than through
cultural variety alone.

The evidence must remain proportionate to its source. These comments
concern nineteen participants’ experience of a short international training
programme. They do not demonstrate that subsequent tutoring encounters
were dialogical or that cultural difference always enriched inquiry. They do
show, however, that participants experienced perspective-taking, role rota-
tion and collaborative interpretation as central to their preparation.

Dialogue is also an encounter. This term adds something that can be
lost when tutoring is described only through communication skills. A tu-
tor does not meet a generic “tutee” or an instance of a predefined problem.
They meet a particular person whose history, language, uncertainty and re-
sponse to assistance cannot be known entirely in advance.

Encounter does not mean limitless emotional intimacy. The peer tutor
role remains bounded, and the tutor is not expected to enter every di-
mension of the other student’s life. It means that techniques must remain
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responsive to the person rather than turning the person into the material
upon which a technique operates.

This point is reflected in participants’ descriptions of psychological safety.
They valued an environment in which they felt “not judged” and “accepted
and understood”. Such experiences do not constitute dialogue by them-
selves, but they can make it possible. Students who expect humiliation
may speak only to protect themselves. They may conceal confusion, agree
prematurely or avoid asking the question that matters most (Jendza and
Jendza 2026: 6-7, 14-15).

Safety should not, however, be confused with permanent comfort. Di-
alogue can expose disagreement, error and incompatible interpretations.
A tutoring encounter in which no claim can be challenged for fear of dis-
turbing the relationship may be kind but educationally weak. Psychological
safety is valuable because it allows participants to take intellectual risks, not
because it removes every form of difficulty.

Brookfield and Preskill's work on discussion similarly connects dialogue
with democratic participation while attending to the unequal distribution
of voice. An invitation to speak does not ensure that everyone can enter the
conversation on equal terms. Confidence, language, gender, social status
and previous educational experience affect who speaks, who is interrupt-
ed and whose contribution acquires authority. Dialogical practice therefore
requires active attention to silence and domination rather than the simple
creation of an open floor (Brookfield and Preskill 2005).

This is particularly relevant to peer tutoring because the label ‘peer’ can
conceal difference. The trained tutor may speak more confidently, know the
institutional vocabulary and be recognised as academically successful. The
tutee may feel that asking for assistance already places them in an inferior
position. Dialogue does not abolish this asymmetry. It creates a possibility
that the asymmetry will not determine in advance whose thought matters.

The tutor can support this possibility by making their reasoning visible
rather than presenting conclusions as self-evident, by inviting disagree-
ment, and by acknowledging uncertainty. The tutee can be treated as some-
one whose account of the difficulty matters, not merely as someone to be
diagnosed. Both participants can return to the text, evidence or problem
when interpersonal authority becomes too strong.
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Silence also belongs to dialogue. A tutor trained to maintain conversa-
tional flow may experience silence as failure and fill it with another question
or explanation. Yet silence may indicate that the tutee is thinking, gathering
courage or attempting to formulate something not yet clear. Shared inquiry
needs pauses in which the demand for immediate performance is suspend-
ed. The tutor must learn to distinguish productive silence from withdrawal,
without assuming complete access to what it means.

The institutional arrangement affects whether such dialogue is possible.
Sessions organised under severe time pressure encourage rapid correc-
tion. One-off drop-in encounters may not allow enough trust to develop
for a student to disclose uncertainty. Extensive reporting requirements may
make participants cautious about what can be said. A lack of supervision
may make tutors retreat into scripts because they have nowhere to discuss
ambiguous encounters.

This dialogical openness also creates a requirement beyond the imme-
diate encounter: tutors need somewhere to take questions that dialogue
itself cannot resolve. In Peer-EDU, supervision and continuing support were
therefore conceived as conditions around the relationship rather than as in-
structions governing every exchange (Peer-EDU 2026).

Dialogue, encounter and inquiry therefore name related but distinct
dimensions. Dialogue concerns a responsive relation in which participants’
contributions can alter what happens.

Encounter concerns attentiveness to the person who cannot be reduced
to a role or case. Inquiry concerns the shared orientation towards a question
or matter that remains open to examination.

Peer tutoring is strongest when all three remain present. These dimen-
sions depend upon one another. Dialogue that loses its orientation towards
a matter of study may remain supportive without becoming educational,
while inquiry conducted without attentiveness to the person can become
technically effective but relationally impoverished. Peer tutoring therefore
requires both responsiveness to participants and sustained attention to
what they are trying to understand.

No training manual can guarantee this conjunction. Peer-EDU can pre-
pare for it by offering structures for questioning, opportunities to experi-
ence different roles, realistic cases, reflective debriefing and continuing
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supervision. What follows depends upon tutors and tutees entering con-
versations whose course cannot be fully scripted while remaining oriented
towards something they are willing to study together.

3.3. Cognitive and Social Congruence

One of the most frequently cited explanations for the educational value
of peer tutoring concerns the relative proximity between tutor and tutee.
A student who has recently encountered the same course, assessment or
disciplinary difficulty may be able to explain it in ways that remain accessi-
ble to someone still trying to enter the problem. The same student may also
appear more approachable than an academic teacher. This double proximi-
ty is commonly described through the concepts of cognitive and social con-
gruence.

The concepts were initially developed in research on tutors working in
problem-based curricula. Cognitive congruence referred to the tutor’s ca-
pacity to communicate in language understandable to students, to recog-
nise their present level of understanding and to connect explanation with
the reasoning they were already attempting. Social congruence concerned
the tutor’s willingness and ability to relate to students informally, authenti-
cally and with attention to their lives and difficulties. Schmidt and Moust'’s
study of 524 tutorial groups indicated that neither subject expertise nor
interpersonal proximity was sufficient alone. Effective tutoring depended
upon the relationship among expertise, cognitive congruence, social con-
gruence and the quality of group functioning (Schmidt and Moust 1995:
708-714).

Research on near-peer teaching later applied these concepts more di-
rectly to relations among students. Lockspeiser and colleagues found that
learners valued peer tutors partly because they remembered the difficulties
involved in encountering the material and could translate complex content
into more accessible language. Their relative social proximity also reduced
the perceived risks of questioning and admitting uncertainty (Lockspeiser
et al. 2008: 361-372). The first Peer-EDU report similarly associates peer tu-
toring with accessible explanation, communication, trust and the possibility
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of reducing distance, while also noting that trust may initially be weak, par-
ticularly in culturally diverse groups (Jendza et al. 2026: 3-6).

Congruence should not, however, be confused with sameness. Tutor and
tutee do not need to possess identical biographies, abilities or educational
experiences. Cognitive congruence does not mean that both know the same
amount. It names the tutor’s ability to move between their own, relatively
more developed understanding and the tutee’s present way of approaching
the matter. A tutor who merely reproduces the lecturer’s vocabulary may
know the subject well but remain cognitively distant. Another who simpli-
fies everything may appear accessible while depriving the tutee of entry
into the actual language and complexity of the discipline.

The pedagogical work lies in moving between these positions. The tutor
must remember enough of the difficulty to recognise it, but also understand
enough to open a way beyond it. Their proximity is valuable precisely be-
cause it coexists with a limited difference in experience.

This creates an important tension. The recent learner/student may re-
member confusion that an experienced academic teacher has ceased to no-
tice. Yet the recent learner may also possess a ‘fragile’ or ‘incomplete’ under-
standing. What makes an explanation familiar can also make it inaccurate.
A tutor may repeat shortcuts that once helped them pass an assessment
without understanding the conceptual limits of those shortcuts. Cognitive
congruence therefore requires more than speaking simply. It requires the
judgement to distinguish an accessible route into knowledge from a distor-
tion of it.

At the same time, a scoping review of research on cognitive and social
congruence confirms that the concepts are widely used to explain peer-as-
sisted education but are defined and measured inconsistently. The review
found broad support for their relevance while also showing that the rela-
tionship between the two forms of congruence and educational outcomes
remains more complex than a simple causal formula suggests (Loda et al.
2019). The concepts are most useful as analytical questions rather than as
guaranteed qualities of every peer relationship:

« Can the tutor recognise how the tutee is currently thinking?
« Can they express disciplinary ideas without making them intellectually
empty?
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- Can the tutee disclose uncertainty without fear of humiliation?
« Does interpersonal proximity support study, or does it replace critical
engagement with agreement?

The Peer-EDU diagnostic research shows why both forms of congruence
mattered to respondents. Students and academic staff at the three partner
universities repeatedly associated peer tutoring with explanations adapted
to individual needs, greater informality, confidence, collaboration and more
approachable assistance. Respondents also worried about tutor compe-
tence, inaccurate information and the possibility that students might not
treat a peer tutor seriously. Cognitive and social proximity were therefore
imagined simultaneously as strengths and as sources of risk (Attard Tonna
et al. 2026: 97-114).

The project’s international training made this relationship more con-
crete. Participants rated communication skills, particularly active listening,
questioning and rapport, highly, with an overall mean of 4.74 out of 5. They
also valued the Question Funnel, GROW and repeated opportunities to
practise explaining, listening and responding from different positions. Near-
ly all described the training environment as inclusive, safe and supportive
(Jendza and Jendza 2026: 5-8).

Their qualitative comments illuminate social congruence more clearly
than the ratings alone. Participants referred to being able to speak with-
out feeling “judged’, to feeling “accepted and understood”, and to the val-
ue of working with people from other universities who brought different
perspectives to the same situation (Jendza and Jendza 2026: 14-15). Social
congruence did not arise here from cultural or institutional sameness. The
group included students from the University of Gdansk, the University of
Split and the University of Malta, working in a shared language that was not
the first language of everyone involved. What mattered was not the disap-
pearance of difference, but the creation of conditions in which difference did
not prevent participation.

This complicates the common image of social congruence as naturally
produced by peer status. Students may be formally close while remaining
socially distant. Language, age, discipline, confidence, academic achieve-
ment, disability, class, nationality and cultural expectations concerning au-
thority can all affect the relationship. A trained and institutionally certified
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tutor may also acquire a status that differentiates them from the student
seeking assistance. The category‘peer’does not neutralise these differences.

The international composition of Peer-EDU made such differences par-
ticularly visible. Participants described mixed-university role play as a source
of alternative perspectives and collaborative interpretation (Jendza and
Jendza 2026: 14). Congruence, from this perspective, need not precede the
encounter as an already existing similarity. It may develop gradually through
shared activity as participants construct a sufficiently common language
around the tutor role, questioning, boundaries and difficult situations.

The same point applies to cognitive congruence. It is not simply a struc-
tural feature resulting from the tutor being one or two years ahead. It is en-
acted through attention. A near-peer tutor may be cognitively distant if they
fail to listen, assume that their own route through the course is universal
or use terminology the tutee does not understand. An academic teacher
may sometimes achieve considerable cognitive congruence by attending
carefully to how students are interpreting a problem. Peer tutoring has no
monopoly on accessibility.

Its distinctive possibility lies instead in the combination of proximity and
recent experience. Tutors can often recall not only what they eventually un-
derstood, but the sequence of misunderstandings, anxieties and informal
strategies through which they reached that understanding. This gives them
access to a kind of transitional knowledge: knowledge of what it is like to
move from not yet understanding towards partial participation in a field.

That transitional knowledge is especially significant for Peer-EDU model
because the project concerns adaptation to university life as well as sup-
port with academic study. The tutor may help explain not only disciplinary
content but the practices surrounding it: how to approach an assignment,
interpret feedback, ask a lecturer a question or recognise what independent
work means in a particular context. Social and cognitive congruence can
thus make the university more readable.

There is nevertheless a danger in treating readability as conformity. The
tutor may explain how the institution works while presenting its existing
conventions as natural and unquestionable. They may help the tutee ad-
just to an inaccessible practice instead of recognising that the practice itself
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could change. Congruence can therefore support entry into academic life
while also reproducing its exclusions.

For this reason, Peer-EDU requires the continued presence of academ-
ic teachers and mentors. Their role is not to correct every tutoring conver-
sation, but to provide consultation, disciplinary assurance and a space in
which tutors can examine recurring difficulties. The final Peer Tutors’ Train-
ers report is significant here. Academic mentors participating in the Univer-
sity of Gdansk workshop described themselves as supervisors, sources of
expertise and facilitators rather than controllers. They also emphasised the
need for a’‘safety net': supervision and urgent consultation when tutors en-
counter situations they cannot responsibly resolve (Godlewska-Werner and
Jendza 2026).

Cognitive and social congruence therefore describe possibilities, not
inherent properties of peer tutoring. Proximity can make explanation in-
telligible and uncertainty speakable. It can also produce overconfidence,
collusion or the uncritical reproduction of familiar practices. The task of
preparation is not to instruct tutors to behave as though they are similar to
every tutee. It is to develop their capacity to notice both proximity and dis-
tance. Peer tutoring becomes pedagogically valuable when the tutor is close
enough to remember difficulty, sufficiently knowledgeable to move beyond it,
and sufficiently attentive to avoid treating their own experience as the measure
of another person’s study.

3.4. Communities of Practice and Entry
into Academic Worlds

Students do not enter university only by acquiring information. They enter
practices. They learn how questions are asked, evidence is handled, texts
are read, arguments are criticised and uncertainty is displayed. They also en-
counter less visible conventions: when speaking is expected, what counts as
independent work, how authority is addressed and which forms of knowl-
edge receive recognition.
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These practices differ between universities, disciplines and programmes.
There is no single academic world into which all students are incorporated
in the same way. A laboratory, a clinical ward, an education seminar and
an engineering design studio organise participation differently. Even within
one institution, students move among several partially connected worlds.

The concept of a community of practice provides one way of under-
standing this movement. Lave and Wenger developed the idea of legitimate
peripheral participation to describe how newcomers enter social practices
not principally by receiving abstract instruction, but by taking part in activ-
ities whose meaning is organised through a community. Their initial partic-
ipation may be limited, but it is legitimate: newcomers have access to peo-
ple, language, tools and forms of action through which fuller participation
can gradually become possible (Lave and Wenger 1991: 29-37, 95-100).

Wenger later described communities of practice through the interre-
lation of meaning, practice, community and identity. Participation is not
merely a means of acquiring a competence located elsewhere. Through
participation, people come to understand what matters, how work is con-
ducted and who they may become within a particular social world (Wenger
1998: 4-5, 72-85, 149-163).

This perspective extends the argument made in Chapter 1 about tran-
sition between secondary school and university. A first-year student is not
simply missing a collection of academic skills. They are a newcomer attempt-
ing to understand practices that more experienced members may no longer
perceive as requiring explanation. The conventions of academic work often
appear obvious to those already inhabiting them because they have be-
come part of ordinary participation.

Peer tutoring can create an intermediate relation between newcomers
and these academic worlds. Near-peer tutors are neither complete outsiders
nor fully established academic authorities. They have recently participated
at the margins of the same practices and have begun to acquire their lan-
guage, routines and standards. This position allows them to make visible
elements that may remain tacit in formal teaching.

A tutor may explain why a seminar contribution is valued differently from
a school answer, how a disciplinary argument is organised or why feedback
that appears negative can function as an invitation to revise a claim. They
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may demonstrate how to read an article without understanding every sen-
tence at the first attempt, how to recognise a productive question or how
to use an office hour. Such explanations are not supplements to academic
content. They concern participation in the practices through which content
becomes available for study.

The first Peer-EDU report points towards this wider role by locating peer
tutoring within academic, social and emotional development rather than
treating it exclusively as content remediation. It associates peer support
with communication, collaboration, confidence and community building,
while also noting the importance of role preparation and sustained relation-
al networks (Jendza et al. 2026: 3-6). The comparative report similarly shows
that respondents expected tutoring to support both understanding and en-
try into academic life, particularly through informal guidance, integration
and the development of confidence (Attard Tonna et al. 2026: 108-119).

Yet the language of communities of practice must be used cautiously.
Universities are not naturally coherent communities united around shared
purposes. Academic worlds contain competition, exclusion, hierarchy and
disagreement over what constitutes legitimate knowledge. Some newcom-
ers are invited to participate more readily than others. The designation of
certain practices as central and others as peripheral is itself connected to
institutional power.

Legitimate peripheral participation therefore names a possibility, not
a description of every student’s experience. Peripheral participation be-
comes educational only when it offers meaningful access to the practice.
Students can remain permanently peripheral: allowed to observe, perform
routine tasks or reproduce approved language without gaining influence
over the questions and standards organising the community.

Peer tutors may help widen access, but they can also become gatekeep-
ers. Because they have learned how to succeed within existing arrange-
ments, they may present those arrangements as the only legitimate way
of being a student. Their advice may include tacit judgements about who
appears academically serious, confident or capable. Entry into an academic
world can then become adaptation to its dominant cultural style rather than
participation in a practice open to change.
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The concept of community should therefore not conceal questions of
recognition and authority that will be developed in the following sections.
A community of practice is not necessarily inclusive, and participation is not
necessarily emancipatory. Students may become highly engaged in practic-
es that are competitive, exhausting or organised around narrow definitions
of success. Zepke's critique of engagement in neoliberal higher education
is relevant here: institutional calls for participation can support meaningful
belonging, but they can also align students more efficiently with perfor-
mance, employability and retention objectives (Zepke 2017).

Peer-EDU should therefore distinguish entry into academic worlds from
compliant incorporation. The tutor’s role is not simply to socialise a new-
comer into whatever the university already demands, but to make practices
available for examination: the reasons behind a convention, the educational
purpose of an assessment, the difference between disciplinary expectations
and an individual teacher’s preference, and the routes through which stu-
dents can legitimately question what they encounter.

Such questions enable entry without presenting the academic world as
complete or beyond criticism. Newcomers do not merely acquire practic-
es; their questions can expose the exclusions, contradictions and forgotten
purposes within those practices. A community remains educationally alive
when entry changes both the newcomer and, at least potentially, the prac-
tice entered.

The Peer-EDU training itself offers a small example of this process. Par-
ticipants did not become tutors solely by receiving descriptions of the role.
They entered simulated tutoring practices, rotated among tutor, tutee and
observer positions, used shared conversational tools and discussed what
they had experienced. The most highly valued activities were role plays,
mini-scenarios and opportunities to compare perspectives. Participants de-
scribed how practice became easier over successive days and how inhabit-
ing several roles allowed them to notice changes in the interaction (Jendza
and Jendza 2026: 10-14).

In Wenger’s terms, the programme began to develop elements of
a shared repertoire: the Question Funnel, GROW, role descriptions, cas-
es, ways of giving feedback and a vocabulary for boundaries. These tools
did not constitute a community by themselves. They became meaningful
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because participants used, interpreted and sometimes questioned them
together.

The international group also generated mutual engagement around
a shared enterprise: preparing to support other students. Participant ac-
counts suggest that the meaning of tutoring was negotiated collectively
through practice, discussion and comparison rather than acquired as an in-
dividual credential alone (Jendza and Jendza 2026: 14-19).

Nevertheless, a four-day intensive face-to-face course cannot by itself
establish a durable community of practice. Communities require continuity,
repeated participation and the possibility of carrying experience from one
encounter into another. Participants’ requests for future meetings and con-
sultation reveal precisely this incompleteness. One participant hoped that
the group would have “an opportunity to meet again’, while others asked
to observe more experienced tutors or consult an academic mentor before
difficult conversations (Jendza and Jendza 2026: 12-15).

Peer-EDU’s architecture acknowledged this need. According to the pro-
ject timetable and website, the initial training was intended to be followed
by a pilot period in the three home universities, with continuing support
and monitoring from project teams. The project also included preparation
of peer tutor trainers (mentors) and a digital platform supporting resources
and exchange across the three partner universities. The platform was com-
pleted and tested by Polish students participating in the training, including
through profile creation and trialling the matching mechanism and other
functionalities. The tutoring pilot itself was not implemented during the
project period, so evidence concerning sustained tutor-tutee practice re-
mains prospective rather than observed (Peer-EDU 2026).

The final Peer Tutors'Trainers report adds an important institutional layer.
The 16 academic mentors participating in the University of Gdansk training
imagined their role as providing supervision, a safe space for consultation
and reflection, and assistance in defining ethical and institutional bounda-
ries. They also saw themselves as co-creators of the framework and promot-
ers of peer tutoring within faculties. Their requests for continuing supervi-
sion and consultation suggest that mentors themselves need a community
in which their practice can develop (Godlewska-Werner and Jendza 2026).
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Our claim is therefore that the Peer-EDU approach can be understood as
attempting to create several connected communities:
+ local communities of peer tutors within each university;
« relationships among tutors, tutees and academic mentors;
«+ an international network connecting the University of Gdansk, the Uni-
versity of Split and the University of Malta;
+ awider institutional conversation about peer tutoring within the SEA-EU
context.
These should not be assumed to form one harmonious community. Local cur-
ricula, languages, organisational structures and understandings of tutoring
differ. The international dimension is valuable not because it dissolves these
differences, but because it allows practices to be compared and questioned.

Nor should the digital platform be mistaken for the community itself.
A repository, discussion board or booking system can support participation,
but it cannot produce shared practice merely by connecting users. A com-
munity develops when participants have reasons to return, recognise one
another’s experience and address problems that matter to their work. Expe-
rience from teaching-development work at the University of Gdansk points
in the same direction. Szymczak (2025: 63) argues that “a teaching commu-
nity does not create itself”: it depends on relationships, regular encounters
and the sharing of practice. This observation is particularly relevant to Peer-
EDU, where the durability of a tutor community would similarly depend on
repeated participation rather than on training completion alone.

For Peer-EDU, the most promising organising practice may be the collec-
tive examination of actual tutoring cases. A tutor brings a difficult encoun-
ter; peers and mentors consider what happened, what knowledge and re-
sponsibilities were involved, and what another response might have made
possible. Such meetings would connect practice, reflection, supervision and
institutional improvement. They would also prevent the tutor role from be-
coming solitary work undertaken after certification.

The movement into academic worlds therefore occurs on more than one
level. Tutees enter disciplinary and institutional practices with the support of
peers. Tutors enter an emerging educational practice of supporting others.
Academic mentors enter a supervisory practice that differs from lecturing or
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controlling student activity. The project partnership itself enters a process of
translating peer tutoring across three institutional environments.

Communities of practice help make these movements visible, but they
should not be romanticised. Entry can include and exclude; communities
can preserve knowledge and reproduce hierarchy; shared repertoires can
support judgement or harden into procedure. The pedagogical task is not
merely to bring newcomers into existing practices. It is to create forms of
participation through which academic worlds become more accessible,
more reflective and open to transformation.

3.5. Academic Hierarchies and Recognition:
How Studying with Peers Redistributes
Educational Authority

Universities are hierarchical institutions. Their hierarchies are visible in aca-
demic titles, employment positions, assessment rights and access to insti-
tutional decision-making. They are also present in less formal distinctions:
who can speak with confidence, whose interpretation is treated as credible,
who knows how to approach an academic teacher and who possesses the
language through which uncertainty can be expressed without appearing
incompetent.

Not every hierarchy is educationally illegitimate. Academic teachers pos-
sess knowledge, experience and responsibilities that students do not yet
share. They design courses, introduce disciplinary traditions, evaluate work
and remain answerable for academic standards. A university that denied
every difference in knowledge and responsibility would not become more
democratic; it would obscure where authority is located and who can be
held accountable for its exercise.

The problem arises when necessary differences harden into relations in
which only one side is recognised as capable of thought. Educational au-
thority then ceases to open access to knowledge and begins to protect its
own distance. Students may learn that academic success requires reproduc-
ing accepted language, anticipating the preferences of those who assess
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them and concealing questions whose apparent simplicity might reveal
that they do not yet belong.

Bourdieu'’s analysis of the academic field is important here because it
shows that universities do not distribute authority solely according to neu-
tral differences in knowledge. Academic status is connected to forms of
cultural, institutional and symbolic capital. The university defines not only
which answers are correct, but also which manners of speaking, writing and
presenting oneself are recognised as legitimate. Those already familiar with
these conventions can appear naturally capable, while others must learn to
translate themselves into the language of the institution (Bourdieu 1988:
11-35). The academic field is therefore also a field of struggles over legiti-
mate membership and hierarchy.

Peer tutoring enters this field in an ambiguous position. It appears to
flatten hierarchy because both participants are students. A tutee may ap-
proach a peer more readily than an academic teacher, expose uncertain-
ty with less fear and ask about conventions that seem too elementary to
raise in formal teaching. Yet the tutor role immediately introduces a new
difference. The tutor has been selected, trained or recognised as capable of
supporting others. They may have completed the relevant course, achieved
strong results or acquired institutional knowledge unavailable to the tutee.

Peer tutoring therefore does not eliminate hierarchy. It redistributes ed-
ucational authority by creating an intermediate position between the aca-
demic teacher and the student seeking support.

This redistribution can make the university more accessible. A peer tutor
may translate an assessment instruction, demonstrate how a disciplinary
problem is approached or make visible assumptions that academic staff no
longer recognise as tacit. The tutor’s authority is limited but real: the tutee
approaches them because they are expected to know something, under-
stand the institution or possess experience worth hearing.

The comparative Peer-EDU study reveals this double expectation. Re-
spondents valued peer tutoring because it appeared more approachable,
informal and individualised than some staff-led forms of assistance. At
the same time, they repeatedly questioned whether student tutors would
possess adequate subject knowledge, communication skills and maturi-
ty. Some worried that tutees might not recognise a peer tutor’s authority;
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others feared that tutors might provide unreliable information or become
overly confident in their role (Attard Tonna et al. 2026: 97-114).

These concerns are not secondary implementation issues. They identify
the pedagogical structure of the relationship. The tutor needs enough au-
thority for their contribution to be taken seriously, but not so much that the
tutee’s judgement becomes irrelevant. Too little recognised authority makes
the tutor ineffective; too much turns the tutor into a minor academic official.

The concept of recognition helps explain what is at stake. For Honneth,
persons develop practical relations to themselves through experiences of
recognition in relations of care, legal respect and social esteem. Experiences
of disrespect damage not only comfort or confidence but a person’s capac-
ity to participate as someone whose needs, rights and contributions matter
(Honneth 1995: 92-130).

Within higher education, recognition does not mean praising every con-
tribution or affirming every interpretation as correct. A student can be rec-
ognised as capable of thought while still being told that an argument is un-
supported. Indeed, serious correction may itself express recognition when it
treats the student as someone capable of revising a position rather than as
someone from whom little can be expected.

Misrecognition occurs when the difficulty is attached to the person rath-
er than examined as part of study. A student is no longer someone who does
not yet understand a particular concept; they become someone who is pre-
sumed not to belong in the discipline. Their hesitation is read as lack of in-
telligence, their unfamiliarity with academic language as lack of potential,
or their need for assistance as evidence of dependency.

Fraser’s status model prevents recognition from becoming a purely in-
terpersonal matter. Recognition concerns whether people can participate
as peers in social interaction, not simply whether they feel appreciated. In-
stitutional arrangements may deny parity of participation even where in-
dividual relationships remain polite and supportive (Fraser 2000: 107-120).

This distinction is essential for Peer-EDU. A considerate peer tutor can-
not compensate for assessment practices that remain opaque, teaching that
excludes particular students or support systems that are difficult to access.
Recognition within the tutoring relationship should therefore connect with
institutional learning. When tutors repeatedly encounter the same difficulty,
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the question cannot remain how individual tutees might adapt; the univer-
sity must also ask what its own practices make difficult to understand or
enter. Recognition concerns the tutor as well. Tutors should not be treated
merely as deliverers of support but as participants whose experience can
disclose features of the educational environment.

Réza Stosik’s reflection makes the transformation of authority visible
from within the tutor position. She entered Peer-EDU thinking primarily
about helping and sharing knowledge with other students. After the train-
ing, she understood the role more strongly through active listening, care-
fully formulated questions, feedback, feedforward and respect for bounda-
ries. Particularly important in her account is the need to allow the tutee to
finish speaking and to avoid imposing the tutor’s own solution. Authority
becomes less a matter of possessing the answer and more a responsibility
for the conditions of the conversation (Stosik 2026).

The report from the University of Gdansk training adds another layer.
Participants did not imagine themselves primarily as controllers of peer tu-
tors. They described their role as providing expertise and supervision while
also contributing to the programme’s ethical and institutional framework
(Godlewska-Werner and Jendza 2026).

Peer-EDU therefore distributes authority across several positions. The ac-
ademic teacher retains disciplinary and curricular responsibility. The mentor
offers supervision and institutional orientation. The peer tutor exercises sit-
uated pedagogical judgement. The tutee retains responsibility for their own
study and the right to question the support offered.

This distribution should not be confused with the disappearance of au-
thority. Its purpose is to prevent authority from accumulating entirely in one
relationship and to create more than one route through which a student can
gain access to knowledge and recognition. Studying with peers can there-
fore alter academic hierarchy without pretending to abolish it.
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3.6. Equality among Peers
without the Denial of Difference

The word peer suggests that tutor and tutee meet without the formal dis-
tance separating students from academic teachers. They share student sta-
tus, inhabit related institutional conditions and may have recently faced
similar difficulties. This relative equality can make questions easier to ask
and advice easier to receive.

Yet the relationship begins from a difference. One participant is expect-
ed to offer knowledge, experience or support that the other seeks. Peer tu-
toring therefore contains an apparent paradox as it depends upon equality
and asymmetry at the same time. The difficulty is not resolved by deciding
that one of these descriptions is true and the other mistaken. The peda-
gogical question is what kind of equality can remain intact in a relationship
structured by difference.

Here equality concerns something really fundamental. Both participants
must be approached as persons capable of attention, interpretation and
judgement. Difference in present knowledge should not be converted into
a hierarchy of intelligence or human worth.

Ranciére’s account of intellectual emancipation radicalises this distinc-
tion. His critique is directed at an educational logic that begins by declaring
a gap between the intelligence of the teacher and that of the student and
then justifies the teacher’s authority through the endless task of closing that
gap. Explanation can reproduce the inequality it claims to overcome when
the student learns that understanding is possible only through depend-
ence upon the explicator. Ranciére proposes instead that equality of intel-
ligence should be treated as a presupposition to be verified in action, not
as an outcome postponed until education has been completed (Ranciére
1991: 1-18).

Naturally, peer tutoring is not a straightforward enactment of Ranciére’s
argument. The tutor often explains, and the relationship is deliberately or-
ganised around a difference in experience. Nevertheless, his challenge is im-
portant. If the programme begins by dividing students into capable tutors
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and deficient tutees, it may reproduce precisely the inequality it seeks to
reduce.

An emancipatory tutoring relationship begins elsewhere. The tutee is
not assumed to lack intelligence but to be encountering a difficulty that
can be studied. The tutor’s role is not to substitute their intelligence for the
tutee’s but to support attention, persistence and access to relevant knowl-
edge. This is the deeper significance of the Peer-EDU participant’s statement
that tutors should help tutees reach a solution of their own rather than sim-
ply give them one (Jendza and Jendza 2026: 11).

A peer tutoring programme committed to equality must therefore do
more than invite diverse participants into the same room. It must examine
whether they can participate on terms that do not require some to conceal
difference or perform competence according to a dominant cultural style.

Fraser’s idea of parity of participation is again helpful. Equality does not
require the celebration of every difference as an identity, nor does it require
their disappearance into formally identical treatment. It requires institution-
al conditions under which participants can interact as peers. This involves
both cultural recognition and material arrangements: time, access, tech-
nological provision, understandable information and freedom from forms
of status subordination that mark some students as less legitimate partici-
pants (Fraser 2000: 107-120).

Equality therefore concerns access to both sides of the relationship.
Students should not be confined permanently to the identity of tutee. Re-
ceiving help at one moment does not define a person’s general academic
capacity, just as becoming a tutor does not confer comprehensive superior-
ity. Roles may change across subjects and situations. A student who tutors
another person in academic writing may later seek support with statistics,
institutional navigation or study in another language.

This reversibility protects the category of peer from becoming a disguised
rank. It acknowledges that knowledge is distributed unevenly and situation-
ally rather than possessed by one class of students.

The first Peer-EDU report identifies a broader shift from one-direction-
al knowledge transfer towards reciprocal and collaborative models, but it
also records concerns about unequal status within tutoring relationships
(Jendza et al. 2026: 3-7). Peer tutoring can unsettle established academic
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hierarchies while creating new local ones. Preparation must therefore help
tutors recognise the power attached to apparently ordinary actions: choos-
ing the agenda, interpreting the tutee’s problem, deciding which question
matters, occupying most of the speaking time or presenting one’s own ex-
perience as a universal path. Stosik’s emphasis on allowing another person
to speak fully is significant because it treats equality as something enacted
in the ‘tiny’ details of conversation (Stosik 2026).

In other words, the tutor and tutee are equal not because nothing distin-
guishes them, but because neither person’s current position exhausts who
they are or what they may become. Their difference gives the encounter its
educational purpose. Equality determines how that difference may be used.

Peer tutoring becomes defensible when difference provides a route into
shared study rather than a justification for dependency. The tutor knows
or has experienced something that may help, but does not own the other
person’s path. The tutee seeks support, but does not surrender intellectual
agency. Both remain differently positioned and equally answerable to what
they are attempting to understand.

3.7. Adult Education, Experience
and Self-Direction

University students are adults, although higher education does not always
treat them as such. They are expected to organise their time, make deci-
sions, accept consequences and assume responsibility for their studies. At
the same time, curricula, assessment, progression and access to institution-
al resources are largely determined for them. Students are therefore posi-
tioned between autonomy and dependence: addressed as self-directing
adults while remaining subject to structures over which they exercise limit-
ed influence.

Peer tutoring enters this tension directly. The tutor is expected to sup-
port another student without taking over their work; the tutee is expected
to seek assistance while retaining responsibility for what follows. The re-
lationship presupposes a degree of self-direction on both sides. Yet it also
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reveals why self-direction should not be understood as an individual capac-
ity that students either possess or lack.

In classical accounts of adult education, experience and self-direction
have often been treated as defining characteristics of the adult learner. This
distinction has been productive because it challenged educational models
that positioned adults as recipients of instruction. It becomes less convinc-
ing, however, when adulthood is assumed to guarantee independence, clar-
ity of purpose or the ability to direct one’s own educational activity. Adults
can be uncertain, inexperienced and dependent upon others. Young uni-
versity students may have reached legal adulthood while still entering an
educational culture whose expectations remain unfamiliar.

Self-direction is therefore better understood as a situated educational
possibility. It involves the capacity to identify a problem, formulate a pur-
pose, choose among possible actions and evaluate what follows. These ca-
pacities develop through participation in practices, access to knowledge
and relationships in which a person’s judgement is taken seriously. To ask for
help may be an expression of self-direction rather than its failure. Converse-
ly, being left alone with an unfamiliar task does not produce autonomy.

This distinction is central to the Peer-EDU approach. The project does
not understand the tutee’s independence as the absence of assistance. Its
training materials repeatedly ask tutors to avoid supplying solutions too
quickly and instead help students clarify what they already know, identify
the difficulty, consider alternative strategies and formulate a realistic next
step. The Question Funnel, growth-mindset activities and action-planning
questions are organised around a movement from narrated experience to-
wards interpretation and action. The intended outcome is not dependence
on the tutor but a strengthened capacity to respond to the problem (Peer-
EDU 2025a: 13-22).

Alicja Jurgiel-Aleksander’s andragogical work is particularly relevant
here. Her research treats educational experience as biographical and so-
cially constructed rather than as the simple accumulation of educational
events. Adults interpret education through their previous encounters with
institutions, family histories, cultural expectations and available ways of ex-
plaining success and failure. An experience becomes educational through
the meaning attributed to it and through the position it acquires within
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a life history (Jurgiel-Aleksander 2013; 2014: 97-111). Her studies also show
why accounts celebrating individual determination can remain inadequate.
Educational biographies are formed through inequalities of cultural capital,
institutional recognition and access to socially available routes of participa-
tion. This perspective protects peer tutoring from an overly psychological
interpretation. A tutee who appears unmotivated or disorganised brings
more than an ineffective strategy to the session. Their way of approaching
study may have been shaped by previous educational experiences, expec-
tations concerning authority, economic circumstances and repeated mes-
sages about what kind of student they are. The tutor cannot reconstruct an
entire biography during a short meeting. They can, however, avoid treating
the difficulty as a transparent personal deficit.

Pierre Dominicé’s work on educational biography provides another
way of understanding this process. Adults become more capable of direct-
ing their education when they can recognise how they have been formed
through relationships, institutional experiences, disruptions and significant
choices. Educational biography does not merely record what a person has
studied. It brings into language how education has entered their life and
how they have interpreted themselves through it. The adult educator’s role
is not to impose a definitive explanation, but to create conditions in which
experience can be narrated, reconsidered and connected with future possi-
bility (Dominicé 2000).

Peer tutoring is not biographical counselling, and the tutor should not
attempt to conduct an educational life-history inquiry. Nevertheless, the bi-
ographical perspective changes how a tutoring conversation can be under-
stood. When a student says, “l have never been good at writing”,“l am simply
not a mathematics person” or “everyone else understands this’, they are not
only reporting an immediate difficulty. They are locating that difficulty with-
in a story about themselves.

A responsible tutor neither confirms that story nor replaces it with easy
positive reassurance. They can ask how the conclusion was reached, wheth-
er there have been exceptions, what happened in a particular situation and
what might be attempted differently. Such questions open a small distance
between the person and the account they have inherited or constructed
about their abilities.
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The Peer-EDU handbook deliberately creates this movement. Its sce-
narios include students who describe themselves as “dumb’, believe that
everyone else understands, resist feedback or feel unable to organise their
studies. Tutors are asked to listen for factual content, emotional meaning,
relational messages and appeals for assistance. They must then distinguish
what belongs within their role from what requires institutional or specialist
support (Peer-EDU 2025a: 5-8, 28-32).

Self-direction is thus not produced by repeatedly telling students to take
responsibility. It develops when they can examine the relationship between
their present actions, previous experience and available possibilities. The tu-
tor contributes by making this examination more possible, not by defining
the tutee’s purposes on their behalf.

John Field’s work further demonstrates that educational transitions and
adult agency are embedded in social relationships. Adults navigate change
through networks that provide information, recognition, encouragement
and practical assistance. Participation in education may extend social con-
nections, but existing networks also shape who enters educational op-
portunities, how transitions are interpreted and whether change appears
sustainable. Social capital can support agency, yet it can also preserve in-
equality and constrain people who fear that educational change will dis-
tance them from valued relationships (Field 2005; 2006: 1-16; 2012). This
argument is directly relevant to the relational university envisaged by Peer-
EDU. Self-directed study is not solitary study. Students rely upon classmates,
teachers, family members, institutional staff and more experienced peers.
The relevant question is whether these relationships enlarge or restrict their
capacity to act.

Peer tutoring can widen a student’s network of educational support.
A tutor may become one additional person from whom academic con-
ventions, practical knowledge and recognition can be obtained. The in-
ternational Peer-EDU training similarly allowed prospective tutors to build
relationships across the three partner universities. Participants valued the
possibility of exchanging experience and seeing how students from other
universities interpreted the role (Jendza and Jendza 2026: 14-15).

The same evidence reveals the limits of an individualistic model. Most
respondents stopped short of describing themselves as fully ready for
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independent tutoring and asked for mentoring, consultation and clearer lo-
cal procedures (Jendza and Jendza 2026: 7, 12-16). They wanted to act, but
within a network of available support; self-direction was not equated with
immediate independence after training.

This is not a contradiction. A person can become more agentic while
becoming more aware of their dependence upon other people and insti-
tutions. Indeed, recognising when consultation is needed is an important
form of adult judgement. The academic mentors prepared at the Univer-
sity of Gdansk expressed a similar understanding (Godlewska-Werner and
Jendza 2026).

The andragogical language of self-direction nevertheless carries a dan-
ger. Within neoliberal higher education, autonomy can be translated into
continuous self-management. Students are instructed to optimise their per-
formance, overcome obstacles, acquire competences and remain respon-
sible for the consequences, while institutional conditions disappear from
view. The self-directing adult becomes the person who needs the least sup-
port and adapts most effectively to changing demands.

Zepke warns that student engagement can be absorbed into precise-
ly this rationality. Engagement becomes a personal responsibility and an
indicator of productive participation, rather than a relationship shaped
by teaching, knowledge, institutional culture and social conditions (Zepke
2017). A humanistic and relational understanding begins from a different
premise. Self-direction means that students increasingly become capable
of interpreting and shaping their educational activity, but they do so with
others and within conditions for which the institution remains answerable.
Experience becomes educational not when it is converted immediately into
a competence, but when it can be examined for what it reveals about one-
self, knowledge and the world.

Peer-EDU’s contribution lies in creating an intermediate setting for this
work. The tutor does not direct the tutee’s life, and the tutee is not left to
manage every difficulty alone. They meet around an experience that has in-
terrupted study and attempt to understand what can follow from it.

Adult education therefore sharpens rather than resolves the central ten-
sion of peer tutoring. Students are capable of responsibility, but capability
requires support. Their experience matters, but it is neither self-explanatory
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nor always liberating. They can direct their studies, but not outside the so-
cial and institutional worlds through which study becomes possible.

3.8. Reflection, Formation
and the Emergence
of Educational Identity

Reflection is one of the most frequently invoked purposes of tutoring. Tutors
are expected to reflect upon their practice, tutees upon their difficulties, and
both upon the next steps they might take. Yet reflection can refer to very
different activities. It may mean recalling what happened, evaluating perfor-
mance, questioning an assumption, interpreting an experience or reconsid-
ering who one is becoming through participation in education.

Only some reflective activities are formative in this stronger sense. A per-
son may describe an encounter accurately without allowing it to affect their
understanding, or complete a reflection template by supplying the respons-
es expected by the programme. Reflection can even become a form of insti-
tutional self-surveillance in which students are required to identify deficien-
cies and produce plans for continuous improvement.

The educational significance of reflection therefore lies not in the fact
that a person turns attention towards themselves, but in whether this move-
ment changes their relation to experience, knowledge, responsibility and
the world we share.

Peer-EDU placed reflection throughout the training rather than confin-
ing it to the final evaluation. Before meeting in person, participants were
asked what peer tutoring meant to them, what they hoped to understand
and how they imagined themselves contributing to another student’s ac-
ademic journey. They could express their reflections through a journal, re-
cording, image, poem, script or other form and were invited to respond to
the work of other participants. Reflection was thus introduced as both indi-
vidual interpretation and shared activity (Peer-EDU 2025a: 1-2).

The face-to-face programme continued this movement. Participants
selected an object and used it to say something about themselves as
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prospective tutors. They examined the responsibilities, values and possible
ethical tensions of the role; rotated among tutor, tutee and observer posi-
tions; completed observation sheets; and asked after each simulation what
had worked, what felt difficult and what should change. The final journal
returned to three questions: what had been learned, what remained chal-
lenging and what the participant intended to try differently next time (Peer-
EDU 2025a: 3-8, 40).

This architecture suggests that becoming a peer tutor was not under-
stood as acquiring a collection of tools. Participants were invited to interpret
a role and locate themselves within it. The question was not only, “Can | use
the Question Funnel?” but also, “What kind of tutor am | becoming when
| ask questions in this way?”

Donald Schon's distinction between reflection in action and reflection on
action is useful here. Reflection on action occurs retrospectively: the practi-
tioner reconstructs an encounter and considers what might have been done
differently. Reflection in action occurs within the uncertain situation itself,
often when an expected response fails, something surprising happens and
the practitioner begins to reconsider their understanding while still acting
(Schon 1983).

Role play can prepare for both. Debriefing supports retrospective ex-
amination, while the simulation places participants in moments where
a planned technique does not work as expected. The handbook’s obser-
vation materials make reflection practical. Observers attend to listening,
verbal and non-verbal communication, emotional presence, boundaries,
rapport and feedforward. Tutors then examine who spoke more, whether
they guided or supplied an answer, whether the tone remained respectful
and whether a next step was established. Reflection is directed not only at
whether the task was completed, but at how authority and attention were
exercised within the relationship (Peer-EDU 2025a: 6-10).

The post-training evaluation suggests that participants experienced this
practical rhythm as especially valuable. Role play helped them see what
tutoring “really looks like”, while rotating roles enabled them to experience
the same situation from the positions of tutor, tutee and observer. The high
evaluation of practical exercises, 4.68 on a five-point scale, supports the
conclusion that enactment and debriefing were central to the perceived
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value of the programme. It does not, however, establish that participants
subsequently became ‘reflective practitioners’ in authentic tutoring situa-
tions (Jendza and Jendza 2026: 6, 10-14).

This distinction matters. Training can create a language for reflection,
but identity is formed through longer participation. A person does not be-
come a tutor simply because they have been certified or can describe the
role appropriately. The identity emerges through repeated encounters in
which they are required to judge, respond, acknowledge limits and live with
the consequences of their interventions.

Field's account of educational transitions helps explain this incomplete-
ness. Transitions involve agency and identity, but their outcomes cannot be
known fully in advance. People may occupy liminal positions in which an
earlier identity no longer seems adequate while a new one remains uncer-
tain. Such transitions are negotiated through social and cultural relation-
ships rather than achieved by an isolated act of decision (Field 2012).

Dominicé’s educational-biographical perspective further suggests that
identity is not constructed only prospectively through goals. It is also formed
retrospectively, as people reinterpret their previous experiences in light of
a new position. Becoming a tutor may cause a student to return different-
ly to moments when they themselves needed help, felt misunderstood or
encountered an effective teacher. Experiences that once appeared private
or accidental become resources for understanding the responsibility now
assumed (Dominicé 2000).

The introductory Peer-EDU activities purposefully encouraged this re-
turn by asking participants to reflect upon occasions when they had felt
“thrown into the deep end” and consider how such experiences might help
them empathise with future tutees (Peer-EDU 2025a: 1). The educational bi-
ography was not explored systematically, but previous experience was de-
liberately brought into the formation of the new role.

Simon Marginson’s concept of student self-formation offers a useful
higher-education framework for this process. Self-formation concerns re-
flexive agency through which students consciously develop themselves in
relation to disciplinary knowledge and experiences within and beyond the
classroom. It is not complete, uniform or available under the same condi-
tions to everyone. It depends upon opportunities for initiative, institutional
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and pedagogical support, personal resources and encounters that disrupt
established self-understanding (Marginson 2024: 1-12). Peer tutoring can
become such an encounter because it requires the student to cross from
participation in their own studies towards responsibility for the conditions
of another person’s study. The tutor must reconsider what they know, how
they communicate and what they are entitled to do. The role can therefore
contribute to self-formation without making the self the only object of ed-
ucation.

Peer-EDU should resist this reduction. The educational identity of the
peer tutor is not valuable primarily because it adds leadership and commu-
nication competences to a curriculum vitae. It concerns becoming answer-
able for how one uses knowledge and authority in relation to another per-
son. Formation in the tutor role involves intellectual, relational and ethical
development. Explaining academic material can expose the structure and
limits of one’s own knowledge; listening requires greater attention to an-
other person’s perspective; and difficult decisions bring the boundaries of
responsibility into view.

The academic mentors participating in the University of Gdansk work-
shop underwent a related process. The programme began with the ques-
tion, “Who am | as a mentor?’, followed by examination of responsibilities,
boundaries and ethical dilemmas. Participants described their emerging
role through several images: supervisor, source of expertise, facilitator of
potential, ambassador for tutoring and co-author of the institutional frame-
work. They also emphasised that contact with students prompted them to
reconsider their assumptions and teaching practices (Godlewska-Werner
and Jendza 2026).

Educational identity in Peer-EDU model is thus formed at several levels.
Tutees may begin to see themselves as capable of approaching a problem
rather than defined by it. Tutors move from imagined helpfulness towards
bounded pedagogical responsibility. Mentors move from academic exper-
tise towards facilitation and supervision. Institutions may also be required
to reconsider whether students are recipients of support or participants in
creating the educational environment.

None of these identities should become fixed. A tutor who begins to
identify too completely with being the competent helper may find it difficult
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to admit uncertainty or receive assistance. Reflection remains educational
when it keeps identity open and when the person can ask not only wheth-
er they performed the role successfully, but what the encounter revealed
about the role itself and whether another way of acting is possible.

The emergence of educational identity therefore cannot be certified at
the end of a course. Certification recognises preparation; it does not com-
plete formation. Peer-EDU’s reflective design created a beginning. The con-
tinuation requires practice, repeated interpretation, dialogue with other tu-
tors and access to mentors who can help transform difficult experience into
responsible judgement.

A peer tutor is not formed by acquiring certainty about who they are.
They are formed through learning how to remain attentive to what a situa-
tion asks of them.

3.9. Relational Pedagogy, Care
and Psychological Safety

Peer tutoring is relational by definition, but not every relationship is ped-
agogically valuable. As indicated a few times already, students may meet
regularly without the encounter necessarily supporting study. Conversely,
an academically effective conversation may remain instrumental and indif-
ferent to the person participating in it. A relational pedagogy must there-
fore hold together two commitments: attention to the person and attention
to the matter being studied.

Care is sometimes treated as an emotional addition to the real academic
work of the university. Knowledge, reasoning and assessment are placed at
the centre, while care is assigned to pastoral services or understood as a de-
sirable personal quality of particularly empathetic teachers. This division
is difficult to sustain. A student’s willingness to reveal misunderstanding,
risk an interpretation or return after failure depends partly upon how they
expect another person to respond. Care enters into the conditions under
which knowledge can be approached.

Noddings's ethics of care treats it not primarily as a virtue possessed by
oneindividual but as a relation. Intentions are insufficient. Care must involve
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attention to the particular Other and some form of reception or recognition
by the person towards whom it is directed. A tutor cannot therefore decide
unilaterally that an intervention was caring merely because it was intended
to help. Advice may be experienced as control, reassurance as dismissal and
persistent questioning as intrusion (Noddings 2013: 15-24, 59-74).

This does not mean that the tutee’s immediate satisfaction determines
whether the tutor has acted responsibly. A caring response may include cor-
rection, refusal or referral. The tutor may need to say that a request exceeds
the purpose of the relationship, that an assignment cannot be completed
on the tutee’s behalf or that a disclosure requires professional support. Care
is not the removal of every limit. It concerns how limits are recognised, com-
municated and held.

The Peer-EDU handbook makes this tension clear. Its observation sheet
asks whether tutors show engaged listening, acknowledge emotions appro-
priately and create trust while avoiding over-involvement and maintaining
an academic focus. The scenarios move beyond straightforward academic
explanation. Tutors encounter a student disclosing depression, another hid-
ing dyslexia, a tutee arriving under the influence of alcohol, interpersonal
attraction, verbal aggression and requests for secrecy. These are not pre-
sented as specialist cases that tutors should learn to resolve independently.
They are situations through which participants can examine when relation-
al attentiveness must be joined to boundary-setting and referral (Peer-EDU
2025a: 5-9, 34-39).

The scenarios also reveal why care cannot be reduced to being pleas-
ant. A tutor who avoids naming a harmful situation in order to preserve
rapport may fail both participants. Laughing along with humiliating gossip,
enduring aggression or promising absolute confidentiality in a safety-criti-
cal situation would protect the immediate comfort of the interaction while
abandoning its ethical conditions. The caring response may be the one that
interrupts the encounter.

Relational pedagogy similarly requires more than adding interpersonal
warmth to an unchanged educational structure. Gravett argues that rela-
tionships in higher education form wider webs involving people, spaces,
technologies, materials, institutional discourses and practices of recogni-
tion. Her notion of mattering asks not only whether students are connected,
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but whether their presence, contribution and circumstances are experi-
enced as consequential within the educational environment (Gravett 2023).
Relational pedagogy therefore cannot be confined to the ‘chemistry’ of
a successful dyad.

This broader perspective is crucial for Peer-EDU. A tutor may be attentive
and generous, but the relationship will remain fragile if no suitable space is
available, meetings conflict with paid employment, digital systems are in-
accessible or no mentor can be contacted when difficulties arise. Material
and institutional arrangements enter the relationship. They affect whether
participants can meet, what they are able to disclose and whether support
can continue.

Felten and Lambert’s account of relationship-rich education reinforces
this institutional point. Significant educational relationships should not be
imagined as luxuries available only in small, elite institutions. Universities
can deliberately create multiple points at which students are known, chal-
lenged and supported by peers, academic staff and other members of the
institution. The aim is not to guarantee intimacy with everyone, but to pre-
vent meaningful connection from depending entirely upon chance or upon
students’ prior access to academic networks (Felten and Lambert 2020).

Peer tutoring can become one such point of connection. Its value may
lie partly in allowing a student to expose uncertainty without doing so im-
mediately before the person who assesses them. Yet the relationship should
not become an alternative university beside formal teaching. The tutor’s at-
tentiveness must remain connected with academic teachers, mentors and
specialist services that are answerable for their own responsibilities.

The concept of psychological safety helps to specify one condition of
this relation, although it must be transferred to higher education with care.
Edmondson originally defined psychological safety at the level of work
teams as a shared belief that the group is safe for interpersonal risk-taking.
Such safety supports behaviours through which people admit errors, ask
questions, seek feedback and challenge existing assumptions (Edmondson
1999:350-383). The construct does not refer simply to individual comfort or
general wellbeing.

In peer tutoring, interpersonal risk-taking includes saying that one does
not understand, acknowledging an unsuccessful strategy, asking a question
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that may appear elementary or disagreeing with the tutor’s explanation. For
the tutor, it may involve admitting uncertainty, naming a boundary or seek-
ing consultation rather than performing competence. Psychological safety
is therefore relevant to both positions.

It should not be interpreted as a promise that the conversation will re-
main comfortable or free from judgement in every sense. Academic work
requires judgement: arguments are evaluated, evidence questioned and
errors identified. What must become safer is making uncertainty and error
available for study without having one’s legitimacy as a student withdrawn.

The Peer-EDU evaluation provides limited but meaningful evidence
about the training environment. Eighteen of the nineteen respondents
described it positively in terms of inclusion, safety and support (Jendza
and Jendza 2026: 5-7, 14-15). These findings concern a short training pro-
gramme and a self-selected group of respondents; they do not establish
that subsequent tutoring relationships achieved psychological safety. They
do, however, show what participants recognised as educationally impor-
tant: the possibility of practising imperfectly and discussing uncertainty
with others was part of their preparation, not an incidental atmosphere
around it.

The mentor-training report introduced a useful image of a supervisory
‘safety net”: rapid access to colleagues when unusual or conflictual situa-
tions arise (Godlewska-Werner and Jendza 2026). The metaphor is apt be-
cause safety cannot be produced by the tutor alone. Tutors can contribute
through attentiveness, honesty and respect for boundaries; mentors and
coordinators must make consultation possible; institutions must provide
credible routes beyond the peer relationship. Psychological safety is there-
fore relational and infrastructural at once.

Care in Peer-EDU should therefore be understood as relationally enacted
and institutionally sustained. A relational pedagogy of peer tutoring neither
psychologises every academic difficulty nor excludes emotion from study.
It recognises that students encounter knowledge as embodied and socially
situated persons. Care and psychological safety can make it easier for stu-
dents to remain with difficulty and articulate uncertainty. Their educational
value, however, depends on clear boundaries that protect tutors from re-
sponsibilities exceeding the peer role.
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3.10. Inclusion, Equity and the
Normalisation of Asking for Help

Universities often describe inclusion in terms of access: who enters, who is
represented and what support is formally available. These questions matter,
but they do not exhaust the educational problem. A student may be ful-
ly admitted to the institution and still learn, through everyday encounters,
that some forms of uncertainty are easier to reveal than others, that certain
questions expose one to judgement, or that accepting support carries an
unwanted identity. Inclusion therefore concerns not only presence but the
terms on which one is permitted to participate.

This distinction is consistent with research on inclusive pedagogy, where
a recurring tension separates retrospective accommodation from attempts
to reconsider ordinary educational arrangements before difference is con-
verted into disadvantage (Stentiford and Koutsouris 2021: 2245-2261). For
peer tutoring, the implication is particularly important. Its inclusive poten-
tial does not follow from the mere existence of a programme. It depends
upon whether students can enter a tutoring relationship without first ac-
cepting the position of a deficient learner.

The Peer-EDU diagnostic study reveals this ambiguity. Respondents
across the three universities associated peer tutoring with accessible ex-
planation, inclusion and a less formal form of academic support, but they
also anticipated uneven participation and differences in institutional ac-
cessibility (Attard Tonna et al. 2026: 123-136). Equity should therefore be
understood not as an automatic effect of putting students together, but as
a question directed back at the arrangement itself: who is able to use it, un-
der what description, and at what symbolic cost?

Academic help-seeking provides a useful way of sharpening this ques-
tion. Asking for assistance is often imagined as evidence that independ-
ence has failed. Yet research has long suggested otherwise. Karabenick and
Knapp (1991: 221-230) found that academic help-seeking can operate as
an intentional study strategy rather than as its opposite. The decisive issue
is not whether help is requested, but what the request enables. Assistance
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may return the student to the problem with greater capacity to continue;
alternatively, it may remove the intellectual work from them.

This distinction is central to the educational logic of Peer-EDU. The tu-
tor is prepared to resist the seduction of usefulness understood as giving
the answer quickly. Questions, clarification and structured conversation are
intended to return agency to the tutee rather than demonstrate the tutor’s
competence (Peer-EDU 2025a: 13-22). Asking for help and acting inde-
pendently are therefore not opposites. Under appropriate conditions, ask-
ing can itself be an exercise of educational judgement: recognising that one
has reached an impasse, identifying what kind of assistance is needed and
using it without surrendering responsibility for study.

The difficulty is that help-seeking always takes place within a social en-
vironment. Ryan, Pintrich and Midgley (2001: 93-114) show that students
may avoid assistance when requesting it threatens self-worth or publicly
signals low competence. What appears to the institution as reluctance, pas-
sivity or lack of engagement may thus be a rational response to a setting in
which uncertainty carries status consequences. An invitation to‘ask for help’
changes little if the student has already learned that the competent student
is the one who does not need it.

Normalisation matters precisely here. It should not mean encouraging
constant disclosure or presenting every difficulty as equivalent. It means
disturbing the binary distinction between those who give help and those
who need it. Academic life is full of changing asymmetries: a student may
possess expertise in one context and require explanation in another; may
support a colleague today and encounter an unfamiliar method tomorrow.
Peer tutoring becomes more inclusive when these movements are possi-
ble without a corresponding movement up or down an informal hierarchy of
academic worth.

There is, however, a danger in the language of normalisation itself. The
reassuring claim that ‘everyone struggles’ may reduce shame while simul-
taneously obscuring the unequal conditions under which struggle occurs.
Difficulties associated with disability, poverty, racialisation, linguistic mar-
ginalisation or unfamiliarity with dominant academic conventions cannot
be dissolved into a universal story of temporary student uncertainty. Burke,
Crozier and Misiaszek (2017) show how participation in higher education is
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shaped by misrecognition: apparently open pedagogical spaces may con-
tinue to privilege particular ways of speaking, behaving and demonstrating
legitimacy.

Peer tutoring is implicated in this process in both directions. A peer may
make tacit conventions discussable precisely because they have recently
had to decipher them. But the tutor can also reproduce those conventions
as natural: interpreting hesitation as poor preparation, linguistic uncertain-
ty as weak understanding, or an unfamiliar way of approaching a task as
evidence of incapacity. Inclusion therefore requires more than interperson-
al kindness. It asks tutors and, more importantly, the institution that pre-
pares them to examine the standards through which competence becomes
visible.

The same question applies to the tutor role itself. If tutors are imagined
almost exclusively as the highest-achieving, most confident and institu-
tionally fluent students, peer tutoring may quietly divide the student body
into those authorised to help and those expected to receive help. Academic
competence matters, but equating it with grades alone risks turning tutor-
ing into another distinction awarded to those who already know how to
be recognised. An equitable programme should instead preserve move-
ment between contribution and assistance and resist fixing either role as
an identity.

This is why the normalisation of help-seeking cannot be delegated to
peer tutors. Tutoring may create encounters in which uncertainty becomes
easier to articulate, but the meaning of asking is established across the uni-
versity. If formal teaching consistently rewards performances of certainty,
if questions are treated impatiently, or if recurring confusion is interpreted
only as an individual problem, a parallel peer-support scheme will not alter
the underlying educational culture.

Indeed, recurring requests for help may themselves constitute knowl-
edge about the institution.

From this perspective, inclusion concerns the terms on which students
participate in support relationships. Receiving assistance should not di-
minish academic standing, nor should becoming a tutor create a superior
student identity. Equally important, recurring difficulties disclosed through
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peer relations should be capable of informing reflection on institutional
practices.

Peer tutoring can contribute to such a culture by making help-seeking
part of ordinary academic practice rather than marking it as remediation.
Its broader educational significance lies in challenging the assumption that
needing assistance signals weak academic belonging.

3.11. Equality and Asymmetry, Autonomy
and Responsibility, Informality
and Institutionalisation

The argument developed in this chapter does not lead towards an ideal tu-
toring relationship from which contradiction has disappeared. On the con-
trary, the closer peer tutoring comes to becoming an educational practice
rather than a technique, the more clearly its constitutive tensions come into
view. Equality coexists with asymmetry; autonomy depends upon forms
of support and responsibility; informality needs institutional conditions
that may themselves threaten it. These are not defects awaiting better pro-
gramme design. They are conditions within which pedagogical judgement
becomes necessary.

The first tension concerns equality. Peer tutoring would lose its distinc-
tive character if the tutor were transformed into a minor academic teacher
whose knowledge authorised a more general superiority. Yet denying differ-
ences in experience, knowledge or responsibility produces only a fictitious
symmetry. As Colvin and Ashman (2010: 121-134) show, peer relationships
acquire roles, expectations and forms of authority even when participants
remain formally equal in status. The educational issue is therefore not how
to eliminate asymmetry, but how to prevent it from becoming a fixed
hierarchy.

This requires the tutor’s authority to remain local, temporary and con-
testable. The tutor’s authority should remain limited to the particular ed-
ucational situation and should not be converted into a more general
judgement about the tutee’s ability. It is also provisional: as knowledge

174



CHAPTER 3
The Pedagogy of Studying with Peers

and circumstances change, so may the distribution of authority. Crucially,
the tutee must retain the possibility of questioning an explanation, refus-
ing a suggestion or redirecting the encounter. Equality is thus preserved by
recognising present differences without allowing a situational imbalance to
dictate either participant’s potential.

Autonomy presents a related difficulty. Earlier sections have already ar-
gued against equating independence with being left alone. Here a further
implication becomes important: educational autonomy should be judged
by the quality of the decisions a person becomes able to make, including
decisions to seek assistance, challenge it, use it selectively or recognise
when another form of expertise is required.

The Peer-EDU training makes this particularly visible. Participants gen-
erally reported increased confidence while simultaneously asking for shad-
owing, consultation, mentoring and clearer local procedures (Jendza and
Jendza 2026: 7, 12-16). Academic mentors, in turn, envisaged their own
work as requiring access to colleagues and a continuing supervisory ‘safety
net’ (Godlewska-Werner and Jendza 2026). What appears at first to be de-
pendence can therefore signify a more mature understanding of responsi-
bility. The capable tutor is not the one who no longer needs others, but the
one who can distinguish between a situation requiring personal judgement
and one requiring consultation.

Partnership does not make responsibilities interchangeable. The tutee
remains responsible for their study, the tutor for the integrity of the support
offered, academic teachers for teaching and assessment, and the institution
for the conditions under which tutoring takes place. The tutoring encounter
distributes responsibility, but it does not make responsibilities interchange-
able. The tutee remains answerable for their study; the tutor for the integrity
of the assistance they offer; academic teachers for teaching and assessment;
and the institution for the conditions within which the relationship has been
invited to occur. The language of shared responsibility becomes education-
ally meaningful only when it makes these obligations more visible rather
than providing a courteous way of passing them elsewhere.

The third tension concerns informality. Much of the attraction of peer
tutoring lies in a relationship that does not reproduce the full symbolic
weight of the teacher-student encounter. Language may be less guarded;
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uncertainty easier to expose; explanations more closely connected to recent
student experience. Yet informality is fragile. Left entirely to spontaneous
networks, it privileges those already able to find people, ask confidently and
mobilise social resources. Organised too closely, it becomes a student-de-
livered service governed by scripts, reporting requirements and predefined
indicators.

The comparative Peer-EDU findings capture this ambivalence well. Re-
spondents wanted accessibility, authenticity and human contact, but also
clearer organisation, preparation, technological support and institutional
recognition. The balance differed across the University of Gdansk, the Uni-
versity of Split and the University of Malta, which itself cautions against
identifying a single organisational form as inherently appropriate (Attard
Tonna et al. 2026: 123-136).

The institution must provide a structure for tutoring without attempting
to dictate its internal dynamic. Its role is to shape the necessary conditions,
ensuring clear access, preparation, supervision and boundaries, while leav-
ing the encounter itself unscripted. Deciding when an explanation becomes
useful, how to clarify a difficulty or how to respond in the moment requires
situated judgement rather than administrative protocol.

This distinction between framing and controlling the encounter isimpor-
tant. Institutionalisation becomes problematic when procedures designed
to protect a practice begin to define its educational meaning. A measurable
session is not necessarily a valuable one; a relationship that produces no im-
mediate performance gain may still have altered how a student approaches
a problem; a tutor who refers a case rather than ‘solving’ it may have ex-
ercised better judgement than one whose intervention appears more suc-
cessful. The institution needs evidence, but pedagogical quality cannot be
inferred from administrative visibility alone.

Here the critique developed by Zepke (2017) remains pertinent. Engage-
ment can be translated into a requirement that students continuously opti-
mise themselves, participate productively and persist in ways aligned with
institutional indicators. Peer tutoring is particularly susceptible to such cap-
ture because its relational language can coexist easily with instrumental pur-
poses: retention, throughput, employability, workload reduction. None of
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these considerations is automatically illegitimate. The difficulty begins when
they become the terms through which the educational relationship is valued.

A pedagogy of studying with peers therefore requires something less
comfortable than a definitive model: the capacity to remain within tensions
that cannot be removed in advance. Pedagogical judgement is exercised
when a tutor decides that this moment requires explanation rather than
another question; when respect for autonomy requires more support rath-
er than less; when maintaining rapport gives way to naming a boundary;
or when a programme coordinator recognises that further standardisation
would protect the organisation at the expense of the practice it was created
to sustain.

Judgement is not freedom from principles. It becomes possible because
principles have already oriented attention. Equality, autonomy, care, inclu-
sion and responsibility matter precisely because no single one of them can
determine every situation. Their significance emerges in relation to one an-
other and to the matter being studied.

The pedagogy proposed in this chapter can therefore be condensed
into a less programmatic claim. Studying with peers creates an education-
al space in which authority remains negotiable, assistance strengthens the
student’s capacity to continue working, and institutional organisation pro-
vides support without determining the course of every encounter.

This is also the point at which a pedagogical argument has to become an
institutional inquiry. The following part of the book turns to Peer-EDU itself:
to three universities in which these tensions acquired different meanings,
to the research through which they became visible and to the attempt to
translate a relational idea into a shared international project.
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CHAPTER 4

FROM A SHARED CONCERN
TO THE PEER-EDU PROJECT

Peer-EDU developed from a practical question shared by three universities
rather than from a model ready for replication. Its partners were concerned
with students’ entry into higher education, uneven access to support and
the largely informal character of assistance already exchanged among
students. The project asked whether some of these practices could be re-
searched, prepared and institutionally supported without reducing peer
tutoring to another standardised service. Its development followed a delib-
erate sequence: review the existing field, examine expectations and institu-
tional conditions, design preparation for students and academic mentors,
gather feedback and make the resulting materials available for further use.
This chapter reconstructs that process. It is concerned less with establishing
the educational argument for peer tutoring, developed in Part |, than with
showing how that argument acquired a particular project form across three
universities.

4.1. Origins of the Project

The collaboration described in the Introduction took shape in Kiel in No-
vember 2023. Representatives of the future partner institutions discovered
overlapping concerns about first-year transition, academic disengagement,
limited integration and the absence of systematic forms of peer support.
Peer tutoring became a subject of interest because it connected accessible
academic assistance with a larger question of student participation in uni-
versity life (Attard Tonna et al. 2026: 8).

The resulting project was formally entitled Competence Transformation
in the University: Peer tutoring as a Key Element in Supporting Student De-
velopment. It was coordinated by the University of Gdansk in partnership
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with the University of Malta and the Faculty of Humanities and Social Scienc-
es at the University of Split, and funded by the Polish National Agency for Ac-
ademic Exchange under the Strategic Partnerships Programme. The imple-
mentation period ran from September 2024 to August 2026 (CDDIT 2024).

None of the three institutions entered the partnership with a complete
programme that could simply be transferred elsewhere. Different forms of
tutoring, mentoring and student support were already present, but their
terminology, institutional location and degree of formalisation differed con-
siderably. Peer-EDU therefore began by constructing a shared basis for in-
quiry rather than by selecting one partner’s practice as the template for the
others. This origin shaped the project throughout. Comparison, diagnosis
and adaptation were built into its design from the beginning.

4.2. The Challenge of Supporting
First-Year Students

Project documents identified students entering university as an important,
although not exclusive, group for future peer support. The concern was
practical: newcomers encounter unfamiliar forms of assessment, commu-
nication, responsibility and institutional organisation, while their access to
the informal knowledge required to interpret these expectations varies con-
siderably.

Peer-EDU associated these difficulties with broader concerns about
disengagement, isolation, integration and possible withdrawal. It did not,
however, treat first-year students as a homogeneous group or assume that
peer tutoring could account for the complex causes of continuation or de-
parture. Academic progress is entangled with financial, biographical, social
and institutional circumstances that lie well beyond the remit of a tutoring
programme.

What the project could address was narrower. Its diagnostic study ex-
amined whether members of the three university communities saw value in
an additional, approachable form of academic support and what would be
required to make such support credible. Respondents associated peer tu-
toring with accessible explanation, confidence, integration and supportive
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relationships, while identifying preparation, coordination, recognition and
technological provision as significant implementation concerns (Attard Ton-
na et al. 2026: 97-127).

First-year support thus provided an initial problem field for Peer-EDU.
The project’s subsequent development, however, extended beyond transi-
tion alone towards the broader design of peer tutoring within higher edu-
cation.

4.3. The Partnership between the University
of Gdansk, the University of Split
and the University of Malta

The three partners represented different institutional settings and traditions
of student support. The University of Gdarisk brought an established histo-
ry of academic tutoring and a specialised Centre for the Development of
Teaching and Tutoring. The University of Malta contributed experience from
a comparatively centralised, English-speaking university with several estab-
lished forms of student and professional support. The University of Split pre-
sented a more decentralised environment in which peer tutoring was less
formally developed and institutional change required negotiation across
faculties and disciplinary communities. Chapter 5 examines these contexts
in detail.

Cooperation developed through successive mobility and co-design
activities. In April 2025, project participants and external experts met at
the Valletta campus of the University of Malta to discuss preliminary sur-
vey findings and their implications for programme development. A Staff
Week hosted by the University of Split in October 2025 then concentrated
on translating research findings and the literature review into preparation
programmes for student tutors and the academic staff expected to support
them. The international student training was subsequently delivered in
Gdansk in December 2025.

Working across three systems made certain questions unavoidable. The
status of the tutor, appropriate recognition, relationships with academic
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teachers, terminology and the boundary between tutoring and mentoring
could not simply be standardised without regard to institutional context.

International cooperation consequently functioned as a comparative
design process. Difference among the universities became a means of dis-
tinguishing principles that could plausibly be shared from organisational
choices requiring local resolution.

4.4. Project Aims and Programme Logic

Peer-EDU’s formal aims included diagnostic research, preparation pro-
grammes for peer tutors and academic mentors, pilot tutoring activity, dig-
ital resources, recommendations and international dissemination. The pro-
ject was intended to support both students seeking assistance and those
assuming tutoring responsibilities, while developing conditions that might
allow the work to continue beyond the funding period (Peer-EDU 2026).

The project documentation does not present a formal theory-of-change
model, but a programme logic can be reconstructed from its sequence of
activities.

First, programme design was to be preceded by investigation. The inter-
national literature review and institutional diagnosis were intended to iden-
tify established models, recurrent risks, expectations and differences among
the three universities.

Second, preparation was understood as extending beyond disciplinary
expertise. The student programme included communication, questioning,
reflection, ethical boundaries, diversity and recognition of the limits of the
tutor role.

Third, tutors were not to be prepared in isolation. Academic staff would
be ‘equipped’ to provide mentoring, consultation and supervision as stu-
dents entered practice.

Finally, sustainable implementation was expected to require organisa-
tional resources beyond individual tutor-tutee encounters: coordination,
recognition, accessible materials, technological infrastructure, supervision
and continuing evaluation.

In its simplest form, the intended sequence was:
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diagnosis > co-design - preparation > supported practice - reflection
and evaluation - institutional adaptation

This sequence describes the project’s intended logic. It should not be read
retrospectively as a demonstrated causal pathway. The project completed
substantial research and training activity, but the full sequence was not im-
plemented.

4.5. Diagnostic Research

The research component developed in two stages. Report 1 reviewed more
than fifty publications addressing the benefits, risks, models and organisa-
tional conditions of peer tutoring in higher education. Rather than selecting
a single preferred model, the review mapped a field characterised by con-
siderable conceptual and practical diversity (Jendza et al. 2026).

The review informed two parallel questionnaires, addressed respectively
to students and academic staff. They examined familiarity with peer tutor-
ing, previous experience, interpretations of the practice, anticipated bene-
fits, perceived barriers, training needs, technological and institutional sup-
port, and willingness to participate. Closed questions enabled comparison
across institutions and respondent groups, while open questions allowed
concerns and expectations to be expressed beyond the categories estab-
lished by the research team (Attard Tonna et al. 2026: 46-50).

In total, 589 participants completed the surveys: 334 students and 255
members of academic staff across the three universities. The dataset al-
lowed recurrent patterns and institutional differences to be identified, but
the samples were neither probabilistic nor evenly distributed. Disciplinary
representation, response rates, gender composition, language and institu-
tional reach varied.

The study was therefore primarily formative. It was designed to inform
programme development rather than estimate the prevalence of particu-
lar attitudes across the complete populations of the three universities.
Its empirical scope is correspondingly specific: awareness, expectations,

185



PART Il
The Peer-EDU Project as an International Inquiry

perceptions, declared needs and willingness to participate. Chapters 6-8
examine the methodology and findings in greater depth.

4.6. Preparing Peer Tutors and Those Who
Support Them

Findings from the literature review and diagnostic study informed two con-
nected preparation pathways. One addressed students preparing for the
peer tutor role; the other focused on academic staff expected to support
them.

The student programme combined online preparation with an intensive
international course. Its modules addressed the meaning and boundaries
of peer tutoring, ethical principles, communication, active listening, ques-
tioning, feedback and feedforward, growth-oriented conversation and diffi-
cult situations. Role play was central to the design: participants repeatedly
moved among the positions of tutor, tutee and observer, allowing tech-
niques and assumptions about the role to be examined through practice
(Peer-EDU 2025a).

Academic mentor preparation addressed a different responsibility. Men-
tors were expected to provide consultation, help tutors interpret difficult
cases, offer disciplinary support where appropriate and recognise situations
requiring further referral. Separate eight-hour workshops were delivered at
the three partner universities in February and March 2026 using a common
set of Peer-EDU materials. Fifty-one academic teachers participated: sixteen
at the University of Gdansk, thirty-one at the University of Split and four at
the University of Malta. Detailed post-training feedback from the University
of Gdanisk is reported by Godlewska-Werner and Jendza (2026), while Mi-
haljevi¢ and Mari¢ (2026) present findings from the teacher training pro-
gramme at the University of Split.

The relationship between the two pathways was deliberate. Preparing
students to assume a new educational role without simultaneously prepar-
ing an institutional layer of support would have left a crucial part of the pro-
posed system undefined.
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The student evaluation also indicated that training completion and read-
iness for practice could not be treated as equivalent. Participants evaluated
the programme positively and generally reported greater confidence, but
several requested additional practice, shadowing, clearer procedures and
continuing access to consultation (Jendza and Jendza 2026: 7-16). Chap-
ter 11 examines this evidence in detail.

4.7. Training, the Unrealised Pilot
and Monitoring

The international student preparation programme combined preparatory
online work with a four-day intensive face-to-face course at the University of
Gdansk in December 2025. The programme as a whole represented a work-
load of 50 hours and carried 2 ECTS.

Forty-six students took part in the training. Of this cohort, nineteen later
returned the anonymous post-training evaluation: eight from the Universi-
ty of Gdansk, seven from the University of Malta and four from the Univer-
sity of Split. Ratings were consistently positive, particularly for facilitation,
communication skills, conversational tools and role play. The same respons-
es, however, showed that completing the course and feeling ready for inde-
pendent tutoring were not identical (Jendza and Jendza 2026: 4-16).

The next project stage was intended to consist of locally organised tu-
toring activity supported by university teams and academic mentors. Feed-
back, consultation and the collection of implementation experience were
expected to accompany this work.

The planned pilot was not implemented during the project period. This
fact determines the evidential boundary of Peer-EDU. The project does not
provide systematic data from sustained tutor-tutee relationships, match-
ing processes, supervision in operation or participant outcomes generated
through actual tutoring. Nor can the functioning of the proposed monitor-
ing system be evaluated empirically.

Monitoring nevertheless remained part of the programme design. Tu-
tors were expected to have routes for discussing difficulties, obtaining
consultation and communicating recurring issues to project teams. These
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arrangements belong to the proposed implementation architecture devel-
oped later in the book; they should not be described as tested components
of the Peer-EDU intervention.

4.8. Digital Resources
and the Peer-EDU Platform

Digital provision formed part of both the project infrastructure and its
dissemination. The project website presented aims, partners, recruitment
information, the timetable, project staff and outputs, while the student
handbook incorporated videos, readings, forms and spaces for reflection.
A dedicated Peer-EDU Support Platform was developed to extend these re-
sources and provide digital infrastructure for peer tutoring.

The platform was completed during the project and tested by Polish stu-
dents participating in the international training. Students created their own
profiles and tested the matching mechanism and other core functionalities.
This provided an opportunity to identify practical issues before wider imple-
mentation. Full operational deployment is planned from the beginning of
the 2026/2027 academic year.

The diagnostic study had earlier indicated uneven technological read-
iness. Respondents valued face-to-face interaction while also identifying
needs concerning communication, access to materials, matching and hybrid
participation (Attard Tonna et al. 2026: 102-107, 130-136). The completed
platform should therefore be understood as infrastructure supporting peer
relationships rather than as a substitute for them.

4.9. Dissemination, Dialogue and the Public
Life of the Project

Dissemination accompanied Peer-EDU throughout its development. Re-
cruitment, international coordination and public communication required
the project to become visible before its research and training activities were
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complete. The resulting materials also provide a record of how Peer-EDU
was interpreted within each partner institution.

At the University of Gdansk, several channels were used. The Centre
for the Development of Teaching and Tutoring maintained a project page
presenting the funding framework, partners, target groups and principal
activities. A dedicated Peer-EDU website offered bilingual information on
recruitment, the timetable, project staff, outputs and the Peer-EDU Support
Platform. Central university communications reported the international stu-
dent training, while recruitment notices circulated through faculties, includ-
ing the Intercollegiate Faculty of Biotechnology. CDDIT later publicised the
preparation of academic mentors and Peer-EDU’s presence at the Viva Dyda-
ktyka conference (CDDIT 2024; Intercollegiate Faculty of Biotechnology UG
and MUG 2025; CDDIT 2026b).

The University of Malta used its Newspoint service to document succes-
sive stages of collaboration. An April 2025 communication described the
Valletta meeting, preliminary interpretation of the diagnostic survey and
discussion of implementation. An October update reported the design work
undertaken in Split and presented the two preparation pathways. Follow-
ing the student programme, the University’s Quality Assurance Committee
highlighted communication, role clarity, boundaries and reflective practice
(University of Malta 2025a; 2025b; University of Malta Quality Assurance
Committee 2026).

At the University of Split, Peer-EDU appeared on the Faculty of Human-
ities and Social Sciences’ project pages and in communications concerning
the October Staff Week. A later announcement identified the eight Universi-
ty of Split students who had completed the international training in Gdansk,
described the six-module structure, 50-hour workload and 2 ECTS recogni-
tion, and directed readers to audiovisual material documenting the project
and participant experiences (Faculty of Humanities and Social Sciences, Uni-
versity of Split 2025a; 2025b).

These communications were not identical reproductions of a central
project narrative. The University of Malta foregrounded international co-de-
sign and quality assurance; The University of Split emphasised faculty par-
ticipation and its student group; The University of Gdansk situated Peer-
EDU within a broader institutional development of tutoring and academic
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teaching. Dissemination itself therefore provides a modest record of how an
international project was translated into different institutional vocabularies.

The most substantial public event was the fifth Viva Dydaktyka Confer-
ence, held at the University of Gdansk on 21-22 May 2026 under the theme
From Transmission to Dialogue: Didactics in Relationship. Peer-EDU formed
a distinct conference session. Three contributions presented students’inter-
pretations of the programme, followed by a University of Split case study
concerning teacher preparation and role definition and a comparative pres-
entation of findings from the three universities (CDDIT 2026a; Peer-EDU Pro-
ject Team 2026).

The arrangement of the session is noteworthy. Aleksandra Szypryt, Adri-
anna Mojsa and Wiktoria Pietrzak appeared not simply as participants de-
scribed by project researchers but as authors of their own interpretations.
Their contributions addressed uncertainty and help-seeking, the signifi-
cance of the international experience beyond the immediate programme
and possible applications of tutoring approaches in future teaching. The
conference abstract book placed these accounts alongside institutional and
comparative analyses.

The project’s public record also includes the reflective essay by R6za Sto-
sik prepared for publication in Horyzonty Edukacji Akademickiej. Together,
such materials extend the project corpus beyond formal reports and ques-
tionnaires. They do not constitute outcome evidence, but they preserve
forms of participant interpretation that would otherwise be lost from a con-
ventional project account.

The distinction between dissemination and impact remains essen-
tial. Websites, announcements, conference participation and publications
demonstrate circulation, visibility and contribution to academic discus-
sion. They do not demonstrate the institutional embedding or educational
effectiveness of peer tutoring. Their significance is instead epistemic and
public. By making findings, training materials, participant reflections and
unresolved questions available beyond the immediate consortium, Peer-
EDU exposed its work to interpretation and criticism. Dissemination, in this
sense, was not simply the final communication of a completed intervention.
It became one of the ways in which the project continued to inquire into its
own subject.



CHAPTER 5

THREE UNIVERSITIES, THREE
EDUCATIONAL ECOLOGIES

The three partner universities participated in the same project, used paral-
lel diagnostic instruments and collaborated on a shared preparation pro-
gramme. They did not, however, offer peer tutoring the same institutional
environment. Academic traditions, organisational structures, existing sup-
port arrangements, forms of student participation and locations of respon-
sibility differed considerably among the three partner universities.

These differences are not background variables to be controlled before
comparison begins. They are part of what Peer-EDU was attempting to un-
derstand. A practice that appears intelligible within one university may re-
quire translation in another because it enters already existing vocabularies,
relationships and divisions of responsibility.

This chapter therefore does not reproduce the institutional profiles pre-
sented in Report 2. It reads them comparatively, asking what each environ-
ment makes easier, what it complicates and how the meaning of peer tutor-
ing changes as it enters a different institutional ecology.

5.1. Why Institutional Context Matters

Peer tutoring can appear deceptively portable. Recruit students, prepare
them, arrange matches and provide supervision, and the basic model seems
capable of travelling between universities. Yet educational practices do not
retain an identical meaning when detached from the settings in which they
are enacted.

A tutor may be recognised as a near-peer with useful experience, inter-
preted as a junior version of an academic teacher, associated with mentor-
ing, incorporated into student services or regarded as part of an informal
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culture of mutual assistance. These interpretations depend upon what
students and staff already know, which forms of support are familiar, how
academic authority is organised and where people ordinarily turn when dif-
ficulty arises.

The term institutional ecology is used here to describe this interdepend-
ence. Peer tutoring enters a network of curricula, organisational units, stu-
dent associations, technologies, support services, disciplinary traditions and
informal relationships. Its possibilities emerge from the relations among
these elements rather than from programme design alone.

The distinction developed in Kultury uniwersytetu between formal,
informal and deliberately non-formalised dimensions of academic organ-
isation is useful here. Universities are never exhausted by regulations and
organisational charts; they also function through habits, tacit expectations,
relationships and spaces that communities do not fully formalise (Jendza
2020a: 35-42, 55-69). For peer tutoring, the question is therefore not simply
how much structure an institution provides, but where structure is needed
and where its extension begins to alter the practice. Institutional context
enters peer tutoring before the first tutor and tutee meet.

5.2. The University of Gdansk

Among the three partners, the University of Gdansk entered Peer-EDU with
the strongest established tradition of formal academic tutoring. Report 2 de-
scribes faculty-based and interdisciplinary tutoring, certified preparation for
academic tutors and coordination through the Centre for the Development
of Teaching and Tutoring. Some forms of participation receive formal rec-
ognition, while tutor preparation forms part of wider institutional work on
active and personalised higher education (Attard Tonna et al. 2026: 16-26).

This institutional capacity developed over a longer period. Earlier ini-
tiatives included the creation of a cross-faculty Centre of Tutors, intended
to connect and support tutoring practice across the university (Szymczak
2018). Subsequent research documents considerable diversity in academ-
ic tutoring at the University of Gdansk, including scholarly, developmental,
individual and group-oriented forms (Kowalkowska and Przybylska 2023).
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A ten-year retrospective from the Faculty of Oceanography and Geography
further shows how tutoring became an established part of the local edu-
cational environment, viewed from the perspectives of students, graduates
and tutors (Malinowska 2024).

Together, these developments provided substantial institutional and
pedagogical infrastructure for Peer-EDU. The university already has expe-
rienced tutors, a developed language for discussing individual educational
relationships and an organisational unit capable of coordinating prepara-
tion and supporting programme development. Peer tutoring therefore
does not enter an institutional vacuum.

Paradoxically, this existing strength also creates one of the distinctive
difficulties at the University of Gdansk. The dominant understanding of tu-
toring is associated with academic staff working individually with students.
Introducing peer tutoring consequently requires differentiation. If the dis-
tinction remains unclear, the new role may be understood either as aca-
demic tutoring performed by a less qualified person or as a loosely defined
student version of an already established practice. Neither interpretation
captures what Peer-EDU intended.

The diagnostic findings add another complication. Institutional exper-
tise did not translate automatically into student familiarity with peer tutor-
ing. Many surveyed students reported little or no previous awareness of the
practice despite the wider tutoring tradition of the university (Attard Tonna
et al. 2026: 53-67). Organisational capacity and visibility among students
therefore cannot be treated as the same thing.

The University of Gdansk offers Peer-EDU an unusually rich starting
point, but one that requires translation within the institution itself. Central
expertise has to connect with faculties and disciplinary environments; peer
tutoring has to acquire an identity distinct from academic tutoring; and stu-
dents have to recognise the programme as something available and rele-
vant to them.

Its central problem is therefore not the absence of tutoring culture, but
how a new form of tutoring enters an already populated conceptual and
organisational space.
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5.3. The University of Split

The University of Split presented a different configuration. At the outset
of Peer-EDU, there was no established university-wide peer tutoring pro-
gramme or recognised preparation pathway for student tutors. Support was
distributed instead among several structures, including the Student Council,
Student Centre, student associations, counselling and career-development
provision, psychological services and support for students with disabilities
(Attard Tonna et al. 2026: 27-38).

These arrangements cover significant dimensions of university life, but
they do not necessarily occupy the space between formal teaching and
students’ everyday attempts to understand disciplinary work. Peer tutoring
therefore enters the University of Split less as a variation on an existing tu-
toring model than as a possible connection among forms of support that
have previously served different purposes.

The organisational character of the university is equally significant. Fac-
ulties and other constituent units possess considerable importance, which
makes local negotiation unavoidable. A centrally endorsed programme
would still require decisions at disciplinary and faculty levels concerning rel-
evance, tutor recruitment, supervision, recognition and relationships with
existing practices.

This decentralisation can make university-wide coordination more de-
manding. It may also be an educational resource. A programme developed
close to disciplinary communities can respond more directly to the char-
acter of study within them and avoid assuming that identical tutoring ar-
rangements suit every field.

Responses from the University of Split make this ambivalence visible.
Participants valued interpersonal authenticity and were attentive to the
risk that excessive formalisation might make peer support artificial or bu-
reaucratic (Attard Tonna et al. 2026: 123-125). Their concern was therefore
not simply whether an institution should organise peer tutoring, but how
much organisation the practice could absorb without losing the qualities
that made it attractive.
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For the University of Split, the problem is consequently one of institu-
tional anchoring without premature uniformity. A viable programme needs
a recognisable home, preparation and lines of responsibility, yet may need
to develop through locally negotiated forms rather than through a single
university-wide template.

5.4. The University of Malta

The University of Malta offers another institutional configuration. It is com-
paratively centralised, English is the principal language of academic instruc-
tion, and a large proportion of Maltese higher education is concentrated
within one university. Report 2 describes an institution of approximately
12,000 students, including a substantial international population (Attard
Tonna et al. 2026: 39-52).

Several existing support practices provide potential points of connec-
tion with Peer-EDU. These include mentoring and peer mentoring in par-
ticular professional contexts, counselling, provision for diverse student
groups, doctoral-development support and student organisations. Mentor-
ing is especially visible in fields such as education and health, where place-
ments and processes of professional formation have established traditions
of guidance and accompaniment (Attard Tonna et al. 2026: 45-52).

Peer tutoring therefore enters a setting in which some of its relational
language is already familiar. This familiarity is useful but cannot be assumed
to produce conceptual agreement. Mentoring in professional education
carries histories, expectations and forms of authority that do not map auto-
matically onto peer tutoring.

The diagnostic material also reveals concerns specific to the social or-
ganisation of student relationships. Maltese respondents drew attention to
trust, fairness, workload and the possibility that academic competition or
status differences might obstruct cooperation. Conflict resolution, ethical
preparation and person-centred support figured prominently among the
conditions they regarded as important (Attard Tonna et al. 2026: 97-107,
115-126).
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Centralisation may make common communication and coordination
easier than in a more dispersed institutional structure, but it does not re-
move disciplinary variation or social hierarchy. A programme can be organi-
sationally visible while remaining relationally unconvincing to students.

The Maltese case therefore places a different problem before Peer-EDU:
how to connect peer tutoring with existing mentoring and support tradi-
tions without assuming that organisational concentration creates a com-
mon culture of peer collaboration.

5.5. Three Architectures of Support

Placed side by side, the three universities differ less in whether they support
students than in how support is distributed and named.

At the University of Gdansk, tutoring already possesses a comparatively
explicit pedagogical identity. It is associated with individual academic work,
prepared staff and institutional coordination. At the University of Split, rel-
evant resources are dispersed among welfare, representative, counselling,
associative and faculty structures, with less prior formalisation of peer as-
sistance around study. At the University of Malta, mentoring is familiar in
several professional contexts and exists alongside central support provision,
counselling and student organisations.

These configurations cannot sensibly be ordered from weak to strong.
They serve different institutional purposes and emerge from different histo-
ries. Academic tutoring, professional mentoring, psychological counselling,
student representation and peer assistance address overlapping aspects of
student experience, but they are not substitutes for one another.

Peer-EDU introduces something that sits partly between these estab-
lished forms. It proposes an academically oriented relationship conducted
by students, organised sufficiently to be dependable but remaining distinct
from teaching, professional advising and specialist support.

This creates a different integration problem in each university. At the
University of Gdansk, peer tutoring needs to sit alongside an established ac-
ademic tutoring tradition without being absorbed into it. At the University
of Split, it needs to connect with dispersed support and faculty structures
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without becoming another isolated initiative. At the University of Malta, it
must be legible in relation to existing mentoring traditions while preserving
the distinctive position of a peer tutor.

The comparison shifts attention from the isolated programme to its
institutional neighbours. What matters is not simply whether a university
possesses a tutoring scheme, but what other practices surround it, where
boundaries are drawn and how students move among them.

5.6. Institutional Traditions
and the Location of Responsibility

The three ecologies also differ in where institutional responsibility becomes
visible.

At the University of Gdansk, established structures of preparation, certi-
fication and coordination already communicate that tutoring is something
the institution can actively host. Yet the diagnostic findings demonstrate
that formal infrastructure does not guarantee equal visibility across a large
and internally differentiated university. Responsibility may be institutionally
recognised while remaining unevenly enacted across faculties.

At the University of Split, responsibility is distributed more widely
among constituent units, student organisations and specialised services.
Such dispersion can support local ownership, but it makes the question of
programme ownership especially important. A practice situated between
teaching, participation and student support can easily remain dependent
upon particular individuals if no organisational actor is prepared to sus-
tain it.

The University of Malta presents a different risk. More centralised organ-
isation can provide clearer routes for coordination, but formal coherence
cannot substitute for participants’ willingness to recognise the programme
as legitimate. Concerns about workload, fairness and competition show that
organisational capacity and relational trust are separate questions.

These descriptions should not be mistaken for three homogeneous uni-
versity cultures. Faculties, disciplines, units and student communities may
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enact very different relations within the same institution. A university can be
highly bureaucratic in one setting and strongly collegial in another.

This is precisely why The Cultures of University [Kultury uniwersytetu] is
useful here. The analytical value of cultural interpretation lies not in attach-
ing one label to an entire university, but in noticing how different modes of
academic life coexist and compete (Jendza 2020a: 179-253). Peer tutoring
can be drawn into these different logics. It can become an opportunity for
encounter, a developmental practice, a credential in a competitive environ-
ment or simply another form of work to be allocated.

The institutional question is therefore not exhausted when responsibil-
ity for the programme has been assigned on an organisational chart. The
more demanding question is what kind of practice the institution enables
peer tutoring to become.

5.7. Possibilities and Limits
of International Comparison

Working across three universities made differences visible that might have
remained unnoticed within a single institutional setting. Even apparently
shared terms, such as tutoring, mentoring, peer support, supervision en-
tered different professional and organisational vocabularies. Comparison
therefore helped the project identify elements that appeared repeatedly
important, such as preparation and continuing support, while exposing
other dimensions that could not sensibly be standardised, including recog-
nition, organisational ownership and relationships with existing tutoring or
mentoring structures.

The comparison nevertheless has substantial methodological limits. In-
stitutional profiles were constructed from documents available to the pro-
ject team and do not necessarily represent each university with identical
depth. Survey samples were voluntary and differed in size and composition.
Data collection was not perfectly simultaneous. Respondents at the Univer-
sity of Gdansk and the University of Split had access to national-language
versions of the instruments, whereas the University of Malta survey was
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conducted in English. Prior familiarity with the terminology also varied (At-
tard Tonna et al. 2026: 50-52).

Observed differences should therefore not be transformed too quickly
into statements about institutional culture. A difference in response per-
centages may arise from disciplinary representation, sample composition,
translation, previous exposure or the channels through which participants
were recruited. International comparison is more useful here as a heuristic
than as a ranking device. It makes possible questions such as:

« Where does peer tutoring become institutionally intelligible?
« Which existing practices can provide resources for it?

« Where is responsibility likely to reside?

« Which forms of institutionalisation may protect the practice?
« Which might alter the very qualities participants value in it?

These questions do not combine into a single readiness score. The Uni-
versity of Gdarnsk may possess extensive tutoring expertise while facing low
student familiarity with peer tutoring. The University of Split may have fewer
central structures but strong possibilities for local ownership. The Universi-
ty of Malta may benefit from organisational concentration and recognised
mentoring practices while still confronting concerns about competition and
status.

The three universities should therefore be understood neither as cases
at different stages of the same developmental process nor as representa-
tives of three fixed national cultures. They are three educational ecologies
in which the same project encounters different arrangements of history,
authority, support and participation. That is the principal contribution of
comparison to Peer-EDU. A common framework may be possible, but its
educational meaning will depend upon what happens when it enters an
actual university.



CHAPTER 6

RESEARCHING READINESS
FOR PEER TUTORING

The diagnostic study conducted within Peer-EDU was designed neither
to test the ‘effectiveness’ of an existing programme nor to rank the three
universities according to a single measure of ‘preparedness. At the time of
data collection, the participating institutions had not yet implemented the
shared model developed through the project. The study therefore exam-
ined a prior and necessarily more tentative question: how students and aca-
demic staff understood peer tutoring, what they expected from it, and what
conditions they believed would enable or obstruct its introduction.

This chapter reconstructs the design of that inquiry and clarifies the
scope of the knowledge it produced. The survey generated a substantial
comparative dataset, combining responses from students and academic
staff with open commentary on perceived benefits, risks and institutional
requirements. Its value lies primarily in formative diagnosis. It provides evi-
dence about awareness, expectations and declared willingness, but it can-
not by itself demonstrate that an institution possesses the material, organi-
sational or cultural capacity to sustain peer tutoring in practice.

6.1. Research Questions

The research was guided by five related questions: how familiar students
and academic staff were with peer tutoring; how they understood it and
distinguished it from other educational practices; what preparation, institu-
tional support and technological provision they considered necessary; what
barriers they anticipated; and what benefits they expected for tutors, tutees,
academic staff and universities.
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These questions served both an exploratory and a practical purpose.
They made visible how peer tutoring was understood before the Peer-EDU
intervention and supplied evidence for the student training programme,
the preparation of academic mentors, digital resources and subsequent
institutional decisions (Attard Tonna et al. 2026: 8-11). They did not ask
whether peer tutoring had already improved attainment, belonging or re-
tention. Agreement that it could contribute to these outcomes is evidence
of expectation, not of effect.

6.2. Development of the Research
Instruments

Instrument development began with the review of more than fifty publi-
cations undertaken during the first phase of Peer-EDU. Report 1 identified
recurring themes in the literature, including academic and relational bene-
fits, inclusion, tutor preparation, role ambiguity, organisational support and
implementation difficulties. These themes informed the first set of survey
questions (Jendza et al. 2026).

Questionnaire construction was collaborative and iterative. Members of
the international team discussed and revised proposed items for relevance
across the three institutional contexts. Two parallel questionnaires were pre-
pared, one for students and one for academic staff. Their architecture ena-
bled comparison, while selected questions reflected the different positions
of the two groups. Closed items were combined with open questions so
that respondents could introduce meanings and concerns not anticipated
by the researchers.

The instruments were practical diagnostic tools rather than psychomet-
rically validated readiness scales. Their strength lies in their direct connec-
tion with programme design; their limitation is that they do not produce
a single standardised measure of readiness (Attard Tonna et al. 2026: 46-48).
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6.3. Student and Academic Staff Surveys

Each questionnaire contained six thematic sections: background informa-
tion; familiarity and prior experience; understandings of peer tutoring; ex-
pected preparation and institutional support; perceived barriers; and antic-
ipated benefits and willingness to become involved.

After respondents assessed their initial familiarity, the questionnaire
supplied a shared definition of peer tutoring as an approach in which stu-
dents help one another understand and study course material, typically in
pairs or small groups. This definition established a common reference point
but may also have influenced subsequent responses.

The questionnaires were administered anonymously through Microsoft
Forms and were designed to take approximately fifteen minutes. Data were
collected at the University of Gdansk and the University of Split in January
and February 2025 and at the University of Malta in March and April 2025.
Polish, Croatian and English versions were used, with the University of Malta
completing the English questionnaire (Attard Tonna et al. 2026: 46-48).

6.4. Participating Groups

The consolidated sample consisted of 589 participants: 334 students and
255 members of academic staff. The distribution is shown in Table 6.1.

Table 6.1. Participants in the Peer-EDU diagnostic survey

Respondent University of | University of | University of
. . Total
group Gdansk Split Malta
Students 166 128 40 334
Academic staff 94 109 52 255
Total 260 237 92 589

Source: Attard Tonna et al. (2026: 48-49).

The samples covered several disciplinary areas, but their composition
was uneven. Education and the social sciences were particularly prominent
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at the University of Gdansk and the University of Malta, while humanities,
arts and engineering accounted for substantial shares of the University of
Split student sample. Women were strongly represented in several groups.
The findings therefore describe the participating groups rather than statisti-
cally representative university populations.

6.5. Quantitative and Qualitative Forms
of Analysis

Closed questions were analysed mainly through descriptive statistics: fre-
quencies, percentages and ranked priorities. The comparison was intended
to identify patterns across universities and respondent groups, not to estab-
lish causal relationships. Report 2 does not document inferential statistical
testing.

Open answers were organised into recurring categories and illustrated
with selected comments. They were especially useful for interpreting ideas
such as trust, hierarchy, authenticity, formalisation and responsibility. The
design is best described as a mixed-form diagnostic survey rather than a ful-
ly specified mixed-methods study. The report does not document a formal
codebook, double coding, intercoder agreement or a separate integration
procedure. The qualitative categories should therefore be read as an inter-
pretive organisation of the material, not as an independently validated ty-

pology.

6.6. Translation and Cross-Cultural
Comparability

The international design required the instruments to function in three lin-

guistic and institutional settings. English served as the shared project lan-

guage; Polish and Croatian versions were translated and localised by the
university teams, while Malta used the English version.
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Translation did not remove differences in the histories and associations
of terms such as peer tutoring, mentoring, support and readiness. The sup-
plied definition reduced ambiguity but may have framed later responses
positively. The report does not document back-translation, cognitive inter-
viewing, formal testing of linguistic equivalence or measurement invariance.
Cross-university percentages should therefore be interpreted as indicators
of patterns requiring local explanation, not as exact measurements of stable
cultural differences (Attard Tonna et al. 2026: 50-52).

6.7. Ethical Considerations

Participation was voluntary, the questionnaires did not request names, and
responses were collected anonymously through Microsoft Forms. This was
appropriate because participants were invited to comment on institutional
shortcomings, staff responsibility and possible programme risks.

Anonymity does not remove all ethical concerns. In small disciplinary
groups, combinations of role, field, gender and experience may permit de-
ductive identification, while open comments can include distinctive details.
Quotations should therefore be selected cautiously and stripped of unnec-
essary identifying information.

The available report does not specify a formal ethics approval or exemp-
tion, approval number, retention period, data-controller arrangements or
precise rules for access to the original exports. The final manuscript should
state only what can be confirmed by the project team. Until then, the study
can be described as anonymous and voluntary, but no stronger claim about
formal ethical review should be made.

6.8. Methodological Limitations

The principal limitations are non-probability recruitment, unequal sample siz-
es, uneven disciplinary and gender representation and possible self-selec-
tion by people already interested in teaching innovation or student support.
The study relied on self-report and positively framed items, which may have

204



CHAPTER 6
Researching Readiness for Peer Tutoring

encouraged general approval. Respondents’ assessments of institutional
provision may also reflect limited awareness as much as actual absence.
Predefined rankings simplified relations among barriers: a lack of trained
tutors may itself arise from funding, weak recognition, limited staff time or
poor communication. Translation, different collection periods and distinct
institutional meanings constrain cross-site comparison. Finally, the study
contains no longitudinal, experimental or outcome data. It cannot demon-
strate effects on grades, withdrawal, belonging or sustained institutional
change. It is a baseline for programme development, not an evaluation of
programme effectiveness (Attard Tonna et al. 2026: 50-52, 127-129).

6.9. What Institutional Readiness Can
and Cannot Mean

The survey captured several dimensions of declared readiness: whether
peer tutoring was intelligible, whether students and staff viewed it favoura-
bly, what support they expected and whether they expressed willingness to
participate. These are necessary but insufficient conditions.

Positive attitudes are not the same as institutional capacity. The study
did not directly audit budgets, coordinator workload, rooms, tutor supply,
supervision, referral procedures, accessibility, data governance or sustained
leadership commitment. Readiness should therefore be treated as multidi-
mensional: conceptual, motivational, pedagogical, organisational, ethical
and infrastructural.

These dimensions may develop unevenly. An institution can possess ex-
perienced academic tutors but limited student awareness of peer tutoring;
strong enthusiasm but no programme owner; or formal procedures without
the trust required for students to use them. Critical responses may indicate
reflective institutional knowledge, while enthusiasm may underestimate
the work involved.

Peer-EDU consequently approached readiness as a developing relation
among intention, capacity and experience. The diagnostic surveys docu-
mented intention most directly, offered partial evidence about capacity and
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preceded authentic implementation. Readiness was not a gate passed be-
fore change began, but something to be developed through recruitment,
preparation, supervised practice, feedback and institutional revision.



CHAPTER 7

WHAT STUDENTS
AND ACADEMIC STAFF EXPLECT
FROM PEER TUTORING

The diagnostic survey generated a large volume of institution-specific data.
Reproducing those findings university by university would add length with-
out improving the argument. This chapter therefore reorganises the mate-
rial thematically: awareness, meaning, expected benefits, preparation, sup-
port, barriers and willingness to participate. Report 2 remains the primary
source; Report 1 provides the wider research context. Later project materials
are used only as distinct points of comparison, not merged with the diag-
nostic dataset.

The findings reveal broad approval of peer tutoring but not a simple
mandate for implementation. Students and academic staff expected it to
improve study, confidence and relationships, while simultaneously ques-
tioning tutor competence, institutional commitment and the risk of trans-
ferring academic responsibility to students. Their expectations describe
a promising educational relation whose credibility depends upon how it is
prepared, supported and bounded.

7.1. Awareness and Prior Experience

Awareness varied markedly across the three student groups. The University
of Gdansk combined the lowest declared familiarity with the highest report-
ed prior participation; the University of Malta showed the highest familiarity
but a lower participation rate; the University of Split occupied an interme-
diate position in familiarity and reported the least prior experience. Aware-
ness and experience were therefore related only loosely (Attard Tonna et al.
2026: 97-100). These patterns are summarised in Table 7.1.
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Table 7.1. Student awareness and prior experience of peer tutoring (%)

. Prior
University Ve.r y Modera}tely Sllghfcly Not at all participation
familiar familiar familiar familiar X
or observation
University
of Gdarnsk 3.0 9.0 18.7 69.3 42.2
University 3.9 219 375 367 220
of Split
University
15. 17. 49, 20. 7.
of Malta 5.0 0 9.0 0.0 37.0

Source: Attard Tonna et al. (2026: 97-100). Percentages may not total exactly 100 because of
rounding.

Academic staff displayed a more even pattern of previous involvement,
at approximately 29-32 per cent across the institutions, although their fa-
miliarity still differed. Staff responses at the University of Gdansk were par-
ticularly polarised, with 39 per cent reporting no familiarity and 14 per cent
describing themselves as very familiar. At the University of Split and the
University of Malta, unfamiliarity was lower and most responses clustered
between slight and moderate familiarity. The corresponding pattern for ac-
ademic staff is shown in Table 7.2.

The gap between awareness and participation cautions against treating
publicity as implementation. Students can encounter tutoring-like practices
without recognising the project’s terminology, while familiarity may result
from reading or observation rather than participation. The data establish
a need for clear communication, but not for a campaign that presents peer
tutoring as wholly unfamiliar or imports one institutional vocabulary un-
changed into another.
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Table 7.2. Academic staff awareness of peer tutoring (%)

Universit Very Moderately Slightly Not at all Prior
y familiar familiar familiar familiar involvement

University
of Gdansk 14.0 17.0 30.0 39.0 C.29-32
University 64 21.1 450 215 €.29-32
of Split

University 15.0 31.0 33.0 200 €.29-32
of Malta

Source: Attard Tonna et al. (2026: 97-102). The percentages reported for the University of Split
reproduced in the report do not exhaust the full sample; prior involvement is reported compar-
atively as approximately 29-32 per cent at each institution.

7.2. How Peer Tutoring Is Understood

Across the three universities, respondents generally understood peer tutor-
ing as a more accessible and collaborative alternative to one-directional expla-
nation. They associated it with personalised support, reciprocal knowledge
sharing and communication at a reduced social distance. Student responses
emphasised informality and mutuality, while staff responses additionally
highlighted academic standards, role clarity and supervision (Attard Tonna
etal. 2026: 100-102, 113-114).

The expectation is close to Joanna Rutkowiak’s idea of a dialogue without
an arbiter: a dialogue in which one participant does not possess an automat-
ic right to deliver the final interpretive verdict merely because of status (Rut-
kowiak 1984). Peer tutoring can approximate such a relation because the
tutor’s contribution remains open to questioning. Yet the analogy has limits.

The subject matter, course requirements and academic integrity do not
disappear, and the tutor cannot treat every interpretation as equally ade-
quate. The redistribution of voice is not the abolition of epistemic respon-
sibility.

This helps explain why respondents could value equality and still de-
mand competent tutors. They expected a relationship less intimidating than
formal teaching, but not an exchange in which reliability ceased to matter.
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Their preferred model was neither miniature lecturing nor unstructured
conversation: it was supported study in which authority became more ne-
gotiable and knowledge remained consequential.

7.3. Expected Contributions to Study
and Academic Development

Students and staff expected peer tutoring to contribute to understanding,
knowledge retention, critical thinking and communication. Respondents
also anticipated benefits for tutors: explaining material could consolidate
disciplinary understanding, develop teaching-related skills and strengthen
responsibility. These were expected contributions, not measured outcomes
(Attard Tonna et al. 2026: 108-113).

The data resist a narrow remedial interpretation. Peer tutoring was not
imagined only as help for students who had failed. It was also associated
with the capacity to articulate reasoning, compare approaches and become
more active within academic work. Report 1 similarly distinguished academ-
ic gains from human and social development and warned that outcomes
depend on programme design, tutor preparation and continuing support
(Jendza et al. 2026).

This broader expectation matters because remedial framing can stig-
matise tutees and reduce tutors to compensatory teaching labour. The re-
spondents’ language points instead towards a relation in which both po-
sitions may be educationally productive. Nonetheless, the benefits were
often stated in general terms. The survey cannot show which forms of tutor-
ing, disciplines or students would realise them most consistently.

7.4. Belonging, Confidence
and Social Integration

Relational expectations were almost as prominent as academic ones. Re-
spondents described peer tutoring as a means of reducing alienation,
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building supportive networks, making it easier to admit uncertainty and
strengthening confidence. Participants at the University of Gdansk explicit-
ly connected it with lower stress and possible support for continuation; re-
sponses at the University of Split and the University of Malta placed greater
emphasis on collaborative culture, social interaction and community build-
ing (Attard Tonna et al. 2026: 108-113).

Rutkowiak’s reflection on the longing for ‘university friendship’ offers
a useful, restrained interpretation. Her concern is not that universities
should become communities of private intimacy, but that academic life los-
es something when relations are reduced to contractual exchange, compe-
tition and performance (Rutkowiak 2010: 53-65). The expectations recorded
by Peer-EDU can be read as a search for less transactional forms of academic
relation: someone with whom uncertainty can be shared without immedi-
ately becoming an assessed deficiency.

Such expectations should not be romanticised. A peer relationship can
reproduce competition, exclusion and hierarchy, concerns raised concerns
raised particularly by respondents at the University of Malta. Nor can be-
longing be manufactured by assigning two students to one another. The
survey indicates that respondents valued the possibility of relational access;
it does not establish that formal matching would generate trust.

7.5. Expectations Concerning
Tutor Preparation

Preparation was the clearest point of convergence. Students and staff priori-
tised communication and interpersonal skills; subject knowledge, organisa-
tion, feedback, motivation, practical teaching methods and ethical bound-
aries appeared with different emphasis across the universities. Maltese
respondents additionally highlighted conflict resolution and person-cen-
tred support (Attard Tonna et al. 2026: 102-104).

These expectations shaped the Peer-EDU handbook, which combined
role clarification, active listening, questioning, feedback, difficult cases
and referral boundaries rather than treating tutor preparation as subject
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revision alone (Peer-EDU 2025a). A later and analytically separate source,
the post-training evaluation completed by 19 participants, provides a use-
ful check.

Communication was among the highest-rated areas (mean 4.74/5), as
were conversational tools and practical exercises (4.68), while ethics and
professional boundaries, though still positively evaluated, received a low-
er mean (4.42). Participants continued to request more difficult scenar-
ios, clearer local procedures and access to mentoring (Jendza and Jendza
2026:5-16).

The later evaluation does not validate the original survey statistically. It
does show that the diagnostic emphasis on communication, boundaries
and supported practice anticipated concerns that remained present after
training. Preparation should therefore be understood as staged entry into
practice, not a one-off transfer of techniques.

7.6. Organisational and Technological
Support

Respondents expected the institution to provide visible coordination, doc-
umentation, communication, spaces and technological tools. At the Univer-
sity of Gdansk, only 5 per cent of students judged technological support
sufficient; 51 per cent were unaware of relevant tools and 34 per cent were
unsure. At the University of Split, students named platforms such as Zoom,
Google Meet, Moodle and virtual learning environments, while the respons-
es at the University of Malta placed greater emphasis on organisation, doc-
umentation and conflict resolution than on technology itself (Attard Tonna
et al. 2026: 102-104).

Technology was generally treated as infrastructure rather than the edu-
cational centre of the programme. Students preferred direct interpersonal
contact even when recognising the value of digital booking, resources or
hybrid access. The empirical issue was therefore not simply whether plat-
forms existed, but whether respondents could identify and use them.
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The later mentor report reinforces the organisational dimension. The
sixteen academic mentors participating in the University of Gdansk work-
shop asked for a continuing ‘safety net’: supervision, rapid consultation and
contact with colleagues facing comparable cases (Godlewska-Werner and
Jendza 2026). This later evidence supports the staff expectation that cred-
ible peer tutoring requires an institutional host. It should not, however, be
used to imply that all requested structures were already operational.

7.7. Perceived Risks and Barriers

The lack of trained tutors was the most consistent barrier across students
and staff. Respondents feared inaccurate explanations, insufficient peda-
gogical judgement and uneven quality. Other recurrent concerns included
low motivation, limited time, weak coordination, inadequate funding, insuf-
ficient recognition and difficulties sustaining voluntary participation. Stu-
dents also questioned whether programmes would reach enough subjects
and whether peer tutoring might shift lecturers’ responsibilities to capable
but poorly compensated students (Attard Tonna et al. 2026: 104-108).

Report 1 shows that these concerns are not peculiar to the partner uni-
versities. International studies repeatedly identify role ambiguity, unstable
engagement, trust, training, logistics and sustainability as implementation
problems (Jendza et al. 2026). The diagnostic findings therefore do not sim-
ply express resistance to innovation; they identify conditions under which
an attractive idea could become irresponsible.

The most important criticism concerns substitution. Peer tutoring loses
legitimacy when used to compensate for inaccessible teaching, insufficient
feedback or understaffed support. Student participation can redistribute
educational authority, but it should not conceal institutional withdraw-
al. Evaluation ranked lower than immediate operational barriers, yet this
should not make it optional: without evidence about reach, quality and un-
intended effects, enthusiasm can become its own justification.
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7.8. Motivation and Willingness
to Become Involved

Willingness was generally high, but not uniform. Around 70 per cent of
students at the University of Gdansk and the University of Malta described
themselves as likely or very likely to become involved; the reported figure at
the University of Split was lower. Recommendation rates were 73 per cent at
the University of Gdansk, 75 per cent at the University of Malta and 41 per
cent at the University of Split. A majority at each institution viewed bene-
fits as shared by tutor and tutee, although the proportions differed (Attard
Tonna et al. 2026: 108-113). Selected indicators of student expectations and
willingness are summarised in Table 7.3.

Table 7.3. Selected indicators of student expectations and willingness (%)

Indicator University of | University of | University of
Gdansk Split Malta
fi i | f

Benefits perceived as equal for 720 578 56.0
tutors and tutees

Likely to recommend peer tutoring 73.0 41.0 75.0
!_lkely or very likely to become 710 33.0 0.0
involved

Neutral about involvement 18.0 Not reported 24.0

Source: Attard Tonna et al. (2026: 108-113). The University of Split report does not provide all
response categories.

Declared willingness should not be read as predicted participation. Vol-
untary programmes compete with employment, coursework and caring
responsibilities. Motivation also depends upon recognition, credible prepa-
ration and whether the role is socially valued. The survey responses repeat-
edly linked engagement with ECTS, certification, remuneration or other vis-
ible acknowledgement, but such incentives can also transform a relational
practice into another competitive credential.

The later training evaluation again adds caution. Participants report-
ed increased confidence, yet only seven of nineteen felt fully ready to
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begin tutoring, nine selected ‘mostly’and three 'not yet’ (Jendza and Jendza
2026: 7). Interest and confidence thus coexist with an awareness of incom-
plete readiness.

7.9. Student and Academic Staff
Perspectives Compared

The strongest finding is not a simple opposition between enthusiastic stu-
dents and cautious staff. Both groups expected academic, relational and
personal benefits and both identified tutor preparation as essential. Their
differences concerned position and scale. Students concentrated on the
immediate quality of the encounter: accessibility, communication, trust,
useful explanation and face-to-face contact. Staff more often viewed the
programme through institutional responsibility: coordination, quality as-
surance, workload, funding, subject applicability and sustainability (Attard
Tonna et al. 2026: 113-114). These differences in emphasis are summarised
inTable 7.4.

Table 7.4. Comparative emphasis in student and academic staff responses

. . Students tended to Academic staff tended to
Dimension . .
emphasise emphasise
Accessible explanation, Academic quality, subject
Educational value confidence, collaboration and | suitability and alignment with
direct usefulness teaching
Communication, interpersonal | Selection, subject compe-
Tutor preparation skills, practical strategies and | tence, ethics, supervision and
approachability consistency
Visibility, easy access, incen- Coordination, funding, work-
Institutional support | tives and usable spaces or load recognition, documenta-
tools tion and quality assurance
Poor tutor competence, weak | Misinformation, limited staff
Principal risks motivation, formalisation and | time, unclear responsibility
transfer of teachers’ work and programme sustainability
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Students tended to Academic staff tended to

Dimension . .
emphasise emphasise

h
Flexible, informal and face-to- Structured enough to protect

Preferred relation . standards and institutional
face where possible .
accountability

Source: Authors’ synthesis based on Attard Tonna et al. (2026: 97-114).

These perspectives are complementary as much as divergent. A pro-
gramme designed only from the student position may underestimate infra-
structure and responsibility; one designed only from the staff position may
bureaucratise the very proximity students value. The central design prob-
lem is therefore to preserve relational accessibility while making support
dependable.

The data also invite a critical reading of engagement. Respondents wel-
comed participation, community and mutual benefit, but Zepke's warning
remains relevant: engagement becomes impoverished when it is treated
primarily as measurable student activity serving retention or institutional
performance (Zepke 2017). Peer tutoring should not be justified only be-
cause engaged students are easier to retain. Its educational promise lies in
creating additional relations to knowledge, responsibility and one another.

The expectations recorded in Peer-EDU are best read as a negotiated
brief for implementation. Students asked for a human and accessible prac-
tice; staff asked for one that could be trusted and sustained. Neither expec-
tation can be ignored without changing what peer tutoring becomes.



CHAPTER 8

CONVERGENCES, DIFFERENCES
AND PRODUCTIVE TENSIONS

Chapters 6 and 7 established what students and academic staff said about
peer tutoring. This chapter asks what their answers disclose about the or-
ganisation of higher education. The comparison is not used to assign stable
cultural characteristics to the three universities or to rank them according
to readiness. It is used to identify tensions that recur across the dataset but
take different forms at the three partner universities.

The most important finding is not that respondents either supported or
rejected peer tutoring. Broad support coexisted with demands that tutors
be prepared, academic standards protected, participation recognised and
relationships kept sufficiently informal to remain approachable. These po-
sitions are not mutually exclusive. Together, they describe an educational
practice whose value depends upon holding several elements in tension:
student ownership and institutional responsibility, proximity and compe-
tence, voluntary participation and equitable access, technological enable-
ment and human presence.

The interpretive argument developed here is necessarily more autho-
rial than the descriptive analysis in the preceding chapters. Report 2 pro-
vides the empirical basis; Report 1 and the analytical framework concerning
authority, equity, belonging, access and withdrawal help clarify what is at
stake. The chapter treats these materials as evidence of expectations and in-
stitutional imaginaries, not as proof of programme outcomes (Attard Tonna
et al. 2026: 97-136; Jendza et al. 2026: 3-6).
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8.1. Shared Expectations across
the Three Universities

Despite differences in awareness and willingness, the three universities
show substantial convergence. Students and staff expected peer tutoring
to make academic support more accessible, strengthen understanding and
communication, and contribute to confidence and social connection. They
also agreed that these benefits would not arise automatically. The lack of
adequately prepared tutors was the most consistent perceived barrier, ac-
companied by concerns about subject knowledge, pedagogical judgement,
motivation, coordination and institutional support (Attard Tonna et al.
2026:102-114).

This convergence is important because it moves the discussion beyond
a simple preference for peer involvement. Respondents did not ask univer-
sities merely to place students together. They imagined a prepared relation-
ship with a recognisable purpose and access to assistance when difficulties
exceeded the tutor’s role. Students tended to emphasise approachability
and flexibility; staff placed greater weight on quality and accountability. Yet
both perspectives presupposed that peer tutoring should be student-led
without becoming institutionally abandoned.

A second shared expectation concerned reciprocity. Respondents fre-
quently described benefits for both tutor and tutee: one receives more indi-
vidualised support, while the other consolidates knowledge and develops
communication, responsibility and confidence. Reciprocity should not be
understood as exact symmetry. The two participants undertake different
work and may benefit in different ways. It nevertheless challenges a deficit
model in which one competent student repairs another who is lacking.

A third point of convergence was the belief that peer tutoring may con-
tribute to inclusion and belonging. Here, the data indicate a plausible mech-
anism rather than an outcome. A more approachable relationship may
normalise questions, make academic conventions more legible and create
a point of connection within the institution. Whether this subsequently af-
fects attainment, continuation or withdrawal depends upon access, regular
participation, programme quality and conditions beyond tutoring itself.
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The shared expectations can therefore be condensed into the produc-
tive tensions shown in Table 8.1.

Table 8.1. Productive tensions emerging from the comparative findings

Productive tension

What the survey material
shows

Interpretive implication

Student owner-
ship / institutional
assurance

Students value proximity and
flexibility; staff emphasise
preparation and quality

Redistribute authority with-
out transferring institutional
responsibility

Informality / conti-
nuity

Human contact is valued;
coordination and support are
still requested

Structure protects access and
boundaries but should not
script dialogue

Voluntary partici-
pation / equitable
access

Participation should be
voluntary, but time and
recruitment are constraints

Recognition should make
participation feasible without
becoming the main motive

Digital enablement /
relational presence

Tools help matching and
hybrid access; respondents
prioritise human interaction

Platforms enable the practice
but do not replace relation-
ship

Support / substi-
tution

Accessible help is valued; re-
spondents fear misinforma-
tion and lecturer substitution

Peer tutoring supplements
teaching and should reveal
problems requiring institu-
tional action

Source: Authors’ synthesis based on Attard Tonna et al. (2026: 97-136) and Jendza et al.

(2026: 3-6).

8.2. Differences between Three Partner

Universities

The differences among the universities concern the form in which these
tensions became visible. At the University of Gdansk, low general aware-
ness coexisted with relatively high reported participation. This suggests not
institutional absence but uneven visibility: tutoring-related practices were
present, yet knowledge about them was concentrated in particular facul-
ties, programmes or networks. Respondents also expressed uncertainty
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about technological provision and internal communication. The problem
was therefore less whether support existed than whether students could
recognise and locate it (Attard Tonna et al. 2026: 97-107, 123-125).

At the University of Split, lower declared willingness and stronger con-
cern about tutor competence and the transfer of responsibility gave the dis-
cussion a more cautious tone. Students valued authenticity and reciprocal
support but worried that formalisation could damage a naturally interper-
sonal practice. Staff were particularly attentive to subject applicability and
quality assurance. These responses point to a need for legitimacy to be ne-
gotiated close to faculties and disciplinary communities rather than estab-
lished through a general institutional announcement alone.

At the University of Malta, awareness and willingness were comparative-
ly high, and academic staff were more confident that peer tutoring could
operate across disciplines. At the same time, respondents raised questions
about competitiveness, trust and hierarchy. This indicates that familiarity
with mentoring or student support does not guarantee a peer relation ex-
perienced as equal. Programme design must attend not only to organisa-
tional clarity but to how status is produced among students.

These differences should not be interpreted as complete institutional
cultures. Each sample was voluntary and unevenly composed, and every
university contains several educational environments. The comparison is
most useful when it reveals different starting problems: visibility and con-
nection in the University of Gdansk, negotiated legitimacy in the Universi-
ty of Split, and the relational management of competition and hierarchy in
the University of Malta. None of these is solved by transferring one uniform
model across the three sites.

8.3. Disciplinary Cultures and the Perceived
Applicability of Peer Tutoring

Respondents did not assume that peer tutoring would have the same func-
tion in every field. Staff at the University of Malta were generally more confi-
dent about broad applicability, whereas staff at the University of Gdarnsk and
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the University of Split expressed stronger reservations about subject-specif-
ic limits and the reliability of student explanations. These concerns are con-
sistent with the diversity described in Topping's typologies: peer tutoring is
not one method but a family of arrangements whose educational object,
role structure and degree of tutor expertise vary considerably (Topping
1996; 2005).

The relevant question is therefore not whether a discipline is suitable for
peer tutoring in the abstract. It is which aspects of studying can responsibly
be supported by peers. In mathematics or chemistry, students may work on
problem-solving processes, common misconceptions and preparation for
laboratory tasks. In the humanities, they may discuss texts, arguments and
writing. In professional programmes, peers may help interpret cases or pre-
pare for practice, while formal judgement of clinical, legal or safety-critical
performance must remain with qualified staff.

Disciplinary difference also concerns what counts as legitimate knowl-
edge. Some fields organise study around cumulative conceptual mastery;
others tolerate a wider plurality of interpretations. Tutors need to know
when alternative approaches are productive and when a misunderstand-
ing requires correction or referral. High grades alone do not guarantee this
judgement.

Peer tutoring should consequently be designed around identifiable
academic practices rather than generic promises of support. The stronger
unit of design may be a barrier course, transition task, laboratory procedure,
writing practice or threshold concept. This also avoids labelling particular
students as deficient. The programme responds to demanding points in the
curriculum while remaining open to anyone who encounters them.

Disciplinary adaptation should not become a reason to leave each pro-
gramme entirely isolated. Shared preparation in listening, questioning,
boundaries and referral can coexist with local guidance about content, as-
sessment and common difficulties. The balance between common princi-
ples and disciplinary specification is one of the clearest lessons of the com-
parative findings (Attard Tonna et al. 2026: 108-125).
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8.4. Technology as Infrastructure Rather
than an Educational Relation

Technology appeared repeatedly in the survey, but rarely as the central
source of educational value. Respondents mentioned booking systems,
communication platforms, online materials and hybrid access, while also
emphasising that peer tutoring depends upon human contact. At the Uni-
versity of Gdansk in particular, many students were unaware of available
tools or uncertain whether the university possessed adequate technological
support. This points to a problem of visibility and integration as much as to
the absence of software (Attard Tonna et al. 2026: 102-107).

Digital infrastructure can reduce practical barriers. It can help students
find a tutor, arrange meetings, access materials, participate from another
location and remain connected between sessions. Hybrid provision may be
especially important for commuters, disabled students, carers and those in
paid employment. In this sense, technology is part of equity: timing, modal-
ity and accessibility influence who can participate.

Read against the pedagogical argument developed in Part |, the survey
finding is straightforward: technology was expected to remove practical
barriers, not to supply the educational relation itself. Booking data or ses-
sion counts could show use, but respondents’emphasis remained on access
to people, explanations and continuing contact. The implication for Peer-
EDU was therefore one of proportion: digital arrangements should make
matching, scheduling, resources and referral easier without becoming the
programme’s centre of gravity.

8.5. Student Autonomy and Academic
Responsibility

The comparison repeatedly returns to a tension between student auton-

omy and academic responsibility. Students valued a relationship in which

they could ask questions without the distance associated with assessment
authority. Staff supported this possibility but insisted upon selection,
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preparation, supervision and protection against misinformation. The find-
ing concerns where authority should be located, not whether freedom or
control should prevail.

Part | has already distinguished the temporary authority of a peer tutor
from the responsibilities attached to academic teaching. The comparative
data add a practical point: staff willingness to support peer tutoring de-
pended on confidence that this boundary would remain visible within local
courses and disciplines.

Students’ expectations add the other side of the arrangement. Ap-
proachable help was valued precisely because it allowed them to retain
ownership of their work while drawing on another person’s experience. In
the survey, independence and help-seeking were therefore not presented
as simple opposites.

The survey makes the distribution problem visible. Students worried
about the transfer of lecturers’ work, while staff worried that insufficient
oversight could damage quality. Both concerns become credible when in-
stitutions invoke student agency without specifying what teachers, supervi-
sors and services will continue to provide (Attard Tonna et al. 2026: 113-129).

8.6. Informality and the Danger
of Over-Formalisation

The appeal of peer tutoring is closely connected with informality. Students
expected ordinary language, reduced distance, flexibility and a setting in
which questions could be asked without immediate judgement. Respond-
ents at the University of Gdansk warned against poorly designed formal
structures, while those at the University of Split feared that institutionalising
something naturally interpersonal might make it artificial. Respondents at
the University of Malta additionally expressed concern that hierarchy and
competition could enter the peer relation (Attard Tonna et al. 2026: 123-129).

Informality, however, is not the absence of organisation. Unstructured
support usually depends upon friendship networks, free time and confi-
dence in approaching others. It may therefore be most available to students
who already possess social and cultural resources. A programme that relies

223



PART Il
The Peer-EDU Project as an International Inquiry

only on spontaneous goodwill can remain invisible to those who need an
accessible route into support.

The tension established in Chapter 3 therefore reappears here as a de-
sign preference expressed by respondents: make entry, preparation, access
and ethical limits dependable, while leaving the tutoring conversation suf-
ficiently open to remain responsive. Formalisation becomes problematic
when it moves from supporting the encounter to prescribing it.

8.7. Voluntary Engagement, Recognition
and Remuneration

Voluntary participation was widely valued because it preserves agency and
distinguishes tutoring from compulsory remediation. It was also identified
as a major implementation problem. Respondents anticipated difficulty
recruiting enough tutors, sustaining motivation and making participation
feasible alongside study, employment and other responsibilities. Sugges-
tions included ECTS credits, certificates, micro-credentials, remuneration
and formal acknowledgement of staff supervision (Attard Tonna et al. 2026:
104-108, 125-136).

Voluntariness is ethically attractive but socially uneven. Students do
not possess equal amounts of time, financial security or confidence. A pro-
gramme dependent upon unpaid availability may recruit those who are
already well positioned within the university and exclude students whose
participation would require giving up paid work or caring time. The same
applies to tutees: attending repeatedly is easier for some than for others.

Recognition can reduce this inequality, but it also changes the meaning
of participation. ECTS embeds tutoring within study; a certificate adds sym-
bolic value; a micro-credential makes competence portable; remuneration
acknowledges labour materially. None is neutral. Credentials may intensify
competition, while payment may encourage participation without neces-
sarily producing commitment to the educational relation.

The relevance of Zepke’s critique of engagement, discussed in Part |, is
visible in these responses. Student activity can be celebrated while its la-
bour and unequal conditions of participation disappear from view (Zepke
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2017). Peer tutoring becomes vulnerable to this logic when contribution is
praised but poorly supported, or when recognition is designed chiefly to
generate measurable engagement.

A defensible model should combine voluntariness with realistic condi-
tions of participation. Tutors should enter freely, but their preparation, time
and responsibility should not be treated as costless. Recognition should
acknowledge work without making accumulation of credentials the prin-
cipal reason for undertaking it. Transparent compensation or credit may be
especially important when institutions expect sustained and accountable
participation rather than occasional mutual assistance.

Voluntary attendance also complicates evaluation. Participants may dif-
fer from non-participants in motivation, prior achievement, available time
and willingness to seek help. Raw differences in grades or continuation can-
not therefore be attributed directly to tutoring. Access, uptake and frequen-
cy of participation must be studied alongside outcomes rather than treated
as background details.

8.8. Peer Tutoring as Support or as
Delegation of Academic Responsibility

The most consequential tension is whether peer tutoring supplements ac-
ademic education or becomes a means of delegating it. Report 1 explicitly
identifies the danger that responsibility for the educational process may be
transferred to student tutors, weakening contact between academic teach-
ers and students and later provoking excessive control when staff attempt
to recover authority (Jendza et al. 2026: 4-6).

The diagnostic survey shows that this concern was not theoretical. Stu-
dents worried that tutors might be expected to perform lecturers’ work,
while staff questioned competence, misinformation and quality assurance.
Their convergence adds empirical weight to a distinction already estab-
lished in Part I: peer contribution is legitimate only when it adds a different
educational relation rather than compensating silently for missing teaching
or services.
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The practical implication is feedback upwards. When tutors repeatedly
encounter the same ambiguous task, inaccessible procedure or gap in sup-
port, the pattern should become a question for course design or institution-
al provision rather than an additional problem assigned to the tutor.

The same logic applies to emotional demand. Approachability may
expose tutors to loneliness, anxiety or crisis, but the training emphasis on
boundaries is credible only when academic mentors and professional ser-
vices remain reachable.

The empirical test is therefore whether the institution remains available
when difficulty appears. Without that availability, the language of student
empowerment risks concealing a transfer of responsibility that respondents
themselves anticipated.

8.9. What the Findings Reveal
about the Contemporary University

The comparative findings make peer tutoring a diagnostic lens on the con-
temporary university. Respondents wanted relationships that are more
approachable, reciprocal and attentive than those they routinely associate
with formal structures. At the same time, they doubted whether institutions
possessed the time, coordination and trust required to sustain such relation-
ships. The desire for peer tutoring therefore points both to existing student
capacities and to absences within ordinary academic life.

The findings also reveal a university divided between participation and
assurance. Students are invited to become active, autonomous and collab-
orative, while institutions remain responsible for standards, fairness and
continuation. These purposes are not inherently incompatible, but they
are often organised through separate logics. Engagement is encouraged
through projects and credentials; quality is protected through procedures;
wellbeing is assigned to services; knowledge remains attached to courses
and disciplines. Peer tutoring crosses these divisions and consequently ex-
poses them.

Jendza’s account of university cultures is useful here because it resists
imagining the institution as one coherent order. Universities simultaneously
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contain cultures of meeting, development, competition and work (Jendza
2020a). Peer tutoring may strengthen encounter and shared study, but it
may also be absorbed into competition for distinction or become additional
labour within an already intensified institution.

The survey’s emphasis on belonging and inclusion should also be inter-
preted carefully. Peer tutoring may influence mechanisms connected with
continuation: academic mastery, confidence, recognition, navigation and
willingness to seek help. It cannot directly resolve financial insecurity, caring
responsibilities, health problems, discriminatory structures or a mistaken
choice of programme. The evidence supports treating reduced withdrawal
as a hypothesis operating through specified pathways, not as a promised
consequence of peer contact.

Accordingly, the survey supports hypotheses about mechanisms such
as confidence, help-seeking, recognition and belonging rather than claims
about progression or retention. The distinction between mechanisms, prox-
imal changes and distal outcomes becomes an evaluation problem only lat-
er; at this stage it marks the limit of what these diagnostic data can sustain.

What Peer-EDU’s findings ultimately disclose is a search for a university
in which support is neither charity nor outsourced remediation. Students
and staff envisage a practice that recognises students as contributors while
preserving the accountability of teachers and institutions. Their caution is
as significant as their enthusiasm. It shows awareness that relational lan-
guage can be used either to deepen academic community or to transfer
work downwards.

Rather than restating the conceptual tensions of Part I, the comparative
evidence shows where they surface institutionally: in decisions about visi-
bility, disciplinary legitimacy, technological access, recognition, supervision
and the continuing presence of academic staff. The same principles there-
fore require different organisational answers at the University of Gdansk, the
University of Split and the University of Malta.

The study portrays the contemporary university as an institution in which
relationships are present but unevenly distributed and often disconnected
from formal responsibility. Peer tutoring cannot remedy this condition on its
own, although it can make some of its consequences visible.
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CHAPTER9

THE PEER TUTOR ROLE:
COMPELETENCE, IDENTITY
AND RESPONSIBILITY

Part | considered peer tutoring as a pedagogical relation: a form of shared
study organised through questions of knowledge, authority, care, inclusion
and responsibility. Those questions return in Part lll, but in a different reg-
ister. Peer-EDU had to translate them into a role that students could recog-
nise, prepare for and eventually inhabit.

This chapter reconstructs that role from the project rather than pro-
posing an abstract profile of the ideal peer tutor. The evidence comes from
Report 1, the three-university diagnostic study, the student training hand-
book, the post-training evaluation, participant reflections and the report
from the preparation of academic mentors. These materials have different
status. The diagnostic study records expectations and perceived risks; the
handbook documents an intended curriculum; the evaluation captures the
responses of 19 participants after training; the mentor report adds an insti-
tutional perspective; and reflective accounts illuminate how individual stu-
dents interpreted the role. Together, they show what Peer-EDU asked a peer
tutor to become, but not how that role operated over time in sustained tu-
toring practice.

One feature is immediately clear. The project did not define competence
as possession of a set of conversational techniques. Knowing how to para-
phrase, formulate a question or use a model such as GROW was insufficient
without judgement about when such an intervention was appropriate,
what lay beyond the tutor’s responsibility and when another person need-
ed to become involved. The competence structure implicit in Peer-EDU is
reconstructed in Table 9.1.
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Table 9.1. Reconstructed domains of peer tutor competence

Domain

Central practical question

Characteristic limit

Epistemic compe-
tence

Do | understand the matter well
enough to support another
student responsibly?

| do not replace the academic
teacher or certify knowledge

Facilitative compe-
tence

Am | strengthening the tutee’s
capacity to think and act, rather
than taking over?

Facilitation does not prohibit
explanation or correction

Communicative

Am | listening, questioning

Active listening is not counsel-

competence and responding to what this ling or unconditional agree-
student is actually saying? ment

Reflective judge- | Can linterpret an uncertain sit- | Reflection does not remove the

ment uation rather than apply a tool | need for timely action

mechanically?

Ethical compe-

Am | acting honestly, fairly and

Confidentiality cannot be prom-

intercultural com-
petence

tence within agreed expectations? ised without exceptions
Boundary compe- | Can | remain engaged without | Distance should not become
tence becoming a rescuer, therapist | indifference

or substitute friend?
Inclusive and Are my expectations and Adaptation does not mean ste-

communication enabling this
person to participate?

reotyping or lowering academic
expectations

Referral compe-
tence

Do | recognise that another
person or service should now
assume responsibility?

Referral is not abandonment
and should not be vague

Self-management

Can | recognise my own limita-
tions, reactions, workload and
need for supervision?

Commitment does not require
unlimited availability

Source: Authors’ reconstruction based on Jendza et al. (2026), Attard Tonna et al. (2026), Peer-
EDU (2025a), Jendza and Jendza (2026), Godlewska-Werner and Jendza (2026), and Stosik

(2026).

The table should not be mistaken for a validated competence scale. It
is an analytical reconstruction of the role that emerged through Peer-EDU.
Its significance lies in the combination of domains. Subject knowledge
without communicative judgement was considered unsafe; empathy with-
out boundaries could become over-involvement; independence without
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referral competence could leave tutors carrying responsibilities beyond
their position.

The role was therefore defined as much by what tutors needed to refrain
from doing as by what they were expected to do.

9.1. From Answer-Giver to Facilitator

The movement from giving answers towards facilitation became one of the
clearest themes in the project materials.

This issue has already appeared in Part | as a pedagogical question con-
cerning authority and student agency. It returns here because Peer-EDU
translated it into a practical expectation of the tutor role. The handbook'’s
self-evaluation asked participants to notice whether they had guided the
tutee or supplied the answer, who spoke more during the conversation and
whether the other student left with a possible next step. In the post-train-
ing evaluation, participants themselves identified helping another person
arrive at a solution rather than immediately providing one as one of the im-
portant lessons of the programme (Peer-EDU 2025a: 6-7; Jendza and Jendza
2026: 10-13).

This was a significant shift because many plausible recruitment routes
into peer tutoring favour academically successful students. Success can
easily produce an initial role image in which expertise is demonstrated by
explaining quickly and correctly. The project instead asked participants to
notice what their intervention enabled the other student to do.

The term facilitator requires qualification. Biesta’s criticism of the reduc-
tion of teaching to facilitation remains relevant: universities cannot with-
draw academic teachers from responsibility for knowledge, curriculum and
judgement while celebrating student-led learning (Biesta 2012: 35-49).
Peer-EDU used facilitation in a narrower sense. A peer tutor was not being
trained to replace the teacher, but to help another student engage more
productively with a bounded academic difficulty.

This could include asking a question, inviting the student to reconstruct
their reasoning, offering an example, demonstrating a procedure or cor-
recting an error. Facilitation was therefore never intended as a prohibition
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on explanation. The distinction concerned what happened after an inter-
vention: whether support returned the problem to the tutee in a form with
which they could continue working, or made the tutor increasingly indis-
pensable.

Cognitive apprenticeship provides one useful language for this pattern
through modelling, coaching, scaffolding, articulation, reflection and the
gradual fading of support (Collins, Brown and Newman 1989: 453-494). Re-
search on university tutor development similarly suggests movement be-
tween transmitter, facilitator and reflexive-practitioner orientations rather
than a simple replacement of one teaching style by another (Cotronei-Baird
et al. 2023: 1338-1361).

Peer-EDU’s practical formulation was simpler: the tutor should be able to
help without taking possession of the other student’s problem.

9.2. Subject Expertise
and Pedagogical Judgement

If facilitation was one side of the role, credible knowledge was the other.
The diagnostic study showed that inadequate subject knowledge and weak
pedagogical competence were among the most serious perceived risks of
peer tutoring. Students and academic staff across the three universities wor-
ried about confident but inaccurate explanations, incomplete information
and tutors operating beyond what they actually understood (Attard Tonna
et al. 2026: 104-108, 120-129).

Peer-EDU therefore did not construct interpersonal competence as an
alternative to subject knowledge.

At the same time, the diagnostic findings and literature review made
it difficult to equate expertise simply with high grades. Successful perfor-
mance does not necessarily mean that a student can reconstruct their rea-
soning, recognise the source of somebody else’s misunderstanding or ex-
plain a concept without distorting it. Shulman’s distinction between subject
knowledge and pedagogical content knowledge was developed for profes-
sional teachers and cannot simply be transferred to peer tutors, but it helps
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clarify the problem: knowing something and making it intelligible to some-
body else are different achievements (Shulman 1986: 4-14).

Within Peer-EDU, the tutor’s knowledge was understood as bounded
and situated. A tutor might be able to identify a common misconception,
model an approach to a problem, compare possible structures for an essay
or help interpret feedback. None of this required pretending to possess the
disciplinary authority of an academic teacher.

The practical issue was judgement at the limits of knowledge.

One decision concerned whether the tutor understood the matter suffi-
ciently to intervene. The capacity to say | am not certain and then check an
approved source, consult a mentor or direct the student towards the rele-
vant academic teacher was part of competence rather than evidence of its
failure.

A second concerned the type of difficulty. Repeating subject content is
of little value if the actual problem lies in interpreting an assignment, under-
standing an academic convention or recognising where reasoning changed
direction.

A third concerned authority. Contested marking, formal assessment
decisions, accommodations and questions requiring specialist disciplinary
judgement could not be resolved through the peer role.

Report 1 similarly cautioned against uncontrolled introduction of new
material and emphasised preparation, role clarity and access to more au-
thoritative expertise (Jendza et al. 2026). Peer-EDU thus located epistemic
competence not in knowing everything, but in knowing what one knows,
how securely one knows it and what to do when one does not.

9.3. Active Listening and Relational
Attentiveness

Active listening occupied a particularly visible position in Peer-EDU. It was
the highest-rated content area in the post-training evaluation, and partici-
pants repeatedly identified it among the most useful elements of the pro-
gramme. The handbook’s observation materials included paraphrasing,
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clarification, summarising, non-verbal attentiveness, emotional acknowl-
edgement and the balance between engagement and over-involvement
(Peer-EDU 2025a: 5-9; Jendza and Jendza 2026: 5-13).

Listening has already been discussed in Chapter 3 in relation to dialogue
and care. It returns here because Peer-EDU made it an observable dimen-
sion of tutor performance.

The project’s use of active listening was not primarily therapeutic. Its
immediate function was epistemic: before responding, the tutor needed
to establish what problem the tutee was actually presenting. Rogers and
Farson’s classical account is relevant insofar as it stresses entering another
person’s frame of reference rather than preparing a response while the other
is speaking (Rogers and Farson 1957).

The programme also introduced Schulz von Thun'’s four-sides model as
a heuristic. Participants were invited to notice that an utterance may con-
tain factual information, self-revelation, a relational message and an appeal
(Schulz von Thun 1981). The purpose was not to diagnose hidden meanings
but to generate interpretations that could then be checked.

Thus a statement such as | cannot do statistics could be approached in
several ways. It might concern a particular procedure, previous failure, anxi-
ety, notation or uncertainty about how to begin. Listening allowed the tutor
to postpone deciding which interpretation was correct.

Paraphrasing served the same purpose only when provisional: Have
| understood correctly that...? Mechanical repetition would merely turn an
intended relational skill into performance.

Participants also practised remaining with silence rather than imme-
diately filling it. Yet the handbook did not present silence, paraphrase or
emotional acknowledgement as universally appropriate techniques. Acces-
sibility, language and individual preference could alter what attentive com-
munication required.

Stosik’s later reflection is especially useful because it shows how one
participant interpreted this element beyond the immediate exercise. She
describes becoming more conscious of interruption, distraction, clarifica-
tion and allowing another person to finish speaking. Listening ceased to be
merely something one does in tutoring and became, in her account, a more
general form of attention (Stosik 2026).
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This is one situated reflection rather than evidence of programme-wide
transformation. It nevertheless helps show why Peer-EDU treated communi-
cation as part of role formation rather than as a preliminary soft skill.

9.4. Asking Questions Rather than
Providing Solutions

Questioning was another central component of the role constructed
through Peer-EDU. The handbook distinguished different purposes of ques-
tions, introduced a four-level Question Ladder: clarifying, exploring, reflect-
ing and planning, and devoted substantial attention to the Question Fun-
nel. Participants practised beginning with a relatively open account of the
situation, identifying what required closer attention and eventually moving
towards possible action (Peer-EDU 2025a: 11-16).

The theoretical significance of dialogue and questioning has already
been established earlier in the book. Here the issue is narrower: what kind
of questioning repertoire did the project give novice tutors, and what limits
accompanied it?

The Question Funnel used in the programme belongs to a wider family
of educational questioning sequences rather than to one canonical model.
Research on educational questioning emphasises formulation, sequencing,
wait time and what the teacher or tutor does with the response (Tofade,
Elsner and Haines 2013).

An important complication concerns terminology. In research on class-
room discourse, funnelling can describe a pattern in which increasingly
narrow questions lead a learner towards a conclusion already held by the
teacher, whereas focusing questions preserve the learner’s reasoning as
something to be explored (Wood 1998: 167-178; Alic et al. 2022: 224-233).

This distinction is particularly relevant to what Peer-EDU was attempting
to achieve. A question may look participatory while functioning as a dis-
guised answer. The Question Funnel was therefore most consistent with the
project’s role conception when narrowing helped reveal the problem rather
than manoeuvring the tutee towards the tutor’s predetermined conclusion.
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The handbook did not forbid closed questions or direct explanation.
Both could be appropriate. The tutor might ask the student to reconstruct
reasoning, observe an attempted solution, offer a short explanation and
then return the next step to them. The programme’s preference for ques-
tions was thus a default orientation towards preserving intellectual activity,
not an injunction to answer every request with another question.

This distinction later became visible in participant feedback. The Ques-
tion Funnel was among the practical tools respondents valued particularly
highly, but the wider evaluation also warned against allowing the number
of models to become burdensome (Jendza and Jendza 2026: 5-16). The
competence at stake was therefore not correct reproduction of a sequence,
but the ability to decide when questioning helped and when it did not.

9.5. Feedback, Feedforward,
Motivation and Goal-Setting

The Peer-EDU handbook offered participants a relatively rich conversational
repertoire. Alongside questioning and active listening, it included feedback
and feedforward, FUKO, GROW, GOLD and goal-setting. Chapter 10 will re-
turn to where these elements appeared in the programme architecture. The
concern here is what their inclusion tells us about the tutor role the project
was constructing.

Feedback and Feedforward

Peer-EDU treated feedback less as a verdict delivered by a knowledgeable
tutor than as information that should support subsequent action. The hand-
book distinguished attention to what had already happened from feedfor-
ward: consideration of what might be attempted next (Peer-EDU 2025a:
8-10, 38-40).

This orientation is consistent with research that conceptualises feed-
back as a process in which students interpret information, develop judge-
ment and act upon what they receive rather than merely collect comments
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(Hattie and Timperley 2007: 86-90; Boud and Molloy 2013: 698-712; Carless
and Boud 2018: 1315-1325).

The distinction did not require abandoning retrospective feedback.
Without understanding why an earlier attempt succeeded or failed, a fu-
ture-oriented suggestion can remain superficial. The intended movement
was from event, through interpretation, towards a possible next step.

FUKO

The training also used the FUKO mnemonic: Facts, Feelings, Consequences
and Expectations, with U deriving from the Polish uczucia. FUKO should not
be presented as an independently validated scientific model with a clear-
ly identifiable canonical origin. In Peer-EDU it functioned as a practitioner
structure for separating observable conduct from personal judgement and
making future expectations explicit.

Its relevance to the tutor role was therefore practical. Feedback was ex-
pected to concern work or conduct rather than pronounce upon personality.

GROW

GROW, standing for Goal, Reality, Options and Will or Way Forward, provided
a structure for moving from a defined concern towards action. The model
became widely known through Whitmore's Coaching for Performance and
remains prominent in coaching literature (Whitmore 1992; Passmore and
Sinclair 2020: 113-118).

Peer-EDU did not, however, transform peer tutoring into coaching.
GROW was useful where the student possessed meaningful choices: plan-
ning work, considering study strategies, deciding how to respond to feed-
back or preparing to approach an academic teacher.

Its limits were equally important. A lack of disciplinary knowledge, a for-
mal assessment decision, the need for accommodation or psychological cri-
sis cannot be resolved through better goal clarification.
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GOLD

GOLD served a different temporal function: Goal, Outcome, Learning and
Differently. Used in Polish coaching literature and associated, among others,
with Rzycka (2010), it supported retrospective consideration of a completed
action or difficult event.

Within Peer-EDU, the contrast between GROW and GOLD helped partic-
ipants distinguish prospective planning from retrospective reflection. Nei-
ther was intended as a mandatory script.

Goal-Setting and Motivation

The programme also used goal-setting to help turn a diffuse difficulty
into an action that could reasonably be attempted. Research on goal-set-
ting supports the value of specificity and feedback, provided goals remain
meaningful and realistically controllable (Locke and Latham 2002: 705-717).

For the peer tutor, this meant distinguishing outcomes that a student
could not directly command, such as receiving a particular grade, from ac-
tions more immediately open to them, such as practising a defined task or
seeking clarification about assessment criteria.

The project did not define motivation as something a sufficiently enthu-
siastic tutor could insert into an unwilling student. The usefulness of goals
depended upon whether the task was intelligible, alternatives existed and
the problem lay within the range of what the student could influence.

Participants valued the practical models, particularly GROW and the
Question Funnel. Some nevertheless experienced the density of tools as
excessive (Jendza and Jendza 2026: 5-16). This feedback is important for re-
constructing competence. Peer-EDU did not need tutors who could display
the largest toolkit. It needed students increasingly able to select, modify or
abandon a structure in response to the situation before them.
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9.6. Building Trust while Acknowledging
Asymmetry

The relationship between equality and asymmetry was developed concep-
tually in Chapter 3. It returns here because the Peer-EDU data show that it
was also a concrete problem of role credibility.

Respondents expected peer tutoring to be more approachable than
some encounters with academic authority, yet they also expressed concerns
about competence, dominance, competition and misinformation (Attard
Tonna et al. 2026: 97-129). Being a peer did not automatically produce trust.

The role designed through Peer-EDU therefore required tutors to make
themselves reliable through conduct: preparation, punctuality, discreet
handling of information, willingness to admit uncertainty and restraint in
using the role to display superiority.

Selection and certification inevitably introduce some asymmetry. A tu-
tor is institutionally designated as somebody expected to possess useful
knowledge or experience. Concealing this difference under the language
of peer equality would make the authority attached to the role less visible
rather than less real.

A simple initial agreement was one way of making the relation intelligi-
ble. Purpose, timing, preparation, confidentiality, role limits and the possi-
bility of ending or renegotiating the arrangement could be made explicit.

Colvin’s work is helpful in understanding why such clarity matters. Peer
tutors may move between displaying authority in order to appear credible
and minimising it in order to preserve acceptance among classmates (Colvin
2007: 165-181). Peer-EDU did not resolve this by pretending that tutor and
tutee occupied identical positions. It asked tutors to exercise a bounded
asymmetry: relevant knowledge and responsibility within a particular en-
counter without transforming that difference into a general hierarchy.

Trust in this sense depended partly upon predictable limits. The tutee
should know both that information will not become informal gossip and
that absolute secrecy cannot be promised in circumstances where safety or
formal obligations require another response.
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9.7. Ethics, Confidentiality and Academic
Integrity

Ethics entered the Peer-EDU programme as practice rather than as a dec-
laration appended to it. Participants were asked to formulate principles
concerning confidentiality, fairness, patience and academic boundaries,
and then encounter scenarios in which those principles became difficult to
apply. The cases included secrecy, personal disclosure, interpersonal attrac-
tion, aggression, intoxication and requests exceeding legitimate academic
support (Peer-EDU 2025a: 3-5, 28-36).

Several ethical questions have already appeared earlier in the book. They
return here because the handbook made them part of the competence ex-
pected from the tutor.

Confidentiality was one such requirement. Information disclosed in tu-
toring should not circulate informally among friends or become conversa-
tional material outside the programme. Consultation with a mentor should
use only what is necessary to understand the case.

At the same time, confidentiality could not be absolute. Immediate safe-
ty concerns, safeguarding duties, serious harassment and other institution-
ally defined circumstances may require disclosure. A credible programme
therefore needs tutors to understand the limits of confidentiality before
a difficult case occurs.

Academic integrity creates a second boundary. Collaboration can be-
come collusion when the tutor writes assessed work, supplies restricted
answers, substantially alters a submission or otherwise performs intellec-
tual labour for which the tutee will receive credit. Explanation, discussion
of criteria, questions about an argument and permitted feedback on drafts
belong to a different category.

The International Center for Academic Integrity’s values of honesty,
trust, fairness, respect, responsibility and courage offer a useful orientation
(International Center for Academic Integrity 2021). In the Peer-EDU context,
honesty includes admitting uncertainty; fairness includes not providing
privileged prohibited assistance; respect protects the tutee’s authorship;

242



CHAPTER 9
The Peer Tutor Role: Competence, Identity and Responsibility

and courage may require refusing a request that would be easier to satisfy
than to decline.

Potential conflicts also arise from existing peer relations. Friends, com-
petitors, partners or students connected through other forms of influence
may not be neutral matches. Such relationships do not automatically make
tutoring impossible, but they need to be recognised rather than treated as
irrelevant.

The project did not assume that a code could resolve every case. This
is precisely why ethical competence was connected with consultation and
supervision.

9.8. Boundaries, Emotional Involvement
and Tutor Self-Management

Boundaries appeared repeatedly in the handbook, participant evaluation
and mentor preparation. They therefore deserve attention here even though
care and role limits have already been considered conceptually in Chapter 3.

The reason for returning to them is empirical: participants themselves
identified boundaries as an area in which training had not yet produced
complete readiness.

The handbook deliberately placed students before situations in which
ordinary academic assistance became entangled with distress, aggression,
attraction, disability disclosure, demands for secrecy or intoxication (Peer-
EDU 2025a: 5-8, 28-36). The pedagogical purpose was not to make students
capable of resolving such cases independently. It was to help them recog-
nise the point at which the nature of the situation changed.

Emotional involvement was not treated as something that could simply
be removed from tutoring. Tutors may experience concern, frustration, anx-
iety, pride or the wish to be needed. Their own history may be activated by
a tutee’s account. Such reactions can inform attention, but they may also
distort decisions.

Peer-EDU therefore linked boundary competence with self-manage-
ment. Tutors needed to notice not only what was happening to the tutee
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but also what the situation was producing in themselves: an impulse to res-
cue, reluctance to correct, fear of disappointing somebody or willingness to
remain available beyond sustainable limits.

Practical boundaries also concerned time, place and communication.
A tutoring programme needs intelligible expectations concerning sched-
uling, communication channels, responses outside agreed hours, repeated
cancellations and the duration or termination of the relationship.

Huyton’s analysis of emotional labour in personalised university support
is relevant here because it shows that emotionally demanding encounters
cannot be treated simply as consequences of individual temperament (Huy-
ton 2009). If institutions create roles likely to encounter disclosure and dis-
tress, they also acquire responsibility for structures of support.

This concern was clearly reflected in the Peer-EDU evaluation. Partici-
pants asked for more practice involving difficult tutees, emotional distress
and boundary violations. Remarks that tutors should not‘get too emotional’
and that they ‘don’t know everything’indicate a developing but unfinished
understanding of the role (Jendza and Jendza 2026: 10-16).

The mentor training provides the institutional counterpart. Academic
mentors participating in the University of Gdarsk workshop described the
need for continuing supervision and rapid consultation, described as a‘safe-
ty net’when student tutors encountered situations they could not responsi-
bly carry alone (Godlewska-Werner and Jendza 2026).

Within Peer-EDU, boundaries therefore became evidence not of reduced
commitment but of a more credible form of it.

9.9. Diversity, Accessibility
and Intercultural Sensitivity

Inclusion was treated in Chapter 3 as part of the pedagogy of peer tutoring.
In Part lll the question becomes more concrete: what did Peer-EDU ask pro-
spective tutors to notice and modify in their own conduct?

The international character of the programme made this particularly vis-
ible. articipants from the three partner universities could use shared terms
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such as tutor, feedback, boundary or informality while attaching somewhat
different expectations to them. Respondents valued mixed-university prac-
tice partly because it exposed their own assumptions to other interpreta-
tions (Jendza and Jendza 2026: 10-15).

Deardorff's model of intercultural competence is useful here in linking
respect, openness and curiosity with interpretive capacity and adaptation
rather than treating intercultural competence as possession of information
about national groups (Deardorff 2006: 241-266).

For Peer-EDU, this translated into a relatively modest requirement: tutors
should not assume that their own way of speaking, studying or displaying
confidence constituted the natural baseline for another student.

Possible adjustments included slowing the conversation, writing key
terminology, varying explanation, allowing additional processing time or
changing modality. Yet tutors were not authorised to determine formal ac-
commodations or create private alternatives to institutional entitlements.

The handbook’s dyslexia scenario made this boundary particularly con-
crete. A student was reluctant to disclose dyslexia because of fear of being
perceived as unintelligent. The tutor could neither diagnose nor compel dis-
closure, and could not promise to compensate personally for inaccessible
arrangements. The task was to respond without judgement, preserve the
student’s agency and keep appropriate institutional routes visible (Peer-
EDU 2025a: 28-36).

The scenario also illustrates why inclusion cannot depend entirely upon
disclosure. Clear communication, reasonable pacing and more than one
way of engaging with material can benefit students without requiring them
to reveal private information.

Inclusive competence in Peer-EDU was therefore not an expectation that
tutors personally overcome every barrier. It combined adaptation of one’s
own conduct with recognition of the point at which access becomes an in-
stitutional question.
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9.10. Knowing When and Where
to Refer a Student

Referral brings together several strands of the role: knowledge, ethics,
boundaries, inclusion and self-management. For this reason, although the
need for referral has appeared repeatedly in earlier chapters, it requires
a separate place here. Peer-EDU treated knowing when to stop being the
person who helps as a competence in its own right.

Referral could become necessary for different reasons. An academic
question might exceed the tutor’s disciplinary authority. A student might
need counselling, accessibility provision, welfare or financial support. A situ-
ation could involve harassment, safety or academic misconduct. A recurring
difficulty might originate in curriculum or assessment rather than in the stu-
dent’s study strategy.

The handbook therefore asked prospective tutors whether they un-
derstood the limits of their role and knew when another service or person
should become involved. Its scenarios required participants to distinguish
emotional acknowledgement from counselling and academic assistance
from a situation requiring formal intervention (Peer-EDU 2025a: 28-39).

Peer-EDU also implied a distinction between referral as judgement and
referral as dismissal. Saying you should talk to someone without identifying
whom or how transfers uncertainty back to the student. A more responsible
process includes acknowledging the issue, explaining the limit of the tutor’s
role, identifying a concrete route and, where appropriate and consent per-
mits, helping the student make the transition.

Except where immediate safety or legal obligations override consent,
the tutee should remain involved in what happens next. Referral should not
transform assistance into ownership of somebody else’s case.

The international structure of Peer-EDU made another point unavoid-
able: referral competence cannot be taught entirely through a common
handbook. Operational knowledge is local. Tutors need current routes to ac-
ademic teachers or coordinators, mentors, academic-writing or library sup-
port, language provision, accessibility services, counselling, student welfare,
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academic-integrity or ombuds structures and emergency contacts. Those
arrangements differ among the three partner universities.

The post-training evaluation indicates that this infrastructure had not
yet become fully clear to participants. They asked how tutees would be al-
located, whom they should contact when problems arose, how to respond
to mental-health crises and whether an academic would be available for
consultation. Requests for shadowing, mentor contact and clearer proce-
dures show that the ability to refer depends partly upon what the institution
makes possible (Jendza and Jendza 2026: 12-16).

The mentor report extends this chain of responsibility. Academic men-
tors envisaged themselves as sources of consultation and case reflection, yet
also requested supervision and support for their own role (Godlewska-Wer-
ner and Jendza 2026). Responsibility did not end simply because a problem
had been passed one level upwards.

This may be one of the most significant features of the role construct-
ed through Peer-EDU. The competent tutor was not imagined as the stu-
dent capable of managing the greatest number of problems independent-
ly. Competence included recognising when continuing to help personally
would be less responsible than involving somebody else.

The project therefore produced a role with deliberate limits. The peer
tutor was to be knowledgeable but not omniscient; facilitative but not pas-
sive; attentive without becoming a counsellor; capable of adaptation with-
out assuming institutional authority; and sufficiently self-aware to seek su-
pervision.

Training could make such a role imaginable and provide an initial rep-
ertoire for inhabiting it. The Peer-EDU evidence does not show how these
competences developed through sustained tutoring practice, because that
stage was not implemented. What it does show is how the project translat-
ed broad pedagogical commitments into a more concrete expectation of
student responsibility.

The next chapter turns from the role itself to the programme designed
to begin that preparation: how the Peer-EDU team converted diagnostic
findings, literature and project principles into the curriculum delivered to
prospective peer tutors.



CHAPTER 10

DESIGNING THE PEER-EDU
TRAINING PROGRAMME

The preceding chapter reconstructed the expectations attached to the
Peer-EDU tutor. The present chapter follows the next step: how those expec-
tations were turned into a curriculum for students preparing to take on the
role. The programme was devised within the consortium rather than adopt-
ed from a commercial package. Colleagues from all three partner universi-
ties contributed to its development, while the University of Gdansk team led
the pedagogical design and coordination.

Three kinds of material allow that design to be reconstructed. The hand-
book sets out the curriculum as intended; project records document the
online preparation and the intensive course that were organised; and the
questionnaire completed after the training records how 19 respondents
evaluated what they had taken part in. These sources do not permit a min-
ute-by-minute reconstruction of every delivered activity. The analysis there-
fore stays with elements that can be securely documented across the avail-
able materials (Peer-EDU 2025a; Jendza and Jendza 2026).

The task of this chapter is consequently documentary and developmen-
tal. It asks how findings generated earlier in the project became choices
about sequence, exercises, practice and reflection, before Chapter 11 turns
to participants’ evaluation of the programme.

10.1. From Diagnostic Findings
to Curriculum Decisions

Design work began after the literature review and the three-university di-
agnosis had identified recurring uncertainties surrounding a prospective
tutor role. Respondents raised concerns about limited familiarity with peer

248



CHAPTER 10
Designing the Peer-EDU Training Programme

tutoring, inadequate preparation, unreliable explanations, communication
difficulties, unclear limits, motivation and the availability of institutional
backing (Attard Tonna et al. 2026: 97-129).

The curriculum did not convert each concern into a separate teaching
unit. Instead, the project team used them as design pressures affecting the
arrangement as a whole. Questions of role clarity appeared before skills
practice; communication was taught through demonstration and enact-
ment; uncertainty about expertise was linked with consultation; and diffi-
cult interpersonal situations were placed inside scenarios rather than left as
abstract warnings. The relationship between diagnostic concerns and cur-

riculum choices is summarised in Table 10.1.

Table 10.1. How diagnostic concerns informed curriculum choices

Issue emerging from the diagnostic
study

Design response within the student
programme

Different levels of prior familiarity with peer
tutoring

Pre-course preparation and an early collec-
tive examination of the role

Uncertainty about the boundary between
peer support and academic teaching

Explicit work on responsibilities, limits and
how tutor, tutee and mentor responsibilities
connect

Tendency towards advice-giving and com-
munication difficulties

Demonstration, listening practice, structured
questioning and work in triads

Risk of inaccurate or overconfident expla-
nation

Exercises requiring recognition of uncertain-
ty, role limits and routes for consultation

Low confidence and difficulties sustaining
action

Questions oriented towards possibilities and
small, feasible next moves

Emotionally demanding situations and
uncertainty about referral

Complex scenarios, self-review and discus-
sion of local sources of further support

Source: Authors’ reconstruction from Attard Tonna et al. (2026: 97-129) and Peer-EDU (2025a).
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10.2. What the Programme Was Intended
to Prepare Students For

Chapter 9 reconstructed nine interrelated domains of competence. The
training did not present these as a checklist to be mastered one by one.
For programme purposes, they were condensed into four immediate ob-
jectives: making the new role intelligible; helping students support another
person without appropriating the task; developing a repertoire for attentive
conversation; and enabling participants to recognise situations requiring
further thought, consultation or transfer to another form of support.

The intended endpoint was therefore preliminary preparedness, not
professional mastery. Participants were expected to leave with a workable
understanding of the role, experience of conducting and observing tutor-
ing conversations, familiarity with selected conversational resources, and
a basis for reviewing their own conduct. The handbook’s self-review sheets
made those expectations concrete, although they were not constructed as
a validated assessment instrument (Peer-EDU 2025a: 6-10, 38-40).

The evaluation offers a useful check on the modesty of this ambition.
Of the 19 respondents, seven chose the option indicating full preparedness
to start tutoring, nine placed themselves in the intermediate category, and
three indicated that they were not ready yet (Jendza and Jendza 2026: 7).
The course could therefore initiate the role without closing the process of
preparation.

10.3. Preparation before the Meeting
in Gdansk

Work began before participants travelled to the international course. The
opening online module was designed to reduce differences in prior famil-
iarity and to give the trainers some insight into the expectations students
were bringing with them.
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Participants completed a short exploratory questionnaire, viewed pro-
ject videos, read material distinguishing tutoring from mentoring, and con-
sidered possible benefits, risks, forms of recognition and the place of subject
knowledge in the proposed role (Peer-EDU 2025a: 1-2).

They were also given considerable freedom in how they represented
their initial reflections. The handbook allowed a written journal, audio or
video recording, poster, artwork, poem, script, role play or presentation,
and invited students to respond to material produced by others. The online
stage therefore performed two functions at once: it introduced the project
vocabulary and began interaction among members of a cohort who had
not yet met in person.

The exploratory questionnaire was used formatively. It helped trainers
identify recurrent interests in feedback, motivation, trust, difficult cases and
the practical organisation of future tutoring. Because the dataset was not
analysed as a matched baseline, it should not be retrospectively presented
as a pre-test.

10.4. The Four-Day International Face-
to-Face Course

In December 2025, the University of Gdansk hosted the intensive compo-
nent. Forty-six students participated: 30 from the University of Gdansk, eight
from the University of Split and eight from the University of Malta. Teaching
was carried out by an international team, with pedagogical coordination re-
maining with the University of Gdansk group (University of Gdarsk 2025).
Over four days, students moved from defining the new role and dis-
cussing ethical limits to communication practice, conversational structures,
work with discouragement and increasingly demanding situations. Short
inputs were followed by demonstration, enactment in small groups, obser-
vation, peer response and reconsideration. Theory was used chiefly to give
participants language for actions they could then try, observe and revise.
The distinction between appreciation of the course and appraisal of
its organisation is visible in the questionnaire. Overall usefulness received
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a mean score of 4.63 out of 5, whereas programme structure received 4.46.
Written comments help explain the gap: respondents valued what was of-
fered but repeatedly described the timetable as compressed and asked for
more protected time in which to practise (Jendza and Jendza 2026:5, 10-15).

10.5. Making Communication Observable

The largest practical strand concerned conversation itself. Trainers demon-
strated selected behaviours before students worked in triads, alternating
among tutoring, receiving support and observing. The cases included over-
load, defensive responses, declining confidence and disclosures that moved
beyond the immediate academic issue (Peer-EDU 2025a: 5-10).

Rather than reopening the theoretical discussion of listening developed
in Chapter 9, the course treated communication as something that could
be seen, tried and commented upon. Paraphrase, clarification, attention to
non-verbal cues and a short activity drawing on Schulz von Thun gave ob-
servers a vocabulary for describing what occurred during an exchange.

This was the content area rated most highly, with a mean of 4.74. Open
comments indicate that demonstration followed by experimentation was
especially useful: students could watch one possible response, attempt an-
other, and then compare how the interaction changed (Jendza and Jendza
2026:5,11-12).

10.6. Conversational Structures
as Temporary Supports

The programme also supplied novice tutors with a repertoire of structures
for situations in which spontaneous helping might otherwise turn into pre-
mature advice or lose direction. The materials included the Question Ladder,
Question Funnel, GROW, GOLD, FUKO, Stop-Start-Continue, feedback and
feedforward. Chapter 9 examined the conceptual provenance and limits of
these devices; the present concern is how they were used in training.
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Participants first encountered the structures through explanation or
demonstration and then tried them in brief exchanges. The handbook did
not require literal adherence to a fixed sequence. The Question Funnel could
widen again when narrowing proved unhelpful, while GROW and GOLD
were positioned around different moments in a conversation: one more
prospective, the other retrospective (Peer-EDU 2025a: 11-24, 38-40).

Structured devices and rehearsal activities were rated together at 4.68.
Respondents referred particularly often to GROW and the Question Funnel,
but some also felt that too many frameworks had been introduced (Jendza
and Jendza 2026: 5, 10-11).

This is an important design finding. A subsequent edition would gain
less from enlarging the toolkit than from allowing a smaller number of
structures to become familiar through use in changing circumstances. The
issue emerging from the evaluation was not shortage of techniques but in-
sufficient time to make them one’s own.

10.7. Working with Discouragement
without Psychologising the Problem

A further module focused on situations in which students described difficul-
ty in fixed or discouraging terms. Cases concerned unsuccessful assessment,
anxiety about public speaking, conflict within a group, language study and
overload. Prospective tutors practised helping the student separate the im-
mediate situation from a global judgement about ability and identify an at-
tainable next move (Peer-EDU 2025a: 24-28).

The programme drew here on growth-mindset language, but did not
treat effort as a universal remedy. Dweck and Yeager’s later account is rele-
vant here for its emphasis on context and its caution against turning mind-
set into generic encouragement (Dweck and Yeager 2019).

Within the curriculum, the practical boundary was comparatively clear.
Reframing a difficulty might be useful where the student retained meaning-
ful room for action. It could not remove inaccessible teaching, disability-re-
lated barriers, financial difficulty or emotional crisis.
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This part of the course thus enlarged the tutor’s conversational reper-
toire without inviting students to recode structural or personal circumstanc-
es as problems of insufficient motivation.

10.8. Learning through Role Rotation
and Observation

Role play provided the principal mode of rehearsal. Students did not remain
in one position. They repeatedly alternated between offering support, re-
ceiving it and watching another pair work. Each standpoint exposed a dif-
ferent dimension of the event: the pressure of having to respond, the expe-
rience of being addressed as a tutee, and the analytical distance available to
an observer.

Observation sheets directed attention towards speaking time, forms of
questioning, listening, emotional presence, rapport, limits and the direction
established at the end of the conversation (Peer-EDU 2025a: 5-10, 15-24).
Broad expectations could thus be discussed through concrete moments
rather than through general declarations about good tutoring.

Role play, mini-scenarios and trainer demonstrations were among the
elements most often praised in the evaluation. The same respondents also
requested harder cases and additional rehearsal time (Jendza and Jendza
2026: 10-16).

The implication is more precise than simply ‘more role play' Repetition
becomes educational when the problem changes. A revised sequence could
begin with relatively legible situations and gradually introduce ambiguity,
competing demands and cases in which no single technique supplies an
obvious response.

10.9. Reflection Built into the Course
Reflection was not reserved for the final questionnaire. Entry activities,

paired discussion, observer notes, self-review, peer comment and closing
written work created several occasions on which participants could revisit

254



CHAPTER 10
Designing the Peer-EDU Training Programme

an earlier attempt and decide what to alter in the next one. Feedback was
tied to observable conduct and was commonly directed towards one feasi-
ble adjustment rather than a general judgement of performance (Peer-EDU
2025a: 5-10, 38-40).

This arrangement gave students repeated opportunities to compare
their initial image of tutoring with what became visible during enactment.
The post-course questionnaire added another layer by asking about confi-
dence, preparedness, useful experiences and areas in which further support
was still needed.

Those responses pointed consistently towards matters that the course
could only begin to address: difficult boundary situations, locally specific
referral routes and the move from simulation to work with an actual tutee.
In the programme logic, reflection therefore required continuation through
later consultation, observation and discussion of cases rather than closure
on the final training day.

This is also an important limit of the curriculum as documented. The
programme created repeated occasions for reflection within preparation.
It cannot tell us how such reflection would have changed once students
encountered sustained tutoring practice, because that subsequent project
stage did not take place.

10.10. Using an International Cohort
as Part of the Design

The multinational composition of the cohort was not incidental to delivery.
Students were deliberately placed with colleagues from another university
and asked to compare understandings of tutoring, authority, feedback, pro-
fessionalism and support. Institutional difference thus entered the training
as material for examination.

International collaboration received a mean rating of 4.67. Respondents
valued mixed groups and the possibility of testing their assumptions against
students educated in other university settings. On the item concerning the
climate of the course, 18 respondents selected the most positive option and
one selected the adjacent category (Jendza and Jendza 2026: 6-7, 14-15).
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These figures describe the short training event, not a continuing interna-
tional community. Participants’ requests for later meetings, opportunities to
observe others and access to consultation show that the relationships cre-
ated during four days would require other structures if they were to persist.

What distinguished the Peer-EDU programme was therefore not any sin-
gle model or exercise. It was the way project evidence, international co-de-
sign and repeated rehearsal were brought into one curriculum. Forty-six
students from three universities were given a common entry into a newly
specified role, but the evaluation simultaneously exposed the provisional
character of that preparation.

Several directions for revision were already visible: relieve the com-
pressed timetable; devote more space to ambiguous cases; reduce the ac-
cumulation of conversational frameworks; and connect the course more
explicitly with local arrangements for mentoring, consultation and referral.

Chapter 11 changes the evidential perspective. Rather than asking how
the curriculum was constructed, it examines more closely how the students
who completed the evaluation described the course, what they valued,
where they remained uncertain and how far they believed themselves pre-
pared for what was supposed to follow.



CHAPTER 11

EXPERIENCING THE
PROGRAMME: VALUL,
READINESS

AND UNRESOLVED NEEDS

Chapter 10 reconstructed the curriculum that participants encountered in
Peer-EDU. The perspective now changes. Rather than describing what the
programme contained, this chapter examines what became visible when
participants were asked to evaluate it immediately afterwards.

The evidence is deliberately narrow. It tells us how 19 respondents as-
sessed the course, which experiences they considered particularly useful,
how they described their confidence and readiness, and what they believed
was still missing before they could begin tutoring. It cannot tell us whether
the training subsequently changed tutoring practice or produced benefits
for tutees. Indeed, the planned pilot did not take place, so the evaluation re-
mains evidence about preparation as experienced at the end of the course,
not about enactment of the tutor role.

Read in this way, the evaluation is more interesting than a satisfaction
exercise. Its strongest finding is not simply that participants liked the pro-
gramme. It is the coexistence of high appreciation with considerable cau-
tion about beginning the role independently. The respondents left more
confident, but many also left with a sharper awareness of what they did not
yet know.
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11.1. What Kind of Evidence Does
the Evaluation Provide?

The anonymous evaluation was completed by nineteen of the forty-six
trainees: eight participants from the University of Gdansk, seven from the
University of Malta and four from the University of Split. The response set
therefore represents fewer than half of the training cohort and should not
be treated as a complete account of participants’ experience.

The instrument combined four forms of evidence. Participants rated
twelve dimensions of the programme on five-point scales; categorical ques-
tions addressed confidence, preparedness, the theory-practice balance
and the perceived climate of the course; open questions asked what had
been especially valuable or less useful, what participants believed they had
learned, what further preparation they needed and how the programme
might be changed; and institutional affiliation permitted limited descriptive
comparison.

Quantitative items were summarised using arithmetic means and cate-
gorical counts, while open responses were organised thematically. Because
participation was anonymous, individual responses could not be linked
with the preparatory questionnaire or with later behaviour. There was no
observed performance assessment and no follow-up after participants re-
turned to their universities (Jendza and Jendza 2026: 4-5). The scope and
evidential limits of the evaluation are summarised in Table 11.1.

Table 11.1. Scope of the post-training evaluation

Element Description

Respondents 19 students: University of Gdansk n = 8; University of Malta n =7;
University of Splitn=4

Training cohort | 46 students

Instrument Anonymous post-training questionnaire combining 1-5 ratings,
categorical questions and open responses

Quantitative Arithmetic means for 12 five-point dimensions; counts for categor-

analysis ical indicators
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Element Description
Qualitative Thematic grouping of comments concerning value, limitations,
analysis learning and further support

Principal eviden- | Immediate self-report without a matched baseline, behavioural

tial limit assessment or follow-up into tutoring practice

Source: Authors’ synthesis based on Jendza and Jendza (2026: 4-5).

This evidential status is important for everything that follows. A score
of 4.7 tells us that respondents evaluated an aspect of training very posi-
tively. It does not establish that the corresponding competence had been
acquired.

11.2. A Strongly Positive Evaluation
with a Pattern inside It

The numerical results were consistently favourable. The programme as
a whole received a mean of 4.66 out of 5, and its usefulness in preparing
participants for the tutor role was rated at 4.63. The structure and flow of the
course received 4.46.

The highest score, 4.84, concerned trainer preparation and facilitation.
Communication received 4.74, while both conversational tools and practical
exercises were rated at 4.68. International collaboration reached 4.67, and
understanding of the peer tutor role and responsibilities 4.65.

The lowest means were still positive: ethical boundaries and profes-
sionalism received 4.42, as did logistics and organisation. Understanding
boundaries and limits was rated at 4.47. The full set of mean ratings is pre-
sented in Table 11.2.

Table 11.2. Participants’ quantitative assessment of the programme

Dimension Mean (1-5)
Overall rating 4.66
Useful for preparing for the tutor role 4.63
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Dimension Mean (1-5)
Well structured: modules, sessions and flow 4.46
Role and responsibilities of a peer tutor 4.65
Communication skills 4.74
Ethical boundaries and professionalism 442
Conversational tools 4.68
Understanding boundaries and limits 447
Practical exercises 4.68
Trainers’ preparation and facilitation 4.84
International group collaboration 4.67
Logistics and organisation 4.42

Source: Jendza and Jendza (2026: 5-7).

The differences are small and should not be exaggerated. Yet the config-
uration is suggestive when read alongside the open responses. Participants
rated most highly what they could experience directly during the course:
the trainers, communication, practical work and usable conversational re-
sources. More uncertainty appeared around matters that extend beyond
a training room: difficult boundaries, institutional arrangements and the
practical conditions under which tutoring would begin.

Institutional subgroup means add little certainty. With only four re-
spondents from the University of Split and similarly small groups from the
University of Gdansk and the University of Malta, differences between uni-
versities cannot support claims about comparative satisfaction or prepared-
ness. At most, they indicate questions worth investigating later (Jendza and
Jendza 2026: 5-9).

11.3. What Participants Valued in Practice

Chapter 10 described role rotation, demonstrations and scenario work
as central elements of the curriculum. The evaluation allows a different
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question to be asked: which of these experiences remained salient when
participants looked back on the course?

Communication was the highest-rated substantive area, at 4.74, while
practical exercises reached 4.68. Open responses repeatedly returned to lis-
tening, questioning, interaction with the tutee and the opportunity to prac-
tise rather than only hear how tutoring ought to be conducted.

Role play was particularly prominent. Participants valued changing po-
sitions between tutor, tutee and observer because the same conversation
appeared differently depending on where one stood within it. Several com-
ments suggested that simulation was the moment when an initially abstract
role became concrete when participants could see “how it really looks”
(Jendza and Jendza 2026: 10-14).

The social climate of the course was evaluated almost unanimously pos-
itively. Eighteen respondents answered that the environment had been in-
clusive and supportive; one chose “Mostly”. Comments referred to feeling
accepted, understood and able to participate without being judged, includ-
ing within an international group working in English.

These responses tell us something specific about the training environ-
ment. They do not demonstrate that prospective tutors would reproduce
the same quality of interaction later. They show that participants experi-
enced the course itself as a place in which experimentation and imperfect
performance were possible without excessive interpersonal risk.

11.4. What Participants Wanted Less
of and More of

The open responses are particularly useful because they complicate the uni-
formly high numerical ratings.

Three groups of activities were mentioned repeatedly as especially val-
uable: role plays and mini-scenarios; practical conversational structures,
above all the Question Funnel and GROW; and cases that gave a more con-
crete sense of what another student might bring into tutoring, including the
dyslexia scenario and situations involving emotional difficulty.
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Criticism was directed less towards the relevance of topics than towards
repetition and allocation of time. Some early poster activities were consid-
ered too general. Repeated production of ethical rules could feel redundant
when different groups arrived at similar formulations. One respondent con-
sidered the amount of role play excessive, whereas several others wanted
substantially more time for practice.

These comments need not be reconciled into a single preference. They
indicate that repetition was valued when it produced another encounter
with complexity, and disliked when it merely reproduced an introducto-
ry task.

The design implication is therefore not simply to increase or decrease
the quantity of practice. A stronger sequence would reduce repeated defi-
nitional exercises and allow rehearsal to become progressively less predict-
able. Participants did not appear to be asking for more of the same; they
wanted situations in which earlier learning had to be used under different
conditions (Jendza and Jendza 2026: 10-11).

11.5. A Changed Vocabulary for Helping

Chapter 9 reconstructed the facilitative orientation embedded in the Peer-
EDU role. Its significance here is different. The evaluation shows that partic-
ipants themselves began using this orientation when describing what they
believed they had learned.

Several responses contrasted solving somebody else’s problem with
helping that person work towards their own response. One participant
described the tutor’s task as bringing tutees “to a solution that they get to
themselves” (Jendza and Jendza 2026: 11-12).

The importance of this statement should not be overstated. It does not
demonstrate competent facilitation in practice. It does show that the crite-
rion by which some respondents judged helpfulness had shifted. A rapid
answer was no longer necessarily the clearest sign of successful tutoring.

A second group of comments concerned expertise. The observation that
“tutors don’t know everything” may sound elementary, but in the context
of role formation it marks an important limit. Another response envisaged
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tutor and tutee sometimes finding out something together rather than re-
quiring the tutor to perform certainty.

What changed, on the available evidence, was therefore primarily the
language through which participants interpreted the role. Whether that in-
terpretation would have remained intact when confronted with pressure for
direct answers, repeated dependence or subject-matter uncertainty cannot
be established from this survey.

11.6. More Confident,
but Not Necessarily Ready

The relationship between confidence and readiness is the most revealing
quantitative result in the evaluation.

Seven respondents reported feeling much more confident after the
course, nine more confident, and three selected a neutral response. Nobody
reported becoming less confident.

Asked whether they were ready to tutor, however, only seven selected
Yes. Nine answered Mostly, and three Not yet. Confidence, readiness and
participants’ experience of the training environment are summarised in Ta-
ble 11.3.

Table 11.3. Confidence, readiness and experience of the training environment

Indicator Distribution
Change in confidence Much more confident: 7; More confident: 9;
Neutral: 3
Readiness to tutor Yes: 7; Mostly: 9; Not yet: 3
Theory-practice balance Balanced: 17; Too much practice: 1; Too much
theory: 1
Inclusive and supportive environment | Yes: 18; Mostly: 1

Source: Jendza and Jendza (2026: 7).

These two distributions should not be collapsed. Confidence refers to
how participants perceived themselves after the course relative to before
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it. Readiness asks whether they believed they could now assume a concrete
responsibility. The programme appears to have strengthened the former
more consistently than it secured the latter.

That divergence may itself be educationally significant. Greater familiari-
ty with tutoring may have made its difficulties more visible. A participant can
leave training feeling considerably more capable while also understanding
more clearly why independent practice requires information, experience
and access to others.

There are obvious limits to this interpretation. Both measures are immedi-
ate self-reports. A supportive training atmosphere may increase confidence,
while anticipation of a real tutoring encounter may reduce willingness to
claim readiness. Without observation or follow-up, neither interpretation
can be tested.

The safest conclusion is therefore precise: sixteen of nineteen respond-
ents reported increased confidence, while twelve did not describe them-
selves as fully ready to begin tutoring (Jendza and Jendza 2026: 7).

That gap is more informative than either score viewed separately.

11.7. Where Readiness Became Uncertain

When participants were asked what further preparation they required, they
rarely requested additional introductory theory. Their concerns clustered
around situations in which several demands might arise simultaneously.

They asked about resistant or difficult tutees, repeated boundary cross-
ing, severe emotional distress and possible mental-health crisis. The compar-
atively lower ratings for ethical boundaries and professionalism (4.42) and
understanding limits (4.47) are consistent with these qualitative responses.

One participant asked what should happen when a trusted tutee wanted
to talk about a“mental breakdown". The difficulty expressed here is practical
rather than definitional. Participants had already encountered the principle
that a peer tutor is not a therapist. What remained uncertain was what to
say and do in the moment between recognising distress and connecting
a person with appropriate assistance.
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The category of the ‘difficult tutee’ also requires unpacking. The phrase
may refer to disagreement, anxiety, hostility, non-preparation, dependency,
unrealistic expectations or requests that conflict with academic integrity.
These situations place different demands on the tutor and cannot sensibly
be addressed through one generic response.

Participants’uncertainty is therefore not simply a deficit in training. It sig-
nals an awareness that general principles become difficult when they have
to be enacted in an ambiguous situation. What respondents requested was
practice in judgement, alongside confidence that responsibility would not
end with them (Jendza and Jendza 2026: 12-13).

11.8. Wanting to See Practice
before Entering It

Another recurrent request concerned examples that felt closer to actual
tutoring. Participants proposed observing experienced tutors, watching
demonstrations, seeing recordings or working with more demanding cases.

Their requests add something important to the high rating given to
trainer facilitation. Demonstrations had already helped make conduct vis-
ible. What participants now wanted was exposure to situations in which
competent action was less smooth: a conversation that changed direction,
a response that did not work, uncertainty about what to say next or a case
that eventually required consultation.

Authenticity should nevertheless be handled cautiously. Video record-
ings of actual tutoring encounters raise substantial questions of confidenti-
ality and consent, particularly where students disclose difficulty or person-
al circumstances. Reconstructed cases, composite scenarios and explicitly
consented demonstrations may provide a safer and pedagogically richer
alternative because critical moments can be stopped, reconsidered and re-
played.

The request for modelling should therefore not be answered by present-
ing an exemplary tutor whose performance appears effortless. Novices may
learn more from seeing an experienced person hesitate, revise an interpre-
tation or acknowledge that a problem exceeds the limits of the encounter.
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11.9. The Missing Bridge between Training
and Practice

The evaluation becomes particularly revealing when participants describe
what they wanted to happen next. Their requests included speaking with
a mentor before beginning, shadowing somebody with experience, having
an academic available for consultation and receiving further opportunities
to practise. One respondent captured the unresolved difficulty simply as the
“anxiety of starting” (Jendza and Jendza 2026: 12-16).

These requests change the question. The issue is no longer what another
module should contain, but how a trained student enters a role carrying real
responsibility.

A possible sequence can be inferred from the responses: training fol-
lowed by observation or shadowing; an early encounter undertaken with
additional support where feasible; prompt discussion afterwards; and con-
tinuing access to a mentor as independent activity increases.

This sequence was not implemented across Peer-EDU and should not be
described as a project outcome. It is a design implication generated by the
evaluation.

It also clarifies what participants meant when they hesitated to call
themselves ready. Their requests were not simply demands for additional
information. They concerned proximity to people who could help them in-
terpret their first experiences.

Chapter 12 takes up precisely this unfinished part of the project by exa-
mining the preparation of academic mentors.

11.10. What the International Course
Could Not Supply

A separate group of comments concerned the organisation of tutoring at
participants’ home universities. Students asked how tutees would be re-
cruited and matched, where meetings would occur, who should be con-
tacted when problems emerged and what procedures would govern the
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programme. One respondent referred to these questions as the “techni-
cal stuff”.

Their apparently administrative character is misleading. A tutor can-
not act upon a boundary, refer appropriately or even begin an agreed re-
lationship when the institutional arrangements behind those actions are
unknown.

The international course could establish a shared conception of the role
and provide common preparation. It could not determine every local answer
for three different universities. Before tutoring begins, participants need in-
stitution-specific information concerning recruitment and matching, com-
munication and scheduling, expected patterns of contact, confidentiality
and records, academic-integrity procedures, referral and emergency routes,
named programme contacts, complaints or rematching, withdrawal and ac-
cessible meeting arrangements.

This exposes a boundary of curriculum design. Some forms of prepar-
edness cannot be produced inside a course because they depend upon ar-
rangements that have to exist around it.

The respondents therefore identified not only gaps in their own readi-
ness but incompleteness in the infrastructure into which they were expect-
ed to move (Jendza and Jendza 2026: 12-16).

11.11. What Should Change

in a Future Edition?

Taken together, the evaluation points towards refinement rather than
wholesale redesign. Participants did not reject the architecture document-
ed in Chapter 10. Their responses indicate where time and emphasis should
move.

Introductory and repetitive activities could be compressed so that
a greater proportion of the programme is devoted to rehearsal. Prac-
tice should then become progressively more demanding: from relatively
straightforward academic conversations towards ambiguity, resistance,
boundary problems, academic-integrity dilemmas and situations requiring
referral.
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The number of conversational frameworks also deserves restraint.
GROW and the Question Funnel were particularly well received, yet some re-
spondents experienced the overall repertoire as dense. Future programmes
would probably benefit from returning to a smaller number of structures
across several different cases rather than continually introducing additional
models.

Demonstration should remain important, but expert modelling can be
made less polished and more analytically useful. Participants need to see
not only what competent intervention looks like when it succeeds, but how
a tutor notices that an initial response was inadequate, changes direction or
seeks assistance.

Local orientation needs to precede any move into actual tutoring. A par-
ticipant should not finish preparation without knowing who coordinates
the programme, how a match begins, whom to contact, where the relevant
referral routes lead and what happens when either participant wants the
relationship to change or end.

Finally, the evaluation itself requires development. An immediate anon-
ymous questionnaire is valuable for understanding participant experience,
but a future programme could combine it with matched pre- and post-train-
ing measures, observation of simulated performance, follow-up after early
tutoring encounters, mentor perspectives and, where ethically appropriate,
accounts from tutees. None of these measures alone would establish causal
effectiveness, but together they would make it possible to examine whether
the role understanding and confidence reported after training travelled into
practice.

The evaluation therefore leaves Peer-EDU with a more interesting conclu-
sion than a claim of successful training. Respondents rated the programme
very highly, particularly its trainers, communication work, practical exercises
and conversational resources. Sixteen of nineteen felt more confident than
before. Yet twelve stopped short of declaring themselves fully ready to tutor,
and their open responses repeatedly pointed towards authentic practice,
local procedures, mentoring and access to consultation.

The programme seems to have done something educationally valuable
precisely because it did not leave every participant feeling that four days
of intensive face-to-face training had made them fully prepared. Increased
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confidence was accompanied by a more differentiated perception of re-
sponsibility.

That is where the evidence from the student training ends. The next
question is institutional: who supports a tutor once a simulated problem
becomes a real one? Chapter 12 turns to the academic mentors prepared
within Peer-EDU and to the support architecture the project began to con-
struct around the student role.



CHAPTER 12

SUPPORTING THOSE
WHO SUPPORT OTHERS

Chapter 11 ended with a problem generated by the student training itself.
Participants had completed an intensive programme, generally felt more
confident, yet repeatedly asked what would happen when simulation gave
way to responsibility: whom they could consult, whether they could ob-
serve an experienced tutor, and who would be available when a situation
exceeded what they had practised.

Peer-EDU addressed one part of this problem through a second prepa-
ration pathway, this time for academic staff. Separate eight-hour workshops
were delivered at the three partner universities in February and March
2026, involving fifty-one academic teachers in total. The workshops used
a common set of materials developed within Peer-EDU. At the University of
Gdansk, the workshop was held on 13 February 2026 and involved sixteen
active, certified academic tutors from different faculties. It was delivered
by Dorota Godlewska-Werner and Dorota Jendza and focused on the role
of those expected to accompany future peer tutors: ethical and organisa-
tional responsibilities, developmental communication, case consultation
and routes towards other forms of institutional support. Cases, simulations,
changing participant positions and moderated discussion formed its prin-
cipal working methods (Godlewska-Werner and Jendza 2026; University of
Gdansk Peer-EDU Team 2026).

This chapter draws primarily on the detailed evidence available from
the University of Gdansk workshop, while also considering findings from
the University of Split teacher training programme reported by Mihaljevi¢
and Mari¢ (2026). The distinction in evidential status is crucial. The mentor
preparation pathway was designed and delivered across the three partner
universities, but the supervision system for peer tutors was not subsequent-
ly tested in authentic tutoring practice because the planned pilot did not
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take place. Accordingly, the chapter can report how academic staff were
prepared, what participants considered important and what organisation-
al arrangements emerged from the available training evidence. Where it
moves from these materials towards a future supervision model, that move-
ment is explicitly prospective.

12.1. Preparing Academic Mentors:
A Second Peer-EDU Pathway

The project documentation uses the expression peer tutor trainers. Yet the
February workshop at the University of Gdansk assigned these academics
a wider prospective function than the term trainer suggests. Initial instruc-
tion was only one part of the envisaged role. Participants were also expect-
ed to become people to whom a tutor could return with uncertainty, dif-
ficult experience or a question that could not be resolved within the peer
relationship.

The University of Gdansk workshop began by making this role itself an
object of inquiry. Participants discussed what mentoring meant to them,
what responsibilities belonged on either side of such a relationship, how
success might be recognised and where ethical difficulties could arise. They
then developed a code of ethics and compared mentoring with tutoring,
coaching and teaching (University of Gdarisk Peer-EDU Team 2026).

This starting point matters because the programme did not assume that
experienced academic tutors would automatically understand the new po-
sition. Their existing tutoring competence was a resource, but supporting
a student who in turn supports another student creates a different arrange-
ment.

The University of Gdansk training report identifies four functions that
participants associated with their prospective role. They envisaged them-
selves as:

- available sources of consultation and, where appropriate, disciplinary
expertise;

- partners in the interpretation of difficult experience;

- advocates capable of making peer tutoring intelligible within faculties;
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« contributors to institutional arrangements, including standards, referral
routes and evaluation.
Importantly, they explicitly distanced themselves from the position of con-
troller (Godlewska-Werner and Jendza 2026).
The February workshop therefore produced not merely another group
of trainers but an emerging description of what might sit institutionally be-
tween a trained student tutor and the wider university.

12.2. What Kind of Support
Did the Mentor Role Require?

Several earlier chapters have already established that student responsibility
in Peer-EDU was intended to remain bounded. There is no need to repeat
that argument here. The mentor programme adds something more specific:
it shows how academic participants understood the support they would be
expected to provide.

Their descriptions concentrated on consultation rather than continuous
oversight. The mentor should be available when interpretation was needed,
help the tutor distinguish among possible responses and connect an issue
with appropriate academic or institutional expertise. In ordinary cases, the
object of discussion would be the tutor’s handling of the situation rather
than an attempt to manage the tutee indirectly.

One item in the workshop self-assessment captured this orientation par-
ticularly well by asking whether the mentor had taken responsibility for the
process rather than supplying the solution (University of Gdansk Peer-EDU
Team 2026). This mirrors an element already present in the student pro-
gramme, but at another level: the prospective tutor was asked not to solve
everything for the tutee; the mentor, in turn, was not expected to solve
every difficulty for the tutor.

The workshop participants nevertheless did not envisage supervision
as purely non-directive. Some situations require more decisive academic or
institutional action. A doubtful disciplinary explanation may need checking
against an authoritative source. Assessment questions may have to return to
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the course teacher. Safety, serious misconduct or formal entitlements may
require established procedures rather than further reflective conversation.
What emerged was therefore a variable rather than uniform relationship:
greater space for tutor judgement in ordinary cases, and greater institutional
direction where authority, safety or formal responsibility becomes decisive.

12.3. From a Difficult Case
to an Institutional Route

One of the most concrete outputs of the mentor preparation was a decision
pathway for situations in which a peer tutor brings a problem to an academ-
ic mentor.

Participants constructed a decision pathway beginning with the tutor’s
account of a difficulty. The cases were grouped into four broad areas: edu-
cational and assessment matters; formal or administrative questions; rela-
tional and boundary problems; and wellbeing or safety concerns. A separate
“STOP—safety” point required participants to consider whether health or
life could be endangered. Possible responses were differentiated as infor-
mation, support or intervention (University of Gdansk Peer-EDU Team 2026).
The three levels of consultation are summarised in Table 12.1.

Table 12.1. Levels of consultation developed from the mentor workshop

Level Typical situation Primary response
Routine con- | Uncertainty about a conversa- | Discuss the case with the mentor
sultation tion, explanation, dependence | and identify an appropriate next

or an ordinary difficulty within | move
the tutoring role

Specialist The matter belongs to an Identify a specific route and facili-
referral authorised academic, adminis- | tate transition where appropriate
trative, accessibility, welfare or
counselling service
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Level Typical situation Primary response
Urgent esca- Immediate danger, serious Activate local emergency or safe-
lation harassment or violence, guarding procedures and ensure
intoxication, or possible risk of | that the tutor is not left to manage
self-harm the situation alone

Source: Authors’ synthesis based on the University of Gdansk Peer-EDU mentor programme
(2026).

The distinction prevented two opposite errors. Not every uncomfortable
encounter had to become a formal case, but neither could every problem
remain inside a reflective tutor-mentor conversation.

The local dimension was equally important. Participants were asked to
identify actual institutional routes rather than learn an international list of
generic services. A useful answer to Whom do | contact now? has to contain
names, functions and procedures that exist in the university where the sit-
uation occurs.

The workshop could test the intelligibility of this logic through cases. It
could not test how quickly, reliably or consistently those routes would op-
erate in practice.

12.4. Three Functions of Supervision

To interpret the mentor role more systematically, Proctor’s distinction be-
tween formative, normative and restorative functions provides a useful
vocabulary (Proctor 1987). The model originates outside peer tutoring and
should not be imported as though academic mentoring were a form of clini-
cal supervision. Nevertheless, the three functions correspond closely to con-
cerns articulated during the workshop in Gdansk. Their application to peer
tutor supervision in Peer-EDU is summarised in Table 12.2.
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Table 12.2. Three functions of peer tutor supervision

Function Meaning within Peer-EDU What the function should
not become
Formative | Helping tutors develop judgement, Repeating the initial training

communication and the capacity to learn | course indefinitely
from experience

Normative |Keeping ethical, academic and institu- Continuous surveillance of
tional requirements visible routine tutoring decisions

Restorative | Giving tutors somewhere to process un- | Informal therapy or unlimited
certainty and demanding encounters emotional availability

Source: Authors’ adaptation of Proctor (1987) in relation to the University of Gdarisk Peer-EDU
mentor programme.

The value of this distinction is analytical. The same consultation can per-
form more than one function. A tutor describing a troubling interaction may
need help reconsidering what happened, clarification of a procedural obli-
gation and recognition that the encounter was emotionally difficult.

This is also where the mentor programme extends the student cur-
riculum rather than merely repeating it. The student course prepared par-
ticipants to notice limits; the mentor course explored what the university
might place on the other side of those limits.

12.5. Case Work as the Core Method
of Mentor Preparation

The February programme relied heavily on cases. They concerned a tutor
uncertain about an academic answer, illness affecting performance, depres-
sion and possible danger, concealed dyslexia, harmful gossip, interperson-
al attraction, aggressive behaviour and intoxication. Participants changed
roles during the exercises and used an observation tool oriented towards
the process rather than towards rating the person involved (University of
Gdansk Peer-EDU Team 2026).
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Several of these situations had already appeared in the student hand-
book. Reappearance here was deliberate rather than redundant. The posi-
tion from which the case was examined had changed.

A student tutor encountering the dyslexia scenario had to consider how
to respond within the limits of the peer role. An academic mentor faced
a different question: how to help the tutor interpret that response, what in-
stitutional knowledge was required and whether somebody else now need-
ed to become involved.

Case discussion thus moved the same difficulty one level outward.

Schon’s distinction between reflection-in-action and reflection-on-ac-
tion remains useful, but need not be redeveloped here (Schon 1983). In the
mentor programme, case work created time for the second movement: re-
constructing what had happened, noticing what may have been overlooked
and considering alternatives before another encounter occurred.

Huyton'’s analysis of significant student disclosure similarly helps explain
why this matters institutionally (Huyton 2009). Emotionally demanding con-
tact does not cease to have organisational consequences because it hap-
pens privately. Peer-EDU’s mentor pathway recognised that student tutors
should have somewhere to bring such experiences rather than privately
absorb them.

12.6. Where the Student and Mentor
Pathways Meet

The requests recorded after the student course and the priorities emerging
from the mentor workshop form two sides of the same unfinished transition.

Students asked for opportunities to observe others, speak with a mentor
before beginning, obtain advice after difficult situations and know whom to
contact locally (Jendza and Jendza 2026: 12-16). The academic participants,
working separately, envisaged consultation, case discussion and readily
available collegial assistance as central parts of their future contribution
(Godlewska-Werner and Jendza 2026).
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This convergence is more informative than repeating the general propo-
sition that supervision is necessary. It indicates that both groups anticipated
a gap between course completion and independent tutoring.

One possible bridge would include observation or shadowing, discus-
sion before an initial encounter, rapid debriefing afterwards and continu-
ing access to consultation as the tutor acquires experience. Cognitive ap-
prenticeship offers a useful rationale for such gradual participation through
modelling, coaching and the progressive reduction of support (Collins,
Brown and Newman 1989).

Peer-EDU did not implement this sequence. Shadowing and supported
first encounters therefore belong to the project’s derived design implica-
tions, not to its documented practice.

The ethical constraints are also substantial. Observation of an authentic
tutoring relationship requires informed consent, must not disadvantage the
tutee and may be inappropriate where sensitive material is likely to arise.
Reconstructed or composite cases can sometimes provide a more defensi-
ble intermediate step.

12.7. Beyond the Individual Mentor

The original version of this chapter described a future community of prac-
tice for tutors at some length. The concept has already been developed
earlier in the book and does not need another theoretical exposition here.
What the mentor data add is simpler and more concrete.

Participants wanted access not only to tutors whom they would super-
vise but also to other academics performing a similar role. They anticipated
situations in which the mentor would also be uncertain and requested op-
portunities for consultation, including rapid collegial advice in unusual or
conflictual cases (Godlewska-Werner and Jendza 2026).

This matters because a supervision system organised as a chain

tutee - tutor > mentor
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would merely relocate the endpoint of responsibility. Difficulties do not
become straightforward simply because they reach an academic member
of staff.

A more sustainable arrangement would therefore need horizontal as
well as vertical relations: tutors able to compare cases with peers, mentors
able to consult one another, and coordinators able to recognise difficulties
recurring across several relationships.

Wenger's work remains relevant to such continuity (Wenger 1998), but
the important point for Peer-EDU is empirical and organisational. Repeat-
ed case discussion could allow isolated encounters to become collective
knowledge about the programme. If several tutors encounter the same in-
comprehensible assessment instruction or inaccessible procedure, the pat-
tern should become visible beyond the individual dyad.

The support structure would then do more than protect tutors. It
could become one route through which tutoring experience informs the
university.

12.8. The Work of Mentoring Has
Material Conditions

The diagnostic study had already shown that academic staff associated pro-
spective peer tutoring provision with questions of workload, time, funding
and recognition (Attard Tonna et al. 2026: 104-129). The mentor pathway
makes those concerns more concrete.

Being available to tutors involves more than attending the initial work-
shop. It may require responding to queries, discussing cases, maintaining
knowledge of referral routes, coordinating with services and contributing
to programme review. A supervision system that recognises these duties
only symbolically risks functioning irregularly precisely when tutors need
dependable access to it.

The need to recognise the work of academic supervisors has already ap-
peared earlier in the manuscript and does not require another general de-
fence here. The practical implication of the mentor programme is narrower:
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a named mentor is useful only if the institution also creates the conditions
under which that person can actually be available.

Those conditions could include workload allocation, a formally specified
mentoring function, professional-development recognition and resources
for coordination. The precise arrangement may differ among institutions.

What cannot reasonably differ is the assumption that recurring supervi-
sion can be sustained indefinitely through private goodwiill.

12.9. Shared Principles and Institutional
Adaptation

The academic mentor / peer tutor trainer programme was delivered sep-
arately at all three partner universities, using common project materials
within different institutional contexts. This cross-university delivery makes
it possible to distinguish between elements that could be shared and those
that required local interpretation.

The available evidence is institution-specific: Godlewska-Werner and
Jendza (2026) provide detailed post-training feedback from the University
of Gdansk group, while Mihaljevi¢ and Mari¢ (2026) report findings from the
teacher training programme at the University of Split.

Some elements appear relatively transferable, while others require local
reconstruction.

Potentially shared elements include:

. differentiation among tutor, mentor and academic teacher roles;

« consultation through cases rather than constant prescription;

« the formative, normative and restorative dimensions of support;

- attention to boundaries and proportional escalation;

« routes through which uncertainty can move beyond the individual tutor.
Local elements include:

« institutional terminology;

- named services and contacts;

- safeguarding and emergency procedures;

« legal and data-protection requirements;
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- workload and recognition arrangements;
« relations between central structures and faculties.
This distinction is consistent with the institutional comparison developed in
Chapter 5. Adaptation is not a weaker version of faithful implementation. It
is necessary when organisational responsibility is located differently.
Research on cascaded professional development also warns that suc-
cessive transfer can simplify complex material when new facilitators receive
content without sufficient participation, feedback or continuing connection
(Iftikhar et al. 2022). Any future expansion of the programme through a wid-
er training cascade would require more than access to slides or a handbook.
Participation in the programme, co-facilitation and subsequent collegial
exchange would provide a stronger route towards local ownership.

12.10. What the Mentor Programme Added
to Peer-EDU

The mentor pathway changed the architecture of Peer-EDU in an important
way. After the student programme, the emerging peer tutor role could still
be imagined primarily as a set of capacities located within individual stu-
dents. Preparing academic mentors made another layer visible: the capacity
of the university to receive uncertainty back from those students.

The project produced concrete elements of such an arrangement.
Across the three partner universities, academic teachers completed dedicat-
ed eight-hour workshops based on common Peer-EDU materials. The work-
shops addressed the prospective mentor role, ethical and organisational
responsibilities, difficult situations and routes for consultation and referral.

The detailed evidence from the University of Gdansk workshop shows
how these issues were worked through by the sixteen participating academ-
ic tutors. They developed a decision logic for different kinds of problems
and articulated a future role centred on consultation rather than control.
They also identified their own need for collegial assistance (Godlewska-
Werner and Jendza 2026). The University of Split training similarly brought
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questions of role definition, terminology and the institutional distribution of
responsibility into view (Mihaljevi¢ and Mari¢ 2026).

What Peer-EDU did not establish is equally clear. The project did not
observe mentors supporting peer tutors across sustained tutoring rela-
tionships; it did not test response times, supervisor workload, shadowing,
case-meeting routines or the durability of the proposed escalation system.
Those questions remain open because the pilot stage was not implemented.

The appropriate conclusion is therefore neither that Peer-EDU estab-
lished a functioning supervision model nor that it merely formulated an
aspiration. It did something intermediate and more specific: it designed
and rehearsed the academic side of a support relationship that future im-
plementation would need to activate and test.

That distinction also prepares the transition into Part IV. Up to this point,
Part lll has followed preparation from the student role, through the curric-
ulum and its evaluation, to the academics expected to accompany future
practice. The remaining question is no longer principally how individuals
should be trained. It is what kind of institutional arrangement would be re-
quired for these separate elements to function together over time.
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CHAPTER 13

BUILDING A SUSTAINABLE
PEER TUTORING ECOLOGY

Part Ill followed Peer-EDU from the construction of the student tutor role
through the training programme and its evaluation to the preparation of
academic mentors. By that point, one limitation of a training-centred ac-
count had become difficult to ignore. Even well-prepared participants can-
not make a programme dependable if matching is improvised, supervisors
have no recognised time, referral routes are uncertain, suitable spaces are
unavailable or the role has little institutional legitimacy. The focus now
moves from the preparation of people to the arrangement in which their
work would have to take place.

The term ecology names this interdependence. It does not imply a har-
monious institutional organism. Barnett’s ecological university is useful
precisely because it directs attention to relations among educational, or-
ganisational and social environments rather than to an initiative treated
as a self-contained service (Barnett 2018). In universities, however, these
environments are marked by unequal authority, competition for resources,
disciplinary difference and conflicting purposes. A peer tutoring ecology is
therefore a configuration of roles, time, labour, spaces, recognition, technol-
ogies and routes of responsibility whose elements can support one another
or work at cross-purposes.

The chapter maps those conditions rather than supplying the staged
roadmap that follows in Chapter 14. It draws on the three-university diag-
nostic study, Report 1, the student and mentor programmes, the post-train-
ing evaluation and the institutional questions generated during Peer-EDU.
Earlier chapters have already developed the pedagogical arguments con-
cerning authority, care, inclusion, responsibility and the tutor role; they
are not rehearsed here. They return only where an institution has to trans-
late them into an organisational decision (Jendza et al. 2026; Attard Tonna
et al. 2026).
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One evidential boundary remains in force throughout. The planned
peer tutoring pilot was not implemented. Peer-EDU can therefore support
propositions about programme design, preparation and prospective insti-
tutional arrangements, but not claims about how matching, supervision or
sustained tutoring functioned in practice, nor about effects on studying,
progression, retention or wellbeing. The task of this chapter is to make the
proposed ecology explicit enough to be tested.

13.1. Starting with a Clear Educational
Purpose

Earlier chapters argued that peer tutoring should be judged educationally
rather than by the mere presence of peer interaction or the promise of an in-
stitutional outcome. At the implementation stage, that argument becomes
a boundary-setting device. Before recruitment, training or platform design
begins, the university has to specify what kind of studying the programme
is intended to make possible and where its remit ends.

The literature provides no reason to expect a common effect from the
label peer tutoring. Programmes differ in role distance, group size, direc-
tionality, curricular location, voluntariness and the degree of institutional
organisation (Topping 1996, 2005; Boud, Cohen and Sampson 2001). Pos-
itive findings similarly belong to particular arrangements: defined popula-
tions, trained tutors, specified relationships to curriculum, sufficient contact
and continuing coordination (Arco-Tirado, Ferndndez-Martin and Fernan-
dez-Balboa 2011; Arco-Tirado, Fernandez-Martin and Hervas-Torres 2020;
Dawson et al. 2014). Reviews also show substantial variation in design, out-
come definition and research quality (Burgess, McGregor and Mellis 2014;
Stigmar 2016).

Peer-EDU respondents associated the prospective programme with ac-
cessible explanation, disciplinary understanding, greater confidence in ap-
proaching difficult work, integration and navigation of university life. They
also anticipated misinformation, uncertainty about the place of academic
teachers and the possibility that students might carry responsibilities for
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which they were neither prepared nor authorised (Attard Tonna et al. 2026:
108-129). These findings support a bounded purpose: peer tutoring should
add an approachable form of academically oriented support to teaching
and existing services, not become a general solution to whatever difficulty
a student brings.

Biesta's question of educational purpose remains relevant here because
operational decisions are never neutral (Biesta 2010). A programme organ-
ised around first-year disciplinary study will recruit, prepare and match dif-
ferently from one aimed at transition, academic writing or reciprocal lan-
guage practice. A concise purpose statement might therefore identify four
elements: the matter to be studied, the group for whom access is being
organised, the contribution expected from tutors and the responsibilities
that remain elsewhere. Such precision also prevents distal ambitions from
colonising the encounter. Retention, for example, may become a later re-
search question, but it should not determine what counts as a worthwhile
tutoring conversation.

The public dimension developed earlier in the book has an institutional
consequence at this point. If the programme is to make knowledge and ac-
ademic practices more available for common study, it cannot be organised
principally as a remedial service for students already classified as deficient
(Masschelein and Simons 2018). Purpose shapes not only what tutors do,
but also who can enter without being marked by entry itself.

13.2. Readiness as a Configuration,
Not a Score

Chapter 6 distinguished several dimensions of readiness. Their significance
for implementation lies in the fact that they do not mature together. A uni-
versity may have enthusiastic students but no coordinator, experienced ac-
ademic tutors but no shared peer tutor role, accessible digital systems but
uncertain referral procedures, or strong central endorsement with little dis-
ciplinary ownership. Treating these conditions as a single score would con-
ceal precisely the asymmetries that matter in practice (Ross and Cameron
2007; Widoro, Situmorang and Chaeruman 2024).
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The University of Split case illustrates this particularly well. Mihaljevi¢
and Mari¢ describe teacher preparation as a setting in which terminology,
existing roles and the distribution of responsibility become visible. Their
conference contribution identifies the need to distinguish mentored stu-
dents, student mentors and teacher mentors; allocate responsibility across
cohort, programme and institutional levels; and develop common arrange-
ments without erasing disciplinary autonomy or roles such as student dem-
onstrators (Mihaljevi¢ and Maric¢ 2026: 14). The source is a conference-based
case formulation rather than a full empirical study, but it shows why prepar-
ing a programme can itself diagnose the institution.

The comparative findings point to different starting questions rath-
er than three levels of readiness. Respondents at the University of Gdansk
drew attention to visibility and technological provision; respondents at the
University of Split made legitimacy, terminology and the location of re-
sponsibility particularly salient; respondents at the University of Malta fore-
grounded hierarchy, competition and workload (Attard Tonna et al. 2026:
97-129). Chapter 5 examined these differences as institutional ecologies.
Here their practical implication is that the same design decision can solve
one problem and create another. Formal recognition may strengthen legiti-
macy while intensifying hierarchy; decentralisation may protect disciplinary
fit while weakening continuity.

Document review, stakeholder discussion and case-based mapping
are therefore more useful than a declaration that the institution is ‘ready’
Workshops can test whether apparently clear arrangements survive contact
with a concrete situation. A severe disclosure may reveal that an emergency
route is out of date. A course-linked proposal may expose conflicting as-
sumptions between the central coordinator and programme leader. Discus-
sion of existing demonstrator or mentoring roles may show duplication that
an organisational chart had not made visible.

Readiness is developmental, but not every gap can safely be left for later.
Institutions need to distinguish between conditions that can be improved
during a bounded pilot and absences that make the first match premature.
They also need to know who has authority to correct the latter. Jendza’s ac-
count of coexisting university cultures is useful here: formal policy, every-
day practice and disciplinary meaning may pull an initiative in different
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directions within the same university (Jendza 2020a). The resulting domains
of institutional readiness are set out in Table 13.1.

Table 13.1. Domains of institutional readiness for peer tutoring

Readiness
domain

Questions to answer before implementation

Purpose and

What educational problem is addressed? Are tutoring, mentoring,

terminology | teaching and advising distinguished?
Pedagogical Who prepares tutors? What disciplinary and relational capacities are
capacity required for the particular role?

Organisational

Who coordinates recruitment, matching, spaces, communication,

safeguarding

ownership data, complaints and continuity?

Academic Which duties remain with teachers, supervisors, programme authori-
responsibility | ties and specialist services?

Ethics and What are the limits of confidentiality? Where do referral and urgent

escalation lead?

Material and
digital capacity

Are accessible rooms, scheduling tools, secure communication and
hybrid options reliably available?

Resources and

Are funding, workload, recognition and decision-making authority

legitimacy secured beyond one project cycle?
Institutional How will recurrent cases inform teaching, services and programme
learning redesign without breaching confidentiality?

Source: Authors’ synthesis based on Attard Tonna et al. (2026: 97-136), Mihaljevi¢ and Mari¢
(2026: 14), Ross and Cameron (2007), and the Peer-EDU project materials.

13.3. Recruitment: Authorising a Role
without Producing an Elite

Recruitment has to hold together two demands that are easy to separate
rhetorically. Entry should be open enough for the role not to become a dis-
tinction reserved for an already advantaged academic elite, yet selective
enough to protect tutees and the subject matter from unreliable support.
Academic credibility matters, but grades alone answer too little. Reviews
of peer-mentor characteristics and tutors’ own accounts repeatedly place

289



PART IV
From Training to Institutional Practice

communication, commitment, trustworthiness, self-awareness, empathy
and role clarity alongside knowledge of the field (Terrion and Leonard 2007;
Abbot, Graf and Chatfield 2018). Research on tutor behaviour adds a useful
warning: confident presentation can coexist with directive knowledge-tell-
ing and limited responsiveness to another student’s reasoning (Berghmans
etal. 2013).

The competence framework developed in Chapter 9 need not be repro-
duced as a second taxonomy. Institutionally, it can be translated into a trans-
parent role description, published criteria, a short application, evidence of
adequate engagement with the relevant subject or academic practice, and
an opportunity to respond to a case or brief simulated conversation. Equiv-
alent routes should be available so that one culturally narrow performance
of confidence is not mistaken for suitability. Accessibility adjustments and
linguistic diversity belong in the recruitment design from the outset.

Grade-dominant selection carries a particular symbolic cost. It can con-
vert prior academic advantage into institutional authority, imply that useful
knowledge belongs principally to the highest achievers and exclude near-
peers whose own experience of difficulty has produced valuable explana-
tory or navigational knowledge. Selection should therefore authorise entry
into preparation and supported practice; it should not certify a superior stu-
dent identity.

Conditions surrounding the role affect the applicant pool just as strongly
as formal criteria. An unpaid scheme available only at narrow daytime hours
will favour students with financial security, flexible timetables and fewer car-
ing obligations. Questions of remuneration and recognition, examined in
Section 13.11, therefore begin before selection rather than after it.

A credible entry process also requires a credible exit process. Repeated
unreliability, serious boundary violations or persistently inaccurate guid-
ance may justify pausing or ending participation. Criteria and review routes
should be known in advance and include an opportunity for the tutor to
respond. Informal reputation or the unilateral decision of one coordinator is
an insufficient basis for withdrawing an institutionally authorised role.
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13.4. Matching: Organising Access without
Manufacturing Trust

Matching is an access mechanism, not a technology for producing inter-
personal compatibility. Its first reference point should be the educational
purpose: the course, topic, threshold concept, form of academic work or
transition problem around which participants are expected to meet. Level
of study, disciplinary proximity, timetable, language, modality, accessibility
requirements and conflicts of interest may all be relevant, depending on
that purpose (Topping 1996).

The earlier discussion of social and cognitive congruence explains why
near-peer distance can sometimes help. Recency of experience may pre-
serve memories of confusion that have become less visible to experts and
may support language closer to a tutee’s present position (Lockspeiser et
al. 2008; Loda et al. 2019). Matching translates that possibility into an or-
ganisational choice without turning proximity into a guarantee. Excessive
closeness may create collusion or blurred boundaries, while greater expe-
rience may be appropriate where the academic task is more advanced. The
relevant distance follows the object of study rather than a fixed rule.

How students enter the matching system is equally consequential. Pub-
lic designation as weak, failing or at risk can turn an offer of support into
a statement about academic identity. Course-linked provision, open study
groups and self-referral can make tutoring part of ordinary participation,
while targeted outreach remains possible where access is demonstrably un-
even. Communication should name demanding moments in study or tran-
sitions rather than deficiencies in persons (Byl et al. 2015; Arqus European
University Alliance 2023).

Tutees should be able to express relevant preferences without disclos-
ing sensitive information simply to justify them. They should also be able
to refuse a proposed match or request another one without penalty. A first
meeting can clarify purpose, availability, communication and limits before
a longer arrangement is assumed. The programme needs an explicit re-
sponse to inactive, uncomfortable or academically unsuitable pairings and
to conflicts of interest that emerge only after contact begins.
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No algorithm can remove this uncertainty. Digital systems may reduce
scheduling friction and search across a larger tutor pool, but sensitive pref-
erences, disability, safety and conflicts require human oversight. A robust
matching system therefore depends less on collecting ever more personal
data than on a clear beginning, the possibility of adjustment and enough
capacity for rematching to be a real option.

13.5. From Training Completion
to Authorised Practice

Chapters 9-12 have already examined the tutor role, the curriculum, partici-
pants’evaluation and the preparation of academic mentors. The institution-
al question is now narrower: what has to happen between finishing a course
and being authorised to assume responsibility for a tutee?

The Peer-EDU evaluation showed that increased confidence did not
translate into universal claims of readiness. Participants asked for shadow-
ing, consultation, harder cases and clearer local procedures (Jendza and
Jendza 2026: 7, 12-16). These are self-reported judgements, but they make
it difficult to defend a model in which a certificate issued at the end of train-
ing functions simultaneously as evidence of attendance, competence and
readiness for every context.

A staged pathway can distinguish several thresholds: completion of core
preparation; observed or otherwise reviewed simulation; local and disci-
plinary orientation; authorisation for a defined form of tutoring; support-
ed early participation; and continuing review once the role is underway.
Planning frameworks and reviews similarly emphasise modelling, rehearsal,
feedback and continuing support rather than one-off instruction (Ross and
Cameron 2007; Burgess, McGregor and Mellis 2014; Stigmar 2016).

The sequence should be proportionate. Facilitating a short revision
group within one module may require different local knowledge and over-
sight from providing individual transition support over a semester. Herinek,
Woodward-Kron and Ewers describe tutor preparation as situated ‘be-
tween formulas and freestyle”: structure is useful when it orients judgement
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without becoming a script (Herinek, Woodward-Kron and Ewers 2024). Au-
thorisation should follow the same principle.

Certification language must therefore remain exact. A document may
confirm participation in a programme or successful completion of specified
tasks. It does not confer a professional teaching qualification or guarantee
future conduct. Where simulation or practice is assessed, criteria should ad-
dress observable actions, use of knowledge and judgement at boundaries
rather than personality. Completion, authorisation and ongoing participa-
tion are distinct statuses and need not be collapsed into one credential.

Periodic renewal can remain light. Updating referral information, review-
ing significant procedural changes and participating in reflective review
may be sufficient where the role has not changed. Staging is intended to
make responsibility supportable, not to construct a miniature licensing bu-
reaucracy around peer relations.

13.6. Coordination, Ownership
and Institutional Memory

Many of the conditions discussed so far converge on one organisational
question: who owns the programme when routine work begins? Report
2 records concerns that voluntary coordination would be fragile and that
responsibility for the many interfaces of peer tutoring could easily remain
ambiguous (Attard Tonna et al. 2026: 104-108, 125-133).

Coordination includes recruitment, preparation, matching, communica-
tion, scheduling, data protection, access to rooms or digital systems, current
referral information, complaints, supervisor contact and evaluation. None
of these tasks is individually dramatic; together they constitute substantial
institutional labour. A scheme that depends upon someone absorbing them
informally after other duties is not yet embedded.

Complete centralisation is not the obvious alternative. A central unit
can maintain common definitions, minimum ethical standards, data ar-
rangements, accessibility requirements and programme-level evaluation.
Faculties and programmes are better placed to identify relevant academic

293



PART IV
From Training to Institutional Practice

practices, subject-specific expectations and suitable supervisors. Research
on programme durability consistently emphasises fit with local struc-
tures, stable resources and continuing administrative responsibility (Ross
and Cameron 2007; Dawson et al. 2014; Widoro, Situmorang and Chaeru-
man 024).

The task is therefore to distribute work without dissolving answerability.
Kezar's account of change in higher education helps explain why a formal
decision at the centre rarely settles how a new practice will be understood
locally (Kezar 2014). Jendza’s analysis of university cultures similarly sug-
gests that the same programme may be read as educational development,
student service, managerial initiative or marginal experiment depending on
the setting in which it appears (Jendza 2020a). Sustainable ownership has
to connect these interpretations rather than assume one institutional logic.

Students should participate in governance because tutors and tutees
encounter barriers that administrative design can miss. Their participation,
however, should not turn student voice into unpaid programme manage-
ment. A steering arrangement might bring together the coordinator, tutor
and tutee representatives, academic supervisors, student-support and ac-
cessibility staff, quality-assurance personnel and, where needed, data-pro-
tection expertise. Wenger’s work remains helpful in recognising how pro-
gramme knowledge develops through participation, but a community
cannot substitute for formal authority or allocated work (Wenger 1998).

Ownership becomes clearest when the programme is under strain. Who
acts when tutor supply is insufficient, a match fails, a complaint is made,
a supervisor cannot respond, or repeated confusion points towards a curric-
ular problem? Institutional memory matters for the same reason. Decisions,
rationales and contact routes have to survive staff turnover and the end of
project funding rather than remain embedded in the knowledge of one un-
usually committed person.

13.7. Quality Assurance without Surveillance

Chapter 12 established the proposed role of academic mentors and the
distinction among different functions of supervision. The question here is
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not what supervision means, but how it can contribute to quality without
converting tutoring into a closely monitored extension of formal teaching.

Three levels need to remain connected. At entry, the institution verifies
that the agreed preparation and role-specific orientation have been com-
pleted. During participation, tutors require accessible consultation, case
discussion and a route for checking academic uncertainty. At programme
level, recurrent difficulties need to be examined for what they reveal about
recruitment, matching, training, supervision, curriculum or support servic-
es. Studies of tutors’own accounts and behaviour reinforce the need for this
continuing layer: difficulties are relational, organisational and didactical,
while confident performance can conceal directive or unreliable practice
(Abbot, Graf and Chatfield 2018; Berghmans et al. 2013).

Evidence collection should remain proportionate to those purposes.
Minimal activity records might include date, duration, broad academic fo-
cus, modality and whether consultation or referral occurred. Tutees need
a confidential route for raising concerns; tutors need a reflective space in
which uncertainty is not automatically converted into performance evi-
dence. Recording the content of every conversation would produce data
at the cost of the very conditions under which students may be willing to
expose difficulty.

An adverse-experience route should distinguish dissatisfaction, mis-
match, inaccurate guidance, academic-integrity concerns, boundary prob-
lems, discrimination and serious misconduct. Responses can then range
from clarification and rematching through additional supervision or retrain-
ing to a temporary pause or formal procedure. Proportionality is important:
ordinary uncertainty belongs in educational review, whereas harm or re-
peated disregard of agreed limits requires stronger institutional action.

Quality assurance must also look beyond the tutor. If the same misun-
derstanding, assignment problem or procedural confusion recurs, the pro-
gramme should not simply become more efficient at repairing it. Aggregat-
ed patterns can inform teaching, assessment communication and student
services without identifying individual tutees. Peer tutors are not inspectors
of students or lecturers; their encounters can nevertheless generate knowl-
edge about conditions that those with curricular and organisational author-
ity are able to change.
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This system depends on supervisor capacity. Expected availability, case-
load, consultation routes and workload recognition need to be specified
rather than assumed. Accountability becomes distorted when student tu-
tors are carefully monitored while the labour required to support them re-
mains invisible.

13.8. Safeguarding as Operational
Infrastructure

Ethical questions concerning confidentiality, academic integrity, bounda-
ries and referral have already been examined from the tutor and mentor
perspectives. At institutional level, the issue is whether those distinctions
have been converted into procedures that can actually be used.

A concise code of practice should cover confidentiality and its limits, aca-
demic integrity, respectful communication, harassment and discrimination,
gifts and dual relationships, contact outside agreed times, data handling,
cancellation, withdrawal and complaints. Brzezinska and Appelt’s distinc-
tion between ethical and effect-oriented organisation remains relevant:
a programme cannot count as successful if apparently positive results de-
pend on objectifying participants or allocating burdens unfairly (Brzezirska
and Appelt 2013).

Each university also needs a current resource map. Academic and ad-
ministrative problems, disability and accessibility, mental-health support,
harassment, financial difficulty, international-student matters and emer-
gencies require identifiable routes rather than a generic instruction to ‘refer’.
A supervisor or coordinator should remain available when the correct route
is unclear. The operational question is not merely whether a service exists,
but whether the pathway to it is known and usable.

Confidentiality has to be explained with the same practical precision.
Immediate danger and formal reporting obligations may limit what can
remain private. Data procedures should specify the minimum information
recorded, access rights, purpose and retention period. Private messaging

296



CHAPTER 13
Building a Sustainable Peer Tutoring Ecology

accounts and improvised storage should not become default infrastructure
simply because they are convenient.

The student and mentor programmes used scenarios to rehearse diffi-
cult decisions, but simulation cannot establish that a future referral system
will function under pressure. Before implementation, contacts, response
expectations, arrangements outside normal hours and communication
back to the referring tutor should be checked with the services themselves.
A flowchart whose endpoint does not respond creates the appearance rath-
er than the reality of safeguarding.

Voluntary participation also includes the right to leave. Tutors and tutees
should be able to pause, end or change a relationship without having to
prove failure or endure pressure created by credentials, loyalty to the pro-
ject or fear of disappointing staff. A non-punitive exit route is part of the
programme’s ethical infrastructure.

13.9. Spaces and Digital Infrastructure

The institutional ecology has a material form. Peer tutoring requires places
and systems through which students can find one another, meet, access re-
sources and contact the people who support the programme.

Physical space affects the meaning of participation. A room hidden in-
side a specialist support office may make attendance visible as a remedial
act; an exposed public area may make it difficult to admit uncertainty. Book-
able, accessible and reasonably quiet spaces should therefore be available
at times that correspond to student timetables. Earlier chapters used public
study as a conceptual category; here its spatial consequence is simple: the
environment should allow two or more people to turn attention towards
a text, problem or academic practice without reproducing either a coun-
selling room or a transaction desk (Masschelein and Simons 2018). White-
boards, shared screens and movable furniture matter only insofar as they
support that work.

Digital infrastructure should solve ordinary organisational problems re-
liably: locating the programme, applying, matching, scheduling, communi-
cating, accessing materials, contacting a supervisor and providing feedback.
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Report 2 identified low awareness of available technological support and
concerns about infrastructure, particularly at the University of Gdarsk and
the University of Malta, while participants generally positioned technology
as support for the relationship rather than its pedagogical centre (Attard
Tonna et al. 2026: 97-107, 120-133).

The Report 1 corpus includes technology-enabled arrangements and
experimental work on online tutoring. Digital provision can extend access
across distance and time, but online and face-to-face formats have different
affordances and should not be treated as interchangeable (Chung and Tan
2019; Hardt, Nagler and Rincke 2023; Topping 2023). Modality should there-
fore follow purpose, access needs and participant circumstances rather than
a presumption that the most scalable option is educationally preferable.

Integration with systems students already use may be more durable than
the creation of a complex project-specific platform, provided those systems
meet accessibility, privacy and security requirements. Automation can help
with routine scheduling and search, but not every decision should be dele-
gated to it. Human review remains necessary where matching involves dis-
ability, conflict, safety or sensitive preferences. Data minimisation is part of
good infrastructure: digital sophistication should not require participants to
surrender information irrelevant to the educational relation.

13.10. Accessibility and the Distribution
of Opportunity

Chapter 3 treated inclusion as a pedagogical question of who can disclose
uncertainty without losing academic standing. At implementation level, the
question becomes distributive: who can become a tutor, who can seek sup-
port, and whose timetable, mobility, language and material circumstances
have been silently assumed by the programme?

Universal design offers a practical starting point. Application forms,
training materials, rooms, booking systems and digital platforms should
be usable by a diverse group without waiting for exclusion to become vis-
ible (Burgstahler 2015). Tutors need ways of adapting communication and
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materials while remaining clear that formal accommodations and disabili-
ty-related decisions belong to authorised institutional processes.

Hybrid participation can widen access for commuters, disabled students,
carers, students in employment and those temporarily away from campus.
It should be treated as a legitimate modality rather than an inferior substi-
tute for face-to-face work. Yet a video link alone does not constitute inclu-
sion. Reviews of inclusive pedagogy warn against reducing access to tech-
nical accommodation when recognition, curriculum and the distribution
of opportunity remain unchanged (Stentiford and Koutsouris 2021). Work
reviewed in Report 1 likewise points towards cultural adaptation, shared de-
cision-making and continuing support rather than simply inserting diverse
participants into a fixed model (Marins and Lourenco 2021).

Outreach requires similar care. A formally open programme can still be
used predominantly by students who already possess the confidence and
social capital needed to seek it. Communication through courses, accessi-
bility services, student organisations and international offices may broaden
entry. Monitoring applications, matches and continuation can reveal un-
der-representation, provided small groups are protected from identification
and categories are not treated as explanations in themselves.

Distribution also has a disciplinary dimension. A well-resourced scheme
concentrated in already advantaged faculties may widen inequality across
the university even when individual encounters are beneficial. Governance
should therefore examine where tutors are recruited, where demand re-
mains unmet and how resources are allocated across programmes.

Most importantly, recurring barriers must be allowed to travel back to-
wards those able to change them. Peer tutoring cannot repair inaccessible
curricula, discrimination, financial precarity or absent teaching. Its institu-
tional value partly lies in making such patterns harder to ignore.
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13.11. Recognising Contribution: Credit,
Credentials and Remuneration

Peer-EDU respondents proposed ECTS credits, certificates, micro-creden-
tials, digital badges and financial remuneration. These mechanisms recog-
nise different things and should not be treated as stylistic alternatives to
one another. ECTS concerns assessed educational outcomes and student
workload within a programme; a micro-credential concerns a smaller qual-
ity-assured educational experience; remuneration acknowledges labour;
a certificate or badge may simply document participation or completion.

ECTS is defensible when the tutor pathway contains explicit educational
outcomes, structured preparation, assessed reflection and workload pro-
portionate to the credit awarded (European Commission 2015). Contact
hours alone are not an adequate educational object of assessment. The
European approach to micro-credentials similarly requires transparent in-
formation about learning outcomes, workload, assessment, participation,
issuer and quality assurance (Council of the European Union 2022). An at-
tendance certificate should not acquire the language of a micro-credential
merely because the latter is institutionally fashionable.

Remuneration addresses a different question. Where tutors undertake
regular, accountable work, or where unpaid participation would systemat-
ically exclude students who need paid employment, payment may be the
more equitable form of recognition. Reciprocity does not depend on work
being free. Hidden reliance on unpaid student labour can be more dam-
aging, particularly when tutoring begins to perform teaching-related or
student-support functions. Research on peer mentors suggests that recruit-
ment and sustained participation are affected by how institutions recognise
both the developmental and labour dimensions of the role (Terrion and
Leonard 2007; Yomtov et al. 2017).

The same principle applies to staff. Coordination and supervision con-
sume time and require expertise. Recognising student contribution while
leaving academic support work outside workload models would reproduce
the imbalance the programme is meant to avoid.
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Earlier parts of the book examined the danger of capture in greater de-
tail. At this point, the implementation question is concrete. Credentials can
make work visible while also turning participation into another competi-
tive distinction; payment can widen access while moving the role closer to
employment; pure voluntarism can preserve an ethos of contribution while
privileging those able to give time freely (Szkudlarek 2001; Zepke 2017). No
single arrangement is inherently pure.

A mixed model may therefore be appropriate: credit or a micro-creden-
tial for an assessed developmental pathway, payment for regular delivery
carrying recurring responsibility, workload allocation for staff, and simpler
non-competitive acknowledgement for occasional contribution. The cho-
sen arrangement should be transparent and periodically examined for its
effects on motivation, hierarchy and access. Recognition succeeds when
it makes contribution feasible without turning the tutor role into a scarce
badge of academic worth.

13.12. Visibility without Promotion

A programme that students cannot locate is not accessible, but visibility is
not the same as marketing. Communication performs institutional work: it
gives the role a name, explains who may participate, establishes how the
programme relates to teaching and support services, and signals what hap-
pens when difficulties arise.

This is particularly important where tutoring, mentoring, advising and
informal peer support already circulate with overlapping meanings. The
Peer-EDU diagnostic study identified visibility and internal communication
as recurrent issues, while the University of Split case highlighted the need
for a common vocabulary before local implementation (Attard Tonna et al.
2026: 97-107; Mihaljevi¢ and Mari¢ 2026: 14).

Communication should therefore make the scope of the tutor role,
voluntary character of participation, forms of recognition and routes for
concerns intelligible without reproducing deficit labels. Course announce-
ments, virtual learning environments, orientation activity, student organi-
sations and direct information from academic teachers can all contribute.
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No single channel should be assumed to reach every group, and targeted
outreach may be necessary where structural barriers make general messag-
ing ineffective.

Student ambassadors can make the programme legible through expe-
rience, but their contribution should be recognised rather than treated as
free institutional communication. More importantly, visibility should not
depend on narratives of transformation that the evidence cannot sustain.
Peer-EDU can describe its rationale, research, training, participant-reported
experience and proposed architecture. It cannot advertise proven effects on
grades, retention, wellbeing or institutional culture.

Evidential restraint is therefore part of legitimacy. A programme be-
comes credible not because its promotional language is confident, but
because contacts are stable, response times are predictable, procedures
work and academic staff understand how peer tutoring fits beside their own
responsibilities.

13.13. Evaluation as Institutional Learning

Evaluationin this part of the book has a different function from the post-train-
ing questionnaire analysed in Chapter 11. It concerns a future programme
operating over time and therefore has to distinguish the conditions of im-
plementation from participant experience, candidate mechanisms and edu-
cational outcomes. Chapter 14 will use these distinctions as decision points
in the roadmap; the purpose here is to establish the analytic architecture.
Report 2 proposed indicators concerning awareness, participation, tutor
supply and demand, attendance, satisfaction, equity reach, pass rates and
withdrawal (Attard Tonna et al. 2026: 130-136). Such categories are useful
only when the claims attached to them remain proportionate. Evidence
of capacity does not establish use; use does not establish quality; positive
experience does not establish academic effect; and a distal outcome such
as retention cannot be attributed to tutoring without a design capable of
addressing competing explanations. The literature itself contains positive
findings alongside substantial variation by model, population, dosage and
outcome definition (Arco-Tirado, Fernandez-Martin and Hervas-Torres 2020;
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Dawson et al. 2014; Bengesai, Amusa and Dhunpath 2023). Table 13.2 sum-
marises these analytically distinct levels of programme evaluation.

Table 13.2. Analytically distinct levels of programme evaluation

time; representation; unmet
demand

Level Illustrative indicators What the evidence can and cannot
support
Capacity Coordinator time; funding; tutor | Shows whether implementation
and supervisor supply; rooms; | conditions exist; does not show use
referral routes or educational value
Reach Awareness; applications; waiting | Shows who is reached or exclud-

ed; does not show participation or
benefit

Participation

Matches; attendance; dosage;
continuity; rematching; with-
drawal from tutoring

Shows exposure to the programme;
does not establish quality or effect

Experience | Satisfaction; perceived useful- Describes participants’accounts;
ness; safety; reported burden does not demonstrate effectiveness

Process Preparation completed; supervi- | Shows how the programme operat-
sion used; referrals functioning; | ed; does not by itself demonstrate
adaptation outcomes

Candidate Understanding; help-seeking; Identifies plausible changes through

mechanisms | confidence; belonging; naviga- | participation; requires appropriate
tion; tutor judgement measures and interpretation

Proximal Completion of a task, as- May indicate near-term change;

outcomes sessment or course; relevant causal attribution requires a credible
academic performance comparison and attention to selec-

tion and dosage
Distal out- Re-enrolment; retention; gradu- | Addresses long-term institutional
comes ation; time to degree outcomes; cannot be attributed auto-

matically to tutoring and is affected
by many other conditions

Source: Authors’ prospective evaluation framework, informed by Attard Tonna et al. (2026:
130-136), Pawson and Tilley (1997), Stigmar (2016), and the evidence-control principles devel-
oped in this book.
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Voluntary participation creates a particularly important interpretive
problem. Students who seek tutoring may differ from those who do not in
motivation, prior achievement, available time, help-seeking and connec-
tion to the institution. Administrative comparisons should therefore report
baseline differences, dosage and attrition rather than present raw attend-
ee/non-attendee contrasts as programme effects. Depending on scale
and feasibility, phased introduction, matched comparison, wait-list or ran-
domised-encouragement designs may strengthen causal inference.

Realist evaluation is well suited to the comparative ambition of Peer-EDU
because it asks what works, for whom, in which contexts and through which
mechanisms rather than assuming a context-free intervention effect (Paw-
son and Tilley 1997). Quantitative indicators should therefore be read along-
side tutor, tutee and supervisor accounts, difficult cases and unintended ef-
fects such as stigma, overwork, unequal access or curricular displacement.

Institutional learning requires decision rules as well as data. A steering
group should know when evidence will be reviewed, what kinds of find-
ing can trigger redesign and how changes will themselves be examined.
Data collection must remain proportionate: small subgroup results should
not permit identification, and material produced for reflective supervision
should not be repurposed as performance data without explicit justification
and consent.

Because the pilot did not take place, this framework remains prospective.
In a firstimplementation cycle, its priority would be more modest than test-
ing long-term impact: establish whether the proposed capacities, routes and
processes actually exist and whether participants can use them as intended.

13.14. Sustainability without Institutional
Capture

The tension between informality and institutionalisation was examined

pedagogically in Chapter 3. It returns here only because sustainability

changes the location of the problem. The question is no longer whether
peer relations should be formal or informal in the abstract, but which parts
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of the programme require dependable structure and which should remain
open to situated judgement.

Structure belongs most clearly around the encounter: purpose, access,
preparation, authorisation, matching, supervision, safeguarding, recogni-
tion, complaints and evaluation. Inside the encounter, tutor and tutee need
room to respond to the matter they are studying rather than enact a com-
pulsory conversational script. Falchikov’s analysis of organised peer learning
and the review by Widoro, Situmorang and Chaeruman both underline that
organisation supports educational practice when it clarifies purpose and re-
sponsibility, but can diminish it when peer relations become standardised
delivery (Falchikov 2001; Widoro, Situmorang and Chaeruman 2024).

For Peer-EDU, a useful institutional shorthand is light regulation of the
encounter with dependable support around it. Light regulation of the tu-
toring encounter still requires strong coordination, safeguarding and rec-
ognition of the work involved. At the same time, dependable institution-
al support does not require detailed monitoring of every interaction. The
distinction responds differently to concerns already encountered across
the partnership: preserving disciplinary and interpersonal authenticity
at the University of Split, avoiding status and competitive effects at the Uni-
versity of Malta, and strengthening visibility and infrastructure at the
University of Gdansk.

These choices also expose competing institutional logics. The same pro-
gramme can be treated as an efficient retention device, a credential-produc-
ing opportunity or a way of widening participation in common academic
work. Zamojski’s account of publicness is useful because it asks what be-
comes available for shared concern rather than assuming that a public in-
stitution automatically acts publicly (Zamojski 2015). The practical question
is which logic is strengthened by everyday decisions about funding, access,
workload, data and recognition.

Sustainability therefore cannot be reduced to survival after grant fund-
ing. A programme may continue while its purpose is gradually displaced, its
supervision becomes unpaid, its most accessible routes disappear or its cre-
dential begins to matter more than the relation it was meant to recognise.
Coburn’s account of scale is useful here because it directs attention beyond
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numerical expansion towards depth, ownership and the capacity to adapt
over time (Coburn 2003).

A sustainable peer tutoring ecology would consequently be one in
which purpose remains intelligible, responsibility has identifiable locations,
material conditions are resourced, local experience can alter the design, and
continuation is open to review rather than guaranteed by institutional in-
ertia. It would also be capable of noticing when tutoring reveals a problem
that tutoring itself should not solve.

Chapter 13 has mapped the conditions and tensions of that ecology.
Chapter 14 takes a different step: it converts them into a staged roadmap
with decision gates, failure signals and points at which an institution should
proceed, revise, pause or stop. The shift is deliberate. An ecology cannot be
implemented as a checklist, but institutions still need a disciplined way of
deciding what to do next.



CHAPTER 14

THE PEER-EDU FRAMEWORK:
A ROADMAP FOR UNIVERSITIES

The final task of the Peer-EDU inquiry is to translate its theoretical argu-
ments, diagnostic findings and educational designs into a form that uni-
versities can use. Translation is not the same as conversion into a checklist.
A checklist presumes that the object to be implemented is stable, that con-
texts differ only in minor details and that compliance with a sequence of
actions can substitute for educational judgement. The evidence assembled
in this book supports a different conclusion. Peer tutoring takes form with-
in particular disciplinary cultures, institutional histories, arrangements of
responsibility and material conditions. A usable framework must therefore
provide orientation without pretending to eliminate interpretation.

The framework proposed in this chapter is a staged roadmap. Rather
than recapitulating the preceding project history, it draws on the evidence
and designs assembled across Parts Il and Ill together with the institutional
architecture developed in Chapter 13. Its purpose is to identify questions
that require answers, decisions that must be made and signals that should
cause an institution to pause, revise or stop. The roadmap therefore offers
disciplined orientation without prescribing one organisational model for
every university (Jendza et al. 2026; Attard Tonna et al. 2026; Godlewska-
Werner and Jendza 2026; Jendza and Jendza 2026).

Its source status requires particular clarity. Peer-EDU completed a litera-
ture review, diagnostic research, student preparation, mentor preparation
and evaluation of the training experience. The planned pilot of tutoring re-
lationships was not implemented. The project consequently offers no ev-
idence about actual matching, sustained tutoring sessions, supervision in
operation or effects on course performance, progression, retention, gradua-
tion or wellbeing. Sections 14.4 and 14.5 therefore describe a proposed pilot
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and a prospective process of evaluation and redesign. They are not accounts
of activities completed within Peer-EDU.

This limitation is not a reason to omit implementation from the road-
map. On the contrary, it identifies the point at which future institutions must
move from well-founded design to inquiry under real conditions. A frame-
work that stopped at training would reproduce precisely the problem re-
ported by participants, who felt more confident but still asked how local
procedures would work, how tutees would be found, whom they could
contact and whether shadowing or consultation would be available (Jendza
and Jendza 2026: 12-16). Training readiness and system readiness must be
considered together.

The roadmap is also normative. It makes explicit the values that should
guide decisions when efficiency, participation, recognition, safety and au-
thenticity pull in different directions. These values are not decorative state-
ments placed before operational guidance. They determine who is invited
to shape the programme, what remains the responsibility of teachers and
institutions, how uncertainty is treated, which forms of evidence count and
what must not be sacrificed in the pursuit of scale.

The result is best understood as a provisional design hypothesis. It states
what the Peer-EDU evidence and the wider literature make reasonable to
try, what future inquiry should examine and what forms of institutional cap-
ture must be resisted. Its validity will depend upon use, criticism and revi-
sion in settings that differ from those in which it was developed.

14.1. Principles and Values
of the Peer-EDU Framework

The first principle is enacted change. Within the project team, the wide-
ly circulated maxim ‘be the change you want to see’ expressed a demand
for congruence between the university that participants wished to create
and the way the programme itself was organised. The organisation of the
programme should reflect the educational principles it promotes. Student
agency requires meaningful participation in design, mutuality requires
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some distribution of decision-making, and trust is difficult to sustain where
monitoring becomes pervasive. The desired educational relation must be-
come visible, however imperfectly, in the practices through which it is pre-
pared. This is also a question of educational purpose: operational success
cannot decide by itself what a programme should become (Biesta 2010).

A related inspiration was Ashoka’s formulation ‘Everyone a Change-
maker’ In Drayton’s account, changemaking is not confined to exceptional
social entrepreneurs; it concerns the capacity to recognise patterns, initi-
ate action with others and alter the conditions that reproduce a problem
(Drayton 2006). Applied to Peer-EDU, the formulation supports recognition
of students and academic staff as contributors to institutional change rather
than recipients of a completed intervention. It must, however, be protected
from a heroic interpretation. Not every difficulty is solved by individual ini-
tiative, and calling everyone a changemaker must not enable the university
to withdraw resources while celebrating resilience and voluntarism. Agency
becomes educationally and institutionally meaningful when people pos-
sess real opportunities, support and authority to act together.

The second principle is trust joined to mutuality. Peer status does not
produce trust automatically. Tutors may possess greater disciplinary confi-
dence, institutional knowledge or formal recognition, while tutees may ex-
perience the act of seeking help as a disclosure of inadequacy. Trust is built
through reliable conduct: keeping agreements, listening without humilia-
tion, acknowledging uncertainty, protecting confidentiality within stated
limits and refusing to use the role as a source of superiority (Colvin 2007;
Gravett 2023). Mutuality does not require identical roles. It means that both
persons can contribute to the inquiry, question an interpretation and be
changed by the encounter, while the tutor remains responsible for the way
the role is enacted.

The third principle concerns peaceful relations. The project valued com-
munication that reduces humiliation, blame and escalation, and it drew on
practices associated with nonviolent communication. Rosenberg’s distinc-
tion among observation, feeling, need and request can help participants
separate description from accusation and formulate a request without con-
verting it into a demand (Rosenberg 2015). In a university, however, peace-
ful communication cannot mean conflict avoidance or the suspension of
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academic judgement. Evidence must still be challenged, boundaries named
and misconduct refused. Brookfield and Preskill's work on democratic dis-
cussion is also useful here because it treats dialogue as a practice that must
confront unequal voice and disagreement rather than merely produce
a pleasant atmosphere (Brookfield and Preskill 2005). Peaceful relations are
relations in which conflict can be addressed without withdrawing recogni-
tion from the other person.

The fourth principle is university friendship. Rutkowiak’s reflection on the
longing for university friendship names an educational relation threatened
by competition, instrumentalisation and institutional distance (Rutkowiak
2010). Friendship in this framework does not mean compulsory intimacy,
personal loyalty or favouritism. It refers to a disposition of shared concern:
taking another person’s attempt to study seriously, remaining present with-
out possessing them and allowing a common matter to be more important
than the performance of status. The international training participants’refer-
ences to friendship, bonding and feeling accepted provide limited evidence
that such relations mattered within the training environment; they do not
show that later tutoring relationships achieved the same quality (Jendza
and Jendza 2026: 14-15).

The fifth principle concerns shared responsibility directed towards
a common good. Here distribution must sharpen rather than blur answer-
ability. Tutors are answerable for preparation, honesty, boundaries and re-
ferral; tutees remain responsible for their studying and choices; academic
teachers retain responsibility for curriculum, teaching and assessment; co-
ordinators for organisation and supervision; and the institution for accessi-
ble services and conditions of participation. Ingarden’s distinctions among
bearing, assuming and being held responsible help prevent the language of
collective responsibility from becoming a way of making no one answerable
(Ingarden 1987: 71-169). Brzeziriska and Appelt’s warning is equally impor-
tant: peer tutoring becomes ethically problematic when responsibility for
educational outcomes is delegated to student tutors and later recovered
through excessive control (Brzeziriska and Appelt 2013).

The common good at stake is not simply aggregate student success.
Barnett’s ecological university directs attention to interdependence across
human, knowledge and social worlds (Barnett 2018), while Masschelein and
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Simons and Zamojski place publicness in practices that open matters to
common study rather than keeping them as private possessions of those
already initiated (Masschelein and Simons 2018: 47-61; Zamojski 2015).
Peer tutoring serves such a good only when widened participation remains
joined to the responsibilities that make academic study trustworthy.

The sixth principle is productive uncertainty. The PUNC framework, de-
veloped in an Erasmus+ partnership that included the University of Gdansk
and promoted within that context by Adam Jagietto-Rusitowski and the
PUNC team, defines Professional UNcertainty Competence as the ability to
acknowledge, explore and handle uncertainty productively (Bollinger and
van Rooijen 2022: 6-8). The formulation is highly relevant to peer tutoring.
Tutors need to acknowledge what they do not know, explore a problem
rather than conceal uncertainty behind confident performance, and decide
whether to continue, verify, consult or refer. Tutees need room to formu-
late incomplete questions and revise unsuccessful approaches. Coordina-
tors and leaders must also tolerate evidence that a planned model does not
yet work.

Uncertainty competence should not become another individualised
demand to remain adaptable under structurally produced insecurity. A stu-
dent cannot ‘handle productively’ the absence of a supervisor, inaccessible
teaching or a referral service that does not respond. Zepke's critique of en-
gagement in neoliberal times and Szkudlarek’s analysis of the capture of
educational language warn that agency, resilience and competence can
be appropriated by managerial agendas (Szkudlarek 2001; Zepke 2017). In
Peer-EDU, uncertainty competence must therefore remain paired with in-
stitutional responsibility: the capacity to act without complete knowledge,
and the right to expect that the university will remain present.

These principles form a normative core rather than a branding state-
ment. Each has an implementation implication and a corresponding risk of
capture. Table 14.1 makes this relationship explicit.

311



PART IV

From Training to Institutional Practice

Table 14.1. Normative commitments of the Peer-EDU framework

Commitment

Implementation implication

Risk of capture

Enacted change
and changemak-

ing

Students, tutors, staff and
services participate in defining
the problem and shaping the
response

Heroic individualism; institu-
tional withdrawal disguised as
empowerment

Trust and mutu-
ality

Roles and limits are transpar-
ent; reliability, voice and the
possibility of disagreement are
protected

Assuming trust from peer status;
concealing asymmetry or infor-
mal power

Peaceful relations

Communication reduces hu-
miliation and escalation while
preserving challenge, judge-
ment and boundaries

Conflict avoidance; depoliticising
inequality; compulsory positivity

University
friendship and
community

Shared concern for persons and
matters of study is supported
without demanding intimacy

Favouritism, forced belonging or
substituting warmth for educa-
tional substance

Shared respon-
sibility and
common good

Answerability is allocated across
tutors, tutees, teachers, coordi-
nators, services and leaders

Responsibility diffused until
nobody is accountable; unpaid
delegation to students

Productive un-
certainty

Participants can acknowledge
not-knowing, investigate and
consult or refer without per-
forming certainty

Credentialised resilience;
requiring individuals to adapt to
structural neglect

Source: Authors’ synthesis drawing on Drayton (2006), Ingarden (1987), Rutkowiak (2010),
Rosenberg (2015), Bollinger and van Rooijen (2022), Barnett (2018), Masschelein and Simons

(2018) and the Peer-EDU evidence.

14.2. Institutional Diagnosis: Purpose,
Context and Readiness

Chapter 13 described the institutional conditions required for a sustainable
peer tutoring ecology. The roadmap converts those conditions into a first
decision gate. Before a programme is designed, the university should estab-
lish whether there is a sufficiently clear educational purpose, a legitimate
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problem to address, a population for whom the arrangement is meaningful
and an institutional capacity to remain responsible. Interest in peer tutoring
is not itself a diagnosis.

Chapter 13 has already shown why readiness cannot be compressed into
one score. The roadmap carries that conclusion forward by asking institu-
tions to identify the particular configuration of visibility, legitimacy, disci-
plinary ownership, workload, hierarchy, trust and technological provision
that requires attention in their setting (Attard Tonna et al. 2026). Diagnosis
is therefore comparative in spirit but local in decision: differences among
the University of Gdansk, the University of Split and the University of Malta
orient questions rather than prescribe three fixed models.

Diagnosis should begin with the educational situation, not with the
available project template. What do students find difficult to enter or un-
derstand? Which difficulties arise from demanding disciplinary study, and
which are symptoms of unclear teaching, inaccessible assessment, weak
communication or unavailable professional support? Where is peer proxim-
ity educationally useful, and where would a peer role merely conceal a re-
sponsibility that belongs elsewhere? These questions prevent peer tutoring
from becoming a universal remedy for unrelated institutional problems.

A second diagnostic question concerns existing practices. Informal
study groups, student demonstrators, mentoring schemes, academic tutor-
ing, student societies, writing support and transition activities may already
perform adjacent functions. The task is not to replace them with a new label,
but to identify overlaps, gaps, possible partnerships and role conflicts. At
Split, the project discussion of student demonstrators showed that imple-
mentation may require clarification and connection of existing roles rather
than the invention of an entirely new structure.

The third question concerns power and participation. Students who
might tutor or seek tutoring, academic teachers, professional services, disa-
bility and international offices, student representatives and programme ad-
ministrators should be involved before the core model is fixed. Co-creation
literature shows that partnership can challenge institutional norms but can
also reproduce exclusion when the students most able to participate are
already confident, available and recognised (Cook-Sather, Bovill and Felten
2014; Bovill et al. 2016). Diagnosis must therefore ask whose interpretation
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of the problem is absent and what conditions would enable their parti-
Cipation.

The gate at the end of diagnosis has three possible decisions: proceed,
revise or stop. Proceed means that a bounded purpose, host unit, prospec-
tive owner, basic resource commitment and credible relation to teaching
and support services have been identified. Revise means that the problem
is relevant but responsibilities, access or capacity remain unclear. Stop is
appropriate when the proposal is primarily reputational, when peer tutors
would be expected to substitute for unavailable staff or services, or when
no unit is willing to own the consequences of implementation. Deciding
not to implement may be more responsible than launching an attractive but
unsupported programme.

14.3. Programme Design and Preparation

Once the diagnosis supports proceeding, the institution can translate pur-
pose into a local programme design. This stage should produce an explicit
theory of change, a responsibility map and an operational minimum. The
theory of change should identify the proposed educational activity, the
contexts in which it is expected to matter, the mechanisms through which
it may work and the outcomes that could reasonably follow. It should also
identify rival explanations and circumstances in which the arrangement is
unlikely to help (Pawson and Tilley 1997).

The distinction between mechanism and outcome is essential. A tutor’s
approachable position may make help-seeking less risky; discussion may
make tacit academic conventions visible; explaining may require the tutor
to reorganise subject knowledge; and repeated reliable encounters may
support trust. These are candidate mechanisms. They are not guaranteed
effects of assigning students to pairs. Nor are they identical to proximal
outcomes such as improved navigation of an assignment, more purpose-
ful study strategies or completion of a particular course requirement. Distal
outcomes such as progression, retention, graduation or wellbeing are in-
fluenced by many other conditions and require different research designs.
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The responsibility map should state who is answerable for recruitment,
selection, matching, training, supervision, disciplinary accuracy, referral, ac-
cessibility, data protection, complaints and evaluation. It should also state
what tutors and tutees are not responsible for. A recurring weakness in insti-
tutional initiatives is that responsibility appears distributed only after a dif-
ficulty occurs, when actors discover that each assumed another unit would
respond. Design should make these interfaces visible before recruitment
begins.

The operational minimum is the smallest credible infrastructure within
which the programme can be tested. It includes a named owner and coordi-
nator; a bounded educational scope; transparent recruitment and selection;
preparation that goes beyond information delivery; a supervisor or men-
tor with recognised time; a referral map tested with the relevant services;
accessible meeting and digital arrangements; a proportionate data plan;
and a way for participants to raise concerns or leave the programme. The
detailed options developed in Chapter 13 should be adapted to the local
diagnosis rather than repeated as universal rules.

Preparation should be staged. Completion of a training programme
indicates exposure to concepts and practice, not readiness for unsupport-
ed work. Peer-EDU participants’ distinction between increased confidence
and full readiness confirms the need for a bridge into practice (Jendza and
Jendza 2026: 7, 12-13). Simulation, observation, co-tutoring, shadowing,
supervised first encounters and review of early cases can form such a bridge.
The institution should decide which elements are necessary before inde-
pendent tutoring and which can develop through supervision.

Design should also include a clear account of recognition. ECTS, mi-
cro-credentials, payment, voluntary acknowledgement and diploma sup-
plements may each be appropriate in particular contexts. The choice should
reflect workload, access and educational purpose rather than a general
preference for credentialisation. Recognition that is too weak can make par-
ticipation dependent upon students with surplus time; recognition that is
too competitive can turn a relational contribution into a distinction scarce
enough to reproduce hierarchy. The same principle applies to academic su-
pervisors: a programme is not sustainable when student labour is recog-
nised while staff coordination and supervision remain invisible.
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14.4. A Bounded and Supported Pilot:
A Proposed Next Stage

The next stage in the roadmap is prospective. Peer-EDU did not implement
its planned pilot, and nothing in this section should be read as a report of
completed tutoring practice. The proposal is to begin with a bounded and
supported pilot that enables the institution to investigate feasibility, rela-
tions and mechanisms before making claims about effectiveness or decid-
ing to expand.

Boundedness concerns purpose, population, duration and responsibili-
ty. A pilot should be located where there is a recognisable educational need,
willing academic partners and sufficient supervisory capacity. It should
be small enough for coordinators to know what is happening and varied
enough to expose relevant differences in students, subjects or modalities.
Its duration should allow more than a ceremonial first encounter while re-
maining short enough for redesign before the next cycle. The boundaries
must be communicated as limits of the inquiry, not presented as the first
phase of inevitable university-wide rollout.

Support should be visible at the moment when uncertainty appears.
Tutors need a contact who can respond within an agreed time, not only
a handbook instructing them to ask for help. Supervisors need a method for
case discussion that protects tutee confidentiality. Tutees need to know the
purpose of tutoring, the limits of confidentiality, how to request a different
match and how to use formal academic or professional services. Academic
teachers need a route through which recurring curricular difficulties can be
reported without converting tutors into informants on individual students.

The first encounters should be treated as supported practice. The in-
stitution may use co-tutoring, observation with consent, debriefing or an
early review meeting. Observation should not become routine surveil-
lance of a relationship whose educational value partly depends upon rel-
ative informality. It is justified only where the purpose, consent, data use
and developmental value are clear. Supervisory attention should focus on
judgement, boundaries and the relation to study rather than scoring tutors
against a script.
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A pilot also needs predefined stop and escalation conditions. Immedi-
ate action is required where safety, harassment, discrimination, academic
misconduct, persistent boundary violation or serious misinformation is in-
volved. A programme-level pause may be needed when supervisors cannot
respond, referral services do not accept cases, demand greatly exceeds safe
capacity, tutor workload becomes unreasonable, or participation is system-
atically inaccessible to particular groups. Such signals are evidence about
the institution, not simply about individual tutors.

The pilot should not be evaluated through a celebratory narrative of first
success. Initial enthusiasm, attendance and positive testimony are impor-
tant forms of evidence about acceptability and experience, but they cannot
establish educational effectiveness. The question is whether the proposed
arrangement can be enacted responsibly, for whom, under what condi-
tions and with what unintended consequences. Table 14.2 presents the full

staged roadmap and its principal decision points.

Table 14.2. The staged Peer-EDU roadmap: decisions and failure signals

Stage

Core decision

Minimum evidence
or conditions

Failure signals

Purpose and

Is peer tutoring

Bounded purpose; ex-

Vague promise of stu-

preparation

ble operational
minimum?

values an educational- | plicit relation to teaching | dent success; primarily
ly appropriate | and support; normative | reputational rationale;
response? commitments substitution for staff or
services
Institutional | Proceed, revise |Local need; existing-prac- | No ownership; absent
diagnosis or stop? tice map; student and student voice; unre-
staff participation; solved role conflict; inac-
prospective ownerand | cessible participation
resources
Design and Is there a credi- | Theory of change; Training treated as whole

responsibility map;
recruitment, preparation,
supervision, referral, ac-
cessibility and data plan

system; grade-only
selection; no supervisor
time; untested referral
pathway

317



PART IV

From Training to Institutional Practice

should vary?

Stage Core decision Minimum evidence Failure signals
or conditions
Bounded Can the model | Supported first practice; | Demand exceeds safe
pilot be enacted re- | defined scope and dura- | capacity; misinformation;
sponsibly under | tion; consent; stop and boundary harms; services
real conditions? |escalation conditions fail to respond; hidden
workload
Evaluation Continue, Multiple perspec- Satisfaction treated
and redesign | change, pause | tives; implementation as effectiveness; only
orend? evidence; mechanism positive reporting; distal
inquiry; proportionate claims without appropri-
proximal measures ate design
Adaptive What should Local ownership; sustain- | Expansion measured only
spread and remain com- able resources; common | numerically; over-stand-
embedding | monand what | ethical core; capacity for | ardisation; credential

supervision and review

inflation; widening
inequity

Source: Authors’ synthesis based on the Peer-EDU project, Pawson and Tilley (1997), Coburn

(2003), Kezar (2014) and Chapter 13.

14.5. Evidence, Feedback and Programme

Redesign

Feedbackis notan event at the end of the pilot. It is a set of channels through
which tutors, tutees, supervisors, teachers, coordinators and support ser-
vices can make the programme’s operation visible while it is still possible
to respond. Different actors see different parts of the ecology. A tutee can
describe whether the encounter made study more possible; a tutor can
identify recurring misunderstandings and boundary pressures; a supervisor
can recognise patterns in judgement and referral; a support unit can report
whether pathways are workable; and a coordinator can see where demand,

capacity and access diverge.

These perspectives should not be merged into one satisfaction score. Sat-
isfaction concerns whether participants valued or accepted an experience.
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Participation concerns reach, attendance, continuation and the distribution
of access. Implementation outcomes concern whether the programme was
feasible, appropriate, usable and enacted with sufficient support. Mecha-
nisms concern what changed within the relation or participants’ interpre-
tation of study. Proximal outcomes concern changes close to the activity.
Distal outcomes concern later educational or institutional trajectories. Im-
plementation research similarly warns against treating implementation
outcomes as though they were identical to service or participant outcomes
(Proctor et al. 2011).

The sequence proposed here is analytical rather than strictly chronolog-
ical. A mechanism may become visible during the first meeting, while some
implementation problems emerge only after several cycles. Nevertheless,
the sequence prevents a common inferential leap: a participant liked the
programme; therefore the programme improved studying; therefore it re-
duced withdrawal. Each step requires its own evidence and a plausible con-
nection to the next.

Mechanisms should be investigated rather than merely named. If trust is
proposed as a mechanism, researchers should ask which practices and con-
ditions made interpersonal risk-taking possible, whether trust was symmet-
rical, and whether it enabled the tutee to expose uncertainty. If cognitive or
social proximity is proposed, the inquiry should examine when proximity
aided explanation and when it reproduced misconception or conformity. If
belonging is proposed, evidence must distinguish a valued encounter from
a broader and more durable sense of membership in the university.

Proximal outcomes should remain educationally specific. Possible in-
dicators include increased clarity about an assignment, more purposeful
help-seeking, improved capacity to explain disciplinary reasoning, strong-
er use of feedback, or more active participation in a course. Each requires
suitable measures and a baseline or comparative logic if change is claimed.
Course marks may be relevant in some designs, but they are affected by
assessment, prior attainment, teaching and selection into tutoring. They
should not displace qualitative evidence about how studying changed.

Distal outcomes require the greatest caution. Retention, progression,
graduation and wellbeing may be legitimate long-term research questions,
particularly where the theory of change specifies mechanisms through
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which peer tutoring could contribute. They cannot be attributed to a short
pilot without longitudinal evidence, adequate comparison and attention to
confounding conditions. A programme may be educationally valuable with-
out changing a distal institutional indicator; an apparent change in reten-
tion may occur without the tutoring relationship being its cause.

Redesign should follow the evidence rather than protect the original
model. Possible decisions include continuing with minor adjustments, rede-
signing training or matching, changing the programme’s scope, increasing
supervisory capacity, correcting teaching or assessment problems revealed
through tutoring, or suspending the programme. Negative and mixed find-
ings are not project failure. They are the means through which the frame-
work becomes less abstract and more answerable to context. Table 14.3
specifies the evaluation sequence and the claims each level can support.

Table 14.3. Evaluation sequence and permissible claims

tion conditions

supervisor availability,
referral response, ac-
cessibility, feasibility

programme was
made available and
operated as intended
or adapted

Analytical lllustrative questions | What the evidence What it cannot
level or indicators may support establish alone
Implementa- | Ownership, resources, | Whether a credible Educational benefit or

participant change

Reach and
participation

Who was invited,
selected, matched,
attended, continued
or withdrew; equity
of access

Who the programme
reached and where
participation barriers
occurred

Quality of tutoring or
effectiveness

Experience
and accepta-
bility

Satisfaction, psy-
chological safety,
perceived usefulness,
burden, legitimacy

How participants
experienced and

accepted the pro-
gramme

Improved studying,
course performance
or retention
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Analytical | lllustrative questions | What the evidence What it cannot
level or indicators may support establish alone
Candidate Trust, help-seeking, How and under That the mechanism
mechanisms | cognitive/social what conditions the | necessarily produced
proximity, academic | relation may have an outcome
navigation, reflective | generated change
explanation, recog-
nition
Proximal Clarity about tasks, Changes close to Long-term progres-
educational study strategies, dis- | the tutoring activity | sion, graduation or
outcomes ciplinary explanation, | when measured with | wellbeing
feedback use, course | a suitable design
participation
Distal Progression, re-en- Long-term associa- Simple causal attribu-
outcomes rolment, withdrawal, | tion or contribution | tion to peer tutoring
graduation, longer- only with longitu-
term wellbeing dinal, comparative
and context-sensitive
evidence

Source: Authors’proposed sequence, informed by Pawson and Tilley (1997), Proctor et al. (2011)
and the evidential distinctions developed throughout this book.

14.6. Scaling through Adaptation,
Not Replication

Scaling should begin only after the institution can describe what has been
implemented, what appears to matter and which problems remain unre-
solved. More tutors, sessions or faculties do not by themselves constitute
educational scale. Building on the dimensions introduced in Chapter 13,
expansion should be judged by whether educational depth, local owner-
ship, supervisory capacity and continuing adaptation survive growth (Co-
burn 2003).

The framework therefore distinguishes a common core from a local de-
sign space.The common core includes a stated educational purpose; bound-
ed roles; continuing responsibility of teachers and institutions; preparation,
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supervision and referral; accessibility; proportionate data practices; and
evaluation that separates experience, mechanisms and outcomes. These are
not identical procedures, but questions to which every local model must
provide a credible answer.

The local design space includes disciplinary focus, individual or group
formats, near-peer distance, matching criteria, face-to-face or hybrid pro-
vision, timing, examples used in training, forms of recognition and the or-
ganisational home of the programme. Adaptation is not a deviation from
fidelity when the object of fidelity is an educational purpose and ethical ar-
chitecture rather than a fixed script. Kezar’s analysis of institutional change
similarly shows that change becomes durable through sense-making, net-
works, local leadership and alignment with institutional culture, not through
a technical act of dissemination alone (Kezar 2014).

Scaling may be horizontal rather than vertical. A community of practice
can connect several small programmes, enabling coordinators, tutors and
supervisors to share cases, resources and questions while preserving local
responsibility (Wenger 1998). A central unit can provide standards, training
support and evaluation capacity without controlling every match or con-
versation. The appropriate structure may therefore be a network with a light
centre rather than a single university-wide service.

Failure signals during scaling include falling supervision ratios, increas-
ing waiting times, recruitment dominated by one social group, routine use
of tutors to compensate for inaccessible teaching, pressure to report only
positive indicators, and a growing gap between the official model and local
practice. Another signal is credential inflation: participation becomes attrac-
tive principally because it confers competitive distinction. Szkudlarek and
Zepke help name the broader danger of capture, in which the language of
agency, engagement and community is reorganised around performance,
retention and institutional reputation (Szkudlarek 2001; Zepke 2017). Scal-
ing is defensible only when growth does not destroy the educational rela-
tion it is meant to extend.
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14.7. Recommendations for University
Leadership

University leaders should begin by authorising a purpose, not merely en-
dorsing an initiative. Their first responsibility is to decide what educational
good the institution is prepared to protect and what obligations it will not
transfer to students. A public statement of support is insufficient when no
unit owns coordination, no workload is recognised and no budget exists af-
ter the project period. Institutional change also has a relational dimension,
requiring communication, cooperation and relationship-building across or-
ganisational boundaries (Ostrowska et al. 2025).

Leadership should establish a multi-year but reviewable resource com-
mitment for coordination, preparation, supervision, accessibility and eval-
uation. Reviewability matters because sustainability is not an entitlement
to permanent continuation. The programme should be capable of being
changed, paused or ended when evidence shows that it lacks educational
value or cannot be supported responsibly. Leaders must therefore protect
the right to report difficulty rather than make programme survival depend-
ent upon constant success narratives.

A second task is to align responsibility across organisational boundaries.
Peer tutoring commonly crosses teaching, student affairs, quality assurance,
disability support, counselling, digital services and student representation.
Senior sponsorship can make cooperation possible, but ownership should
remain close enough to the educational setting for local knowledge to in-
fluence decisions. The preferred arrangement is distributed leadership with
named answerability, not a committee in which everyone supports the pro-
gramme and nobody can decide.

A third task is to recognise labour without converting every contribu-
tion into a performance metric. Tutors may need payment, credit or formal
acknowledgement; supervisors and coordinators need workload recogni-
tion and career legitimacy. Leadership should examine which students are
excluded by unpaid participation and whether recognition mechanisms in-
tensify competition. Investment in peer tutoring is justified only as part of
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investment in teaching and academic community, not as a less expensive
substitute for either.

Finally, leaders should ask what the programme reveals about the uni-
versity itself. Repeated requests for help with one assignment may indicate
a curricular or communication problem. Persistent emotional crises may
indicate insufficient professional services. Low uptake may reflect stigma,
scheduling or mistrust rather than student apathy. Treating peer tutoring as
an institutional sensor requires leaders to respond to what becomes visible,
including evidence that points beyond the programme.

14.8. Recommendations for Academic
Teachers and Supervisors

Academic teachers should remain responsible for the educational architec-
ture within which peer tutoring occurs. This includes the curriculum, the
accuracy and accessibility of teaching, assessment requirements and the
interpretation of disciplinary standards. A peer tutor can help another stu-
dent enter these practices, but should not become the person expected to
repair unclear teaching or mediate every difficulty between a course and its
students.

Teachers involved in programme design should identify where peer ex-
planation and shared inquiry are educationally appropriate. They can clarify
threshold concepts, common misconceptions, relevant resources and the
limits of permissible assistance. They should also make explicit that seek-
ing peer support is a legitimate academic practice rather than evidence of
deficiency. This is different from directing only low-performing students to
tutoring, which can stigmatise tutees and turn matching into deficit classi-
fication.

Supervisors should support judgement rather than provide scripts for
every situation. Their task is to help tutors interpret cases, check uncertain
disciplinary explanations, maintain boundaries, learn from experience and
recognise when a matter belongs elsewhere. They should be reachable
through ordinary consultation and more structured case discussion, with
clear escalation for safety, academic integrity and serious misconduct.
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Supervision must have recognised time; otherwise the programme de-
pends upon hidden goodwill and becomes fragile precisely when demand
increases.

Academic staff should also listen to patterns emerging from tutoring.
Confidentiality prevents the circulation of identifiable stories, but aggregat-
ed themes can inform course review. If several tutors report that students
cannot interpret the same criterion, the response should include examina-
tion of the criterion and teaching, not only additional tutor training. Peer
tutoring contributes to educational improvement when information travels
back towards those who can change institutional conditions.

14.9. Recommendations for Peer Tutors
and Tutees

Peer tutors should enter the role voluntarily and with a realistic account of
its scope. Their responsibility is to prepare, listen, ask, explain when appro-
priate, acknowledge uncertainty, protect agreed confidentiality and use
consultation or referral. They are not responsible for producing another
student’s success, resolving a mental-health crisis, adjudicating assessment,
or compensating for unavailable teaching and services. The freedom to say
‘I do not know’ or ‘this is beyond my role’is part of responsible practice, not
a failure of competence.

Tutors should treat conversational methods as resources for judgement
rather than techniques applied to a passive recipient. The Question Funnel,
GROW, active listening and feedforward were central to the Peer-EDU train-
ing and valued in its evaluation, but participants also warned about den-
sity, repetition and uncertainty in difficult cases (Peer-EDU 2025a; Jendza
and Jendza 2026). A good session is not one in which the tutor displays the
greatest number of tools. It is one in which the tutee can work more intelli-
gently and independently with the matter under study.

Tutees should be recognised as participants, not as programme objects.
They should know why the programme exists, what the tutor can and can-
not offer, how information is handled and how to change or end an arrange-
ment. They retain responsibility for preparation, decisions and academic
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integrity. At the same time, responsibility should not be confused with de-
serving whatever barriers the institution creates. Tutees must be able to re-
port an inaccessible arrangement, unsafe interaction or unsuitable match
without being blamed for insufficient engagement.

Both parties should be able to negotiate a simple working agreement
concerning purpose, timing, communication, preparation, confidentiali-
ty and ending the relationship. Mutuality becomes visible when the tutor
can be questioned and the tutee can refuse advice, while both remain an-
swerable to the subject matter and agreed boundaries. Neither friendship
nor trust should be required in advance; they may emerge through reliable
shared practice.

14.10. Recommendations for Quality
Assurance and Student-Support Units

Quality assurance should protect educational integrity without turning
every tutoring encounter into auditable data. The first task is to define the
minimum information needed for coordination, safeguarding, equity and
evaluation. Attendance, modality and broad purpose may be necessary; de-
tailed personal narratives usually are not. Data should be retained for a stat-
ed period, accessed by named roles and separated from assessment records
unless a clear legal and educational justification exists.

Quality processes should examine implementation before judging ef-
fects. Was the programme accessible? Were tutors prepared and support-
ed? Did supervisors respond? Were referrals accepted? Did matching pro-
cedures operate fairly? Did participants understand the role? Proctor et al’s
distinction between implementation and participant outcomes is useful
here, provided that concepts developed in another service field are adapt-
ed cautiously to higher education (Proctor et al. 2011). A programme should
not be condemned for failing to change retention when the immediate
question was whether a responsible model could be enacted.

Equity monitoring should consider both tutors and tutees. Who applies,
who is selected, who attends training, who completes the role, who seeks
help, who withdraws and who remains absent? Interpretation must attend
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to timetables, paid work, disability, language, caring responsibilities, digital
access and the symbolic meaning of asking for help. Universal-design and
inclusive-pedagogy perspectives support anticipatory flexibility but also
warn that accommodation alone does not resolve unequal recognition or
participation (Stentiford and Koutsouris 2021; Arqus European University
Alliance 2023).

Student-support units should participate in designing referral pathways
and test whether those pathways are credible. A flowchart is not a service.
Units need agreed contact points, response expectations and feedback
routes that preserve confidentiality while allowing coordinators to know
whether the system works. Where capacity is insufficient, this should be
treated as an institutional condition requiring action, not as evidence that
tutors need more training in emotional support.

Quality assurance should finally create space for dissent. Tutors, tutees
and staff must be able to say that a metric distorts practice, a procedure
excludes participants or a credential changes motivation. The framework’s
values become meaningful only when they can be used to criticise the
framework’s own operation. The resulting distribution of non-delegable re-
sponsibilities is summarised in Table 14.4.

Table 14.4. Distributed but non-substitutable responsibilities

Actor Non-delegable responsibility Contribution to the shared
framework

University lead- | Purpose, ownership, stable re- | Authorises, funds and periodically

ership sources, workload recognition | re-authorises the programme
and response to institutional
problems
Programme Operational coherence, re- Connects local actors and ensures
owner and coor- | cruitment, matching, commu- | that procedures remain usable
dinator nication, data and complaints
Academic teach- | Teaching, curriculum, assess- | Identify appropriate scope,
ers and super- ment, disciplinary standards [ supervise tutors and respond to
visors and supported judgement recurring educational issues
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Actor

Non-delegable responsibility

Contribution to the shared
framework

Quiality assurance
and support

Proportionate evaluation,
accessibility and professional

Test referral routes, monitor equity
and keep implementation distinct

units response within their remit from impact claims

Peer tutors Integrity of their conduct, Facilitate shared study without
preparation, boundaries, replacing teachers, advisers or
honest use of knowledge and | therapists
consultation

Tutees Their own studying, choices, | Shape goals, question interpreta-

preparation and academic
integrity

tions and report barriers or unsafe
practice

Student repre-
sentatives and
communities

Representation without claim-
ing to speak for every student

Co-design communication, access,
recognition and review

SEA-EU (or other
alliance) partners

Respect for local ownership
and data governance

Share resources, comparative in-
quiry and communities of practice
without imposing uniformity

Source: Authors’ synthesis of the Peer-EDU responsibility architecture.

14.11. Cross-University Cooperation and the
SEA-EU Context

Peer-EDU originated through cooperation among three SEA-EU universities.
Cross-university work made differences in terminology, authority, support
structures and academic culture visible. Its value lies less in producing a sin-
gle transnational model than in creating a comparative space in which local
assumptions can be questioned. The three institutions can therefore contin-
ue to cooperate without requiring identical programmes.

A SEA-EU layer can support a shared ethical, legal and educational min-
imum: common distinctions among tutoring, teaching, advising and ther-
apy; principles for confidentiality and referral; recognition of accessibility;
and agreement that training completion is not equivalent to independent
readiness. It can also support shared resources, translated materials, trainer
development and reciprocal peer review of local designs. These common
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elements should reduce unnecessary duplication while leaving programme
ownership within each institution.

A cross-university community of practice could connect coordinators,
supervisors and student tutors. Case-based seminars, annual design re-
views and short exchanges can make tacit knowledge available across sites
(Wenger 1998). The international Peer-EDU training suggests that partici-
pants valued perspective-taking, friendship and collaboration across cul-
tural settings, but the evidence concerns nineteen survey respondents af-
ter one short programme and should not be generalised to later practice
(Jendza and Jendza 2026: 14-15). Future cooperation should examine when
internationality deepens inquiry and when language, mobility or status dif-
ferences restrict participation.

Shared evaluation can be valuable when it preserves contextual inter-
pretation. A common core of questions may allow comparison of reach,
implementation and candidate mechanisms. Local teams should retain the
ability to add questions relevant to disciplinary and institutional conditions.
Comparative dashboards are useful only when they do not rank universities
on incomparable indicators or encourage strategic reporting. The purpose
of comparison is learning across difference, not competition for the most
successful peer tutoring brand.

SEA-EU cooperation may also enable research designs beyond the ca-
pacity of one small programme: longitudinal follow-up, comparative case
studies, realist evaluation and analysis of how different recognition or su-
pervision arrangements operate. Such research should begin only after
local provision is ethically and organisationally credible. The alliance is not
a justification for scaling before readiness; it is an infrastructure for shared
inquiry into adaptation.

14.12. Sustainability beyond Project Funding

Project funding can create time for inquiry, international meetings, training
design and experimentation. It can also conceal the ordinary cost of contin-
uation. Sustainability begins when the university decides which functions
must enter regular structures: coordination, tutor preparation, supervision,
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referral, accessible infrastructure, evaluation and renewal of materials.
A programme that survives only through the unpaid overwork of a small
founding group has not become sustainable; it has deferred recognition of
its costs.

Embedding should be selective. Peer tutoring may be connected to pro-
gramme review, transition provision, teaching-development centres, stu-
dent-support strategies and workload systems. It need not be absorbed into
every policy or transformed into a permanent central bureaucracy. Jendza'’s
analysis of university cultures cautions against imagining the institution
as one coherent order: cultures of meeting, development, competition
and work coexist and can pull the programme towards different purposes
(Jendza 2020a). Sustainability requires an organisational home capable of
negotiating these logics without losing the educational purpose.

Succession is as important as funding. Coordinators and supervisors
leave; trained tutors graduate; project knowledge becomes dispersed. Doc-
umentation should therefore include decisions and rationales, not only
forms. A community of practice, induction for new staff, student representa-
tion in governance and periodic review can prevent the programme from
depending upon personal memory. At the same time, documentation must
remain light enough to be used and revised.

Sustainability also requires periodic re-authorisation. Each cycle should
ask whether the original educational need remains, whether participants
still experience the programme as legitimate, whether access has widened,
whether responsibilities remain workable and whether the institution has
acted on problems revealed through tutoring. Continuation should not be
automatic merely because a programme has acquired a name, logo or cre-
dential.

The financial question should be answered openly. Stable provision re-
quires a budget proportionate to the programme’s scope and risk. Leaders
should compare the costs not only with anticipated outcomes but also with
the ethical cost of unsupported student labour and with alternative invest-
ments in teaching, advising or professional services. Peer tutoring should
be funded because the institution values students’ contribution to shared
study, not because students are cheaper than qualified staff.
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The most important form of sustainability is cultural. A programme be-
comes durable when asking for help is not stigmatised, tutors can acknowl-
edge uncertainty, teachers remain receptive to what students make visible,
and the university recognises relationships as part of its educational infra-
structure. Barnett’s ecological university, Masschelein and Simons’ public
study and the idea of university friendship all point beyond programme sur-
vival towards a university capable of sustaining common attention and an-
swerability (Barnett 2018; Masschelein and Simons 2018; Rutkowiak 2010).

The Peer-EDU framework is therefore a roadmap rather than a blueprint.
Its value lies in making visible how knowledge, relationships and respon-
sibility are organised when students take on educational roles. Peer tu-
toring does not offer a simple resolution to the contemporary university’s
problems, but it reveals the conditions under which shared study becomes
possible. Ultimately, the future of the framework depends upon institutions
willing not only to adopt its structure, but to be changed by what its appli-
cation reveals.



CONCLUSION

WHAT DOES STUDYING
WITH PEERS REVEAL
ABOUT THE UNIVERSITY?

This book began with a practical concern: how might universities support
students entering unfamiliar academic worlds without interpreting every
difficulty as an individual deficit? Peer tutoring offered one possible re-
sponse. Yet the project quickly displaced the question that had produced
it. Once students are invited to support one another’s study, other ques-
tions become unavoidable: who may exercise educational authority, how
knowledge is made available, what kinds of relation sustain study, and what
the university must continue to do when students assume responsibilities
within it.

Peer-EDU leaves these questions deliberately open. The project com-
pleted a literature review, a comparative diagnostic study across the Uni-
versity of Gdansk, the University of Malta and the University of Split, an in-
ternational preparation programme for students, a separate programme for
academic mentors, post-training evaluation and a prospective implemen-
tation framework. The planned pilot of sustained tutor-tutee relationships
did not take place. Accordingly, the project cannot demonstrate effects on
attainment, progression, retention, graduation or wellbeing, nor can it show
how matching, supervision and referral would have worked over time. That
limit has been stated where it matters throughout the book; here it serves
a different purpose. It marks the boundary between what Peer-EDU has
learned and what a future programme would still have to discover in prac-
tice (Jendza et al. 2026; Attard Tonna et al. 2026; Jendza and Jendza 2026).

A conclusion to such an inquiry should not reproduce the argument
chapter by chapter. The preceding parts have already examined transi-
tion, belonging, student authorship, knowledge, authority, care, the tutor
role, programme design, training experience, mentoring and institutional
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architecture. The task now is narrower: to ask what becomes visible when
these strands are read together. Peer tutoring is useful for this purpose pre-
cisely because it is a small practice. It places students, knowledge and in-
stitutional responsibility close enough to one another for tensions that are
often dispersed across the university to become difficult to ignore.

The orientation remains neither celebratory nor denunciatory. The lan-
guage of agency can conceal delegated labour; support can become a sub-
stitute for adequate teaching; participation can be recruited into retention
and performance agendas. These possibilities require critique. But critique
alone does not tell us what should be sustained. Post-critical pedagogy is
helpful because it combines vigilance towards capture with an affirmative
question about educational practices worth caring for (Hodgson, Vlieghe
and Zamojski 2017; 2018). Studying with peers is approached here in that
spirit: not as a proven solution, but as a practice whose promise and danger
disclose something about the university that hosts it.

1. What Became Visible through Peer-EDU

The project first made visible how much university study depends upon
knowledge that is not contained in the curriculum. Students encounter
disciplinary vocabularies, forms of argument, assessment conventions, ex-
pectations of independence and institutional procedures that experienced
members often no longer notice as requiring explanation. Admission grants
formal membership; it does not distribute equal access to the interpretative
resources through which academic life becomes readable. The diagnostic
material from all three universities repeatedly brought academic and rela-
tional concerns together: participants spoke about understanding, confi-
dence, communication, integration and knowing where to turn when some-
thing was unclear (Attard Tonna et al. 2026).

This does not mean that transition should be transferred to peer tutors.
Earlier chapters have already shown why such a move would be both ped-
agogically and institutionally inadequate. What Peer-EDU adds is evidence
that the boundary between ‘academic’ and ‘social’ support is less stable in
practice than organisational structures sometimes imply. A question about
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an assignment can contain uncertainty about whether one belongs in the
programme; a difficulty in approaching an academic teacher can affect
whether disciplinary confusion is ever voiced; a conversation about study
may reveal that the real obstacle lies in an inaccessible procedure. The cate-
gories remain useful, but students encounter them in entangled form.

The comparative dimension sharpened this finding. The three partner
universities did not provide three versions of the same institutional back-
ground. Existing tutoring traditions, degrees of centralisation, faculty au-
tonomy, support structures, language, workload concerns and assumptions
about academic authority altered what peer tutoring could plausibly mean
in each setting. The same label could be heard as an extension of tutoring
already familiar to the institution, as a new student-support mechanism, as
a possible intrusion into teacher responsibility or as a form of student partic-
ipation. Context does more than facilitate or obstruct implementation after
a programme has been designed. It participates in defining the programme
itself (Attard Tonna et al. 2026; Jendza 2020a).

Peer-EDU also exposed the distance between preparation and enact-
ment. Forty-six students completed the international training, and the nine-
teen respondents to the post-training survey evaluated it very positively.
Most reported increased confidence. Yet only seven described themselves
as fully ready to begin tutoring, while the remainder selected ‘mostly’ or
‘not yet’ Their requests concerned shadowing, local procedures, access to
mentors, more difficult cases and somebody to contact when the situation
exceeded what had been rehearsed (Jendza and Jendza 2026). Academic
teachers were prepared for prospective mentoring roles through separate
workshops at all three partner universities. Academic mentors participating
in the University of Gdansk workshop likewise anticipated the need for con-
sultation and collegial support (Godlewska-Werner and Jendza 2026).

In this sense, the unrealised pilot is more than a methodological absence.
It prevents the project from closing the distance between an educational
idea and its institutional life through optimistic inference. A persuasive cur-
riculum, motivated participants and carefully formulated roles do not yet
constitute a practice. Between them lies organisation: matching, timing,
rooms, communication, supervision, response capacity, recognition, trust
and the mundane reliability of people and services. Educational innovation
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often becomes most revealing at precisely this point, when the language of
intention encounters the ordinary conditions of university work.

2. From Supporting Students to Making
Study Possible

Peer tutoring can and should be useful. A student who receives a clearer ex-
planation, understands an assessment convention or discovers how to ap-
proach a difficult text has not received an inferior form of education merely
because the assistance was practical. The problem begins when usefulness
is organised through a repair model in which the student is the only ob-
ject expected to change. If the same confusion recurs because an assess-
ment task is opaque, if help is needed because teaching is inaccessible, or
if students cannot locate an existing service, a tutoring programme that
becomes increasingly efficient at compensating for these conditions may
actually make the institutional problem harder to see.

The earlier chapters used the language of studying deliberately. There is
no need to restate the critique of learnification developed there. Its conse-
quence for the argument is simple: an educational account of peer tutoring
must retain the matter being studied. A tutoring encounter is not made ed-
ucational by warmth, participation or conversational technique alone. Tutor
and tutee meet around something that can resist both of them: a text, con-
cept, problem, method, case or practice whose demands cannot be reduced
to either participant’s preference (Biesta 2010; 2012).

This changes the meaning of proximity. The value of a near-peer is not
that a student replaces academic expertise with a more comfortable source
of answers. It lies in the possibility that recent experience can make diffi-
cult practices more speakable and interpretable. A tutor may remember the
point at which a concept first became intelligible, the confusion produced
by an unfamiliar convention or the informal strategy that helped them be-
gin. That memory can create a route into study. It can also be wrong, par-
tial or overly confident. Peer proximity therefore becomes educationally
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interesting only when it remains connected to disciplinary sources, academ-
ic teachers and the possibility of correction.

Publicness gives this account a wider horizon. The argument developed
earlier can now be used without repeating its theoretical exposition: a uni-
versity becomes more public when access to serious engagement with
knowledge widens beyond those who already possess the habits and net-
works of insiders (Masschelein and Simons 2018; Zamojski 2015). Peer tutor-
ing can enact a modest version of this gesture by making a difficult concept,
convention or problem discussable between students. It neither democ-
ratises knowledge by declaring all interpretations equal nor protects it by
reserving legitimate speech for staff. It widens the routes through which
a matter can be approached.

This is why the distinction between academic support and educational
participation matters. Support addresses a difficulty. Shared study can also
alter who is recognised as capable of contributing to the intellectual life
of the university. The difference need not be announced in every tutoring
session. It becomes visible in the cumulative organisation of the practice:
whether students are treated as cases to be processed, or as persons who
may ask, explain, challenge, revise and bring another person into closer con-
tact with a matter worth studying.

3. Students as Contributors without
Becoming Substitutes

One of the book’s recurring claims has been that students can become
co-authors of parts of their educational environment. By the conclusion,
that proposition needs less definition and more qualification. Peer-EDU
shows several forms of contribution: students participated in diagnostic re-
search, interpreted the tutor role during training, criticised the programme
in its evaluation, and later brought their own accounts into the public space
of the Viva Dydaktyka conference. In these moments, they were not merely
recipients of an intervention. They became sources of interpretation about
what the project was becoming.
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Such contribution does not erase the distinction between student and
academic teacher.The pointis not to celebrate horizontalism or to distribute
every educational task to whoever is willing to perform it. The distinction re-
mains productive because different actors possess different knowledge, au-
thority and obligations. A student tutor can make an explanation accessible
without becoming responsible for the curriculum. A tutee can question the
tutor without determining what counts as adequate disciplinary evidence.
Academic teachers retain responsibility for teaching and assessment; pro-
fessional services retain responsibilities that require specialist competence;
the institution retains responsibility for the conditions in which participa-
tion is invited.

The danger is delegation disguised as partnership. Student activity
can become attractive to institutions precisely because it appears devel-
opmental, voluntary and relatively inexpensive. Under such conditions,
the language of co-authorship may legitimise the transfer of work without
a corresponding transfer of resources, authority or recognition. The criti-
cal literature on student partnership warns that participation can privilege
those who already possess confidence, time and cultural legitimacy (Cook-
Sather, Bovill and Felten 2014; Bovill et al. 2016; Mercer-Mapstone et al.
2017). Peer tutoring adds another dimension: access to the tutor role itself
can become stratified through grade-based selection, unpaid labour or cre-
dential competition.

For this reason, the tutee’s authorship matters as much as the tutor’s.
A tutoring programme becomes paternalistic when only the helping stu-
dent is imagined as active. The tutee’s questions can unsettle an explana-
tion, expose an ambiguity and alter the direction of the encounter. Their
refusal to accept an interpretation or to continue a particular match is not
noise around the programme; it is part of the educational situation. The tu-
tor’s task is not to produce compliance with assistance but to create condi-
tions in which another person’s intellectual activity can continue.

The project materials offer only preliminary evidence of such a shift in
role identity, since they come from preparation rather than sustained prac-
tice. Even so, remarks such as ‘tutors don’t know everything’ and the de-
scription of helping another person reach a solution rather than receiving
it ready-made are significant (Jendza and Jendza 2026). They suggest that
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some participants began to detach helpfulness from omniscience. That is
a modest change, but an important one: educational contribution becomes
compatible with not knowing, and authority becomes compatible with
leaving room for another person’s judgement.

Co-authorship acquires institutional significance only when contribu-
tions can travel. If tutors repeatedly encounter the same ambiguous assess-
ment instruction, inaccessible procedure or gap in support, the resulting
pattern should not remain inside a series of private conversations. At the
same time, neither tutors nor tutees should become informal auditors of
one another or data sources for a system hungry for continuous monitoring.
The educational challenge is to allow experience to inform teaching and
organisation without appropriating confidential encounters. Students be-
come consequential contributors when the university can learn from what
they make visible while still carrying the responsibility to act.

4. The University around the Encounter

Part IV turned from persons to architecture. Its main implication can be ex-
pressed without repeating the detailed framework: the institution’s most le-
gitimate object of intervention is the ecology around the tutoring encoun-
ter, not every movement within it. Purpose, access, selection, preparation,
matching, safeguarding, supervision, recognition, spaces, data practices
and evaluation require deliberate organisation. The conversation itself re-
quires something different: room for judgement, hesitation, humour, dis-
agreement, reformulation and the possibility that the planned route will
cease to be useful.

This is not a romantic defence of informality. Unstructured arrangements
often privilege those who already possess social networks, discretionary
time, confidence and familiarity with institutional life. Visible entry routes,
accessible spaces, recognised roles and reliable referral can enlarge rather
than diminish freedom. Formalisation becomes educationally problematic
when it begins to own the interaction it was introduced to protect: when
conversational scripts replace judgement, monitoring replaces trust, or cer-
tification becomes the principal reason to participate.
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The distinction among formal, informal and deliberately non-formal-
ised dimensions of university life developed earlier in the book is helpful
precisely because it avoids a binary choice (Jendza 2020a). Some elements
should be formal because rights and responsibilities depend upon them.
Some can remain flexible because disciplines, students and circumstances
differ. Others should be protected from exhaustive formalisation because
their meaning depends upon responsiveness between persons. The point
is not to locate a universally correct quantity of regulation but to ask what
each rule is protecting, whose risk it addresses and what educational possi-
bility it may inadvertently close.

Supervision illustrates the same logic. The mentor pathway designed
within Peer-EDU did not seek to place an academic observer inside every tu-
toring encounter. It created a place to which uncertainty could return. That
difference is crucial. A university that invites students to take responsibili-
ty needs channels through which responsibility can move when the limits
of the student role are reached. Consultation, referral and case discussion
are not signs that autonomy has failed. They are part of an architecture that
makes limited autonomy credible.

Recognition and resources belong to this architecture as well. The book
has considered ECTS, micro-credentials, certificates, payment and workload
allocation not because recognition is an administrative afterthought, but
because different arrangements shape who can participate and what the
role comes to mean. Unpaid contribution may exclude students who cannot
afford to volunteer. Competitive credentials may turn mutual assistance into
distinction. Invisible supervisory labour may leave nominal support unavail-
able in practice. These questions cannot be settled by a universal reward
model. They require institutions to acknowledge that relational educational
work has material conditions.

The same principle should govern evaluation. The prospective frame-
work developed in Chapters 13 and 14 distinguishes implementation,
reach, experience, possible mechanisms and educational outcomes be-
cause these answer different questions. The conclusion need not repeat
the full sequence. What matters is the discipline it imposes on institution-
al storytelling. Positive testimony is valuable evidence of experience; it is
not a shortcut to claims of effectiveness. Participation numbers show reach,
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not quality. Retention may eventually be a legitimate research question, but
it cannot retrospectively define the meaning of every tutoring relationship.
Evidence is strongest when it allows the programme to become more an-
swerable, not merely more defensible.

5. The Relational University as a Question
of Answerability

The expression relational university has appeared throughout this book, but
its meaning should not be sentimentalised at the end. It does not describe
a university in which everyone feels close, hierarchy disappears or conflict
is resolved through goodwill. Relations can exclude, dominate, exhaust and
misrecognise. What makes relationality educationally significant is that the
university acknowledges dependence without turning it into either weak-
ness or licence to withdraw responsibility.

Peer tutoring makes this especially visible because knowledge, author-
ity and responsibility cannot be kept in separate institutional boxes once
two students begin to study together. Knowledge arrives through persons,
texts, curricula and disciplinary practices. Authority moves: the tutor may
temporarily know more about one problem, the tutee may expose the inad-
equacy of an explanation, the teacher may need to re-enter when discipli-
nary judgement is required. Responsibility also moves, but it should remain
traceable. The educational quality of the encounter depends not on elimi-
nating these movements but on preventing them from becoming invisible.

This is where the idea of modes of meeting becomes consequential.
Earlier work on academic cultures argued that meetings do not merely ex-
press a university that already exists; through ways of confronting, avoiding,
recognising or attempting to understand one another, participants repro-
duce particular spectres of the institution (Jendza 2020b). A peer tutoring
encounter is similarly generative on a small scale. It can become a display of
competence, an exchange of shortcuts, an avoidance of difficult knowledge,
or a meeting in which another person’s attempt to understand is taken se-
riously. The name of the programme cannot decide which mode appears.
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The relational university is therefore less an institutional identity than
a test of arrangement. Does the organisation of study allow uncertainty to
be voiced without humiliation? Can authority be exercised without mo-
nopolising thought? Can students contribute without their contribution
becoming a substitute for teaching or professional support? Can the univer-
sity learn from difficulties that emerge in local encounters? Can it provide
enough structure for participation to be equitable while leaving enough
openness for a meeting to remain responsive to what actually happens?
These questions are more demanding than declaring relationality as a val-
ue because they can be asked of budgets, timetables, assessment practic-
es, rooms, workload models and data systems as well as of interpersonal
conduct.

This public dimension also changes the standard by which institutional
answerability should be judged. The question is not only whether students
can reach a programme, but whether the university remains open to what
their participation discloses: opaque conventions, inaccessible teaching,
uneven recognition or forms of knowledge that have become unnecessarily
private. Peer tutoring is consequential when such signals can travel back
towards those with authority to alter conditions, rather than ending as in-
formation held inside the dyad.

Barnett’s ecological university helps extend this conclusion beyond the
dyad (Barnett 2018). A tutoring relationship belongs simultaneously to an
ecology of persons, knowledge, institutional practices and wider social
conditions. Its value cannot be assessed by isolating one participant’s gain.
A programme that improves confidence while exhausting tutors, widens
access in one faculty while concentrating resources away from another, or
raises retention by masking an avoidable curricular problem would demand
a more complicated judgement. Educational goods can conflict. A relational
university is one that remains answerable to those conflicts rather than re-
solving them rhetorically through the language of community.

The post-critical register matters here once again. To affirm peer tutor-
ing is not to believe that peer relations are pure. It is to judge that there
is something worth protecting in the possibility that students might place
knowledge between themselves, take one another’s questions seriously and
help keep study open. Critique protects that possibility from appropriation;
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institutional responsibility gives it conditions in which it can exist; educa-
tional judgement determines, each time imperfectly, what should happen
next.

6. What Remains to Be Studied

The research agenda now begins where the project could not continue: in-
side sustained tutoring practice. The first requirement is descriptive before
it is evaluative. Researchers need to observe how relationships begin, what
tutors and tutees actually do across repeated meetings, how aims change,
when direct explanation replaces questioning, how disagreement is han-
dled and what happens when one participant wishes to stop. Interviews,
observation, case reconstruction and reflective records could illuminate
successful encounters, but also failed matches, refusals, interruptions and
situations that participants themselves consider unhelpful. Without these
cases, the field risks learning only from relationships that survive long
enough to be counted as successes.

A second task concerns the institutional routes surrounding practice. Su-
pervision should be studied as something that happens, not assumed from
the presence of a named mentor. How quickly can tutors obtain consulta-
tion? What do supervisors do with uncertainty? Which cases are referred
and which remain within tutoring? Do professional services receive referrals
in the way the programme anticipates? Do recurring issues travel back to ac-
ademic teachers or programme leaders? Following such trajectories would
show whether the institution can convert dispersed experience into institu-
tional learning without violating confidentiality.

Third, equity and labour require longitudinal attention. Who becomes
a tutor, who seeks assistance and who remains absent are questions that
precede any outcome analysis. Payment, ECTS, micro-credentials, schedul-
ing, language, disability access, caring responsibilities and commuting may
change participation in different ways. Research should therefore examine
recognition not only as motivation but as distribution: whose contribution
becomes possible, whose labour is valued, and whether formal recogni-
tion gradually converts peer tutoring into a competitive asset. Capture is
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a temporal process. It can only be understood by watching what happens
as a programme becomes visible, resourced and scalable.

Fourth, disciplinary difference should become an object of inquiry rath-
er than a nuisance to standardisation. The authority appropriate to helping
with a mathematical proof, clinical reasoning, laboratory practice, academic
writing or an interpretative text cannot be assumed to be identical. Com-
parative case studies could examine what near-peer expertise means in dif-
ferent fields, how tutors negotiate uncertainty and when the presence of an
academic teacher becomes necessary. Cross-university cooperation within
SEA-EU could make such comparison especially fruitful if common ques-
tions are combined with respect for local meanings rather than converted
into ranking.

Finally, outcome research should follow a clear inferential order. Imple-
mentation, reach, experience, mechanisms, proximal educational changes
and distal institutional outcomes are analytically distinct. Satisfaction may
justify redesigning or retaining a training element; it does not demonstrate
improved study. A change in confidence may be meaningful; it is not equiv-
alent to disciplinary mastery. Retention, progression and graduation require
longitudinal and comparative designs capable of addressing selection
and alternative explanations. Realist evaluation is particularly appropriate
because the most useful question is unlikely to be whether peer tutoring
works in the abstract, but what particular arrangements become education-
ally valuable for whom, under what conditions and through which mecha-
nisms (Pawson and Tilley 1997).

These empirical questions should always remain connected to philo-
sophical ones. Research that becomes increasingly precise about effects
can still lose sight of what the activity is for. Future studies should ask how
tutoring alters participants’relation to knowledge, how dependence and in-
dependence are interpreted, how educational authority is recognised and
contested, and what kinds of membership become possible through asking
for or offering help. Such questions are not alternatives to rigorous evalua-
tion. They are what allow an indicator to be interpreted as evidence about
education rather than merely about programme performance.

Peer-EDU began from a relatively modest conviction: students might be
able to support one another’s study more intentionally than the university
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usually recognises. The project did not demonstrate that this possibility had
been realised in sustained practice. What it produced instead was a body of
evidence, educational designs and institutional questions that make future
implementation more difficult to romanticise and more possible to examine
responsibly.

The findings challenge two equally reductive accounts of peer tutoring:
that peer relations naturally generate equality and community, and that
institutionalisation inevitably converts them into instruments of efficiency
and control. The Peer-EDU experience supports neither conclusion. Peer re-
lations can reproduce hierarchy, just as institutions can exploit participation.
However, deliberate organisation can create conditions where knowledge
is approached differently, uncertainty is openly addressed, and students
enrich the educational environment without substituting for institutional
responsibility.

The decisive question is therefore not whether the university should in-
tervene or withdraw, but what it must hold, what it can share and what it
should leave open. It must teach, resource, recognise and respond when
peer relations reach their limits. It should also permit students to question,
interpret, assist, decline and revise what is being designed. The result will
not be a frictionless community. A university worthy of the name contains
disagreement, asymmetry, unfinished knowledge and competing respon-
sibilities.

Studying with peers finally reveals that the university is made not only
through curricula, regulations and strategies, but through modes of meeting
around matters judged worthy of attention. The university becomes rela-
tional not when it transfers education to students, but when it creates con-
ditions in which students, teachers and knowledge can meet - and accepts
responsibility for what those meetings make possible, what they reproduce
and what they leave unresolved.
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