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Paired Reading: a study of process and outcome

SAM WINTER, Department of Education, University of Hong Kong

A peer tutored Paired Reading (PR) project was organised involving 10 and
11 year old pupils at two primary schools. Outcome was assessed by reading age. Tutor
and tutee behaviour during PR was analysed by sessional tape recordings. The study
indicates that many of the tutors involved in this project failed to follow PR procedures
closely, that all tutors employed reinforcement at very low rates, that many important
errors were left uncorrected, and that tutors were consistent in their adherence to (or
neglect of) the procedures in which they had been trained.
There appeared to be no influence of tutees' initial reading age on either tutee or tutor
behaviour during PR sessions. No aspect of either tutee or tutor behaviour during PR was
associated with size of reading gain.
Mechanisms underlying the apparent effectiveness of PR (and a number of other
tutoring techniques for oral reading) are discussed in the context of the apparent absence
of any relationship between tutor adherence to PR and tutee reading gains.
ABSTRACT

Introduction
Paired Reading (PR) appears to have provided psychologists and teachers with a
simple and effective method of encouraging children's oral reading ability. Although
suitable for use by teachers working at most age and ability levels, it is in connection
with parent tutors and children with reading difficulties that PR has become best
known (Topping & McKnight, 1984).
Most educational psychologists will be familiar with PR. For those who are not,
there follows a short summary based upon Morgan & Lyon's (1979) original outline of
the technique, as it would be used by parents. Components (1) to (5) involve what
Morgan & Lyon describe as 'simultaneous reading', whilst components (6) to (9)
involve 'independent reading'.
(1) The child chooses what he wants to read.
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(2) The child and his parent read aloud in close synchrony, any adjustments to pace
being made by the parent.
(3) The child is required to attempt all words.
(4) If the child makes an error then the parent signals that this has happened and
allows time for the child to make a second attempt before continuing, with the
correct word being supplied by the parent if necessary.
(5) Where a word is supplied, it is repeated by the child.
(6) The child signals to the parent if he/she wants to read independently, and the
parent verbally reinforces that signal.
(7) During independent reading the parent also verbally reinforces the child for
reading correctly (particularly where the words are unfamiliar or complex) and for
any self-correction.
(8) As in simultaneous reading the parent during independent reading allows the
child four seconds to read a word or self-correct an error before the correct word is
modelled.
(9) When a word is supplied then the parent and child revert to reading together as
in component (2).
The PR literature relating to parent tutors suggests (1) that low progress, 'dyslexic'
and satisfactory readers, as well as ESL children, can benefit from PR, (2) that tutees
from six years upwards into adulthood can benefit from PR, (3) that the benefits
encompass reading rate, accuracy and comprehension as well as improved attitudes
towards reading and (4) that such benefits can be shown in projects as short as six
weeks. Many of the earlier studies are reviewed by Topping & McKnight (1984). For
a more recent review see Winter (1987). Topping (1986) has produced a bibliography
listing 105 papers on the subject of PR. Reports of parent tutored PR projects
commonly indicate average gains in reading age which are several times greater than
the actual duration of the project concerned; gains unmatched by 'no-treatment' groups
where such comparison data are available.
Recent work in the area of peer tutored PR indicates that the technique can be
taught to primary and secondary school children, that these children can then act as
successful tutors with partners who are the same age or younger, and that they can
sometimes make reading gains as great as those of the tutees. Early examples of peer
tutored PR projects are reported in Winter & Low (1984) and Limbrick, McNaughton
& Glynn (1985). For recent reviews of similar research see Winter (1986) and
Topping (1987). One of the better designed peer tutored PR studies was that of
Crombie & Low (1986) who formed two matched groups of tutors, one of which was
trained to use PR with younger children whilst the other was simply asked to listen to
their tutees read and provide whatever help they could. Each group of tutors worked
with their tutees daily for a period of six weeks. Results from the Neale Analysis of
Reading Ability indicated that those children who had experienced PR (either as tutors
or tutees) averaged gains of nine and 11 months for accuracy age and comprehension
age respectively. The corresponding figures for the tutors and tutees in the 'Listening
and Helping' group were four months and six months. The apparent importance, both
for tutors and tutees, of training in specific techniques is a topic to which this paper
will later return.
Much of the PR research carried out with either parents or peers has sought to
modify the original PR technique in some way, either by adding components (e.g.
discussion of the content of the passage) or by changing components (e.g. control of
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reading materials used), both of which modifications are exemplified in the work of
Limbrick, McNaughton & Glynn (1985).
Perhaps the commonest modification has been to remove the need for the tutor to
pause to allow the tutee to self-correct an error as indicated in components (4) and (8)
above. The consequence has been that the opportunities for self-correction originally
incorporated into the technique have often been absent, as illustrated by the work of
Topping & McKnight (1984), Miller, Robson & Bushell (1986) and others. This
particular modification may be viewed as unfortunate in the light of work by
McNaughton & Glynn (1981) indicating the benefits, particularly for low progress
readers, of delaying attention to errors.
Advocates of PR have offered a variety of explanations to account for its apparent
effectiveness. Morgan & Lyon (1979) offered a broadly behavioural analysis, arguing
that PR involves participant modelling (a means by which correct reading patterns
may be acquired) and positive reinforcement (a means by which they might be
strengthened). They placed particular emphasis upon the role of reinforcement, noting
in the above study that PR training raised the frequency with which parents used
positive reinforcement from under 5% to 30-60% of words their children read.
Bushell, Miller & Robson (1985) accounted for PR's effectiveness in different ways.
Following Lawrence (1983), they argued that low esteem exerts an inhibitory effect
upon reading performance and that PR removes these feelings in two ways. First, it
shifts parent attention towards correct reading performance and away from a primarily
error-correcting emphasis. Secondly, it provides the child with an unusual view of the
parent as learner; a view which encourages the child to regard his own learning role in
a more positive light. Bushell et al. also drew attention to the opportunities which they
believed PR provided for the development of prediction based on semantic and
syntactic cues.
Recent research indicates that whatever effects PR has upon reading ability and
attitudes may be due to features far from unique to PR. A wide range of tutoring
approaches has been used effectively by parents to help their children learn to read
aloud from texts. Some appear to be variants of PR (Bryans, Kidd & Levey, 1985,
Young & Tyre, 1983; Portsmouth, Wilkins & Airey, 1985). Other rather different
approaches are Relaxed Reading (Lindsay, Evans & Jones 1985), Pause-Prompt-Praise
(Glynn, 1981; Wheldall, Merrett & Colmar, 1987), Independent Reading (Burdett,
1986), Shared Reading (Greening & Spenceley, 1984; 1987), reinforcement approaches
(Heath, 1981), Read-Aloud and Linguistic methods (Wareing, 1985), Prepared Reading (Young & Tyre, 1983) as well as less structured approaches (Tizard, Schofield &
Hewison, 1982; Widlake & MacLeod, 1985; Ashton, Stoney & Hannon, 1986; Swinson,
1985; Sigston, Addington, Banks & Striesow, 1984).
Studies which have directly compared the effectiveness of PR and other methods are
few (Burdett, 1986; Heath, 1981; Grigg, 1984; Winter, 1985; Lindsay et a/., 1985).
Information regarding controls for tuition time, commitment and/or Hawthorne
effects is often insufficient to enable one to make valid effectiveness comparisons. As a
consequence there remains doubt as to whether PR is any more successful than other
approaches in bringing about improved pupil performance and attitudes towards
reading (Swinson, 1986a, b; Pumfrey, 1986). The corollary is that there appear to be
no indicators which would enable us to prescribe preferred methods for individual
pupils (Winter, 1985).
Miller et al. (1986) found no relationship (linear at least) between time spent by
parent tutors using PR and gains in either accuracy or comprehension of tutees as
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measured by the Neale Analysis of Reading Ability. It is worth considering how
important reading practice is in tutoring projects. A number of studies indicate that
activities designed to enhance the emotional well-being of pupils can enhance or even
reproduce the gains made by tutoring in reading.
Early indications by Vriend (1969) and others that counselling might enhance
academic achievement have gained added force through the work of Lawrence (1983,
1985). In his 1985 study he reported on a project involving 374 eight year-old poor
readers divided into two groups on the basis of the level of self-esteem which they
displayed. Each group was further subdivided into four treatment groups. Over the 20
week project pupils took part in one of the following activities; (a) DISTAR direct
instruction in reading, (b) DISTAR plus counselling activities, (c) DISTAR plus
drama or (d) no special treatment. The results suggest that activities (such as drama
and counselling) which focus upon the emotional needs of the pupils can increase the
impact of reading tuition, despite the fact that little if any reading is incorporated into
those sessions. It is perhaps unfortunate that Lawrence's study failed to include groups
who received counselling and/or drama only.
Wooster (1986) reports on a social skills training project which for a period of two
school terms emphasised communication of feelings, awareness of self and others,
friendship and helping others. Nineteen ten year-old pupils took part in the project.
Their progress on a reading test was significantly greater than that of a no-treatment
control group.
Rocks, Baker & Guerney (1985) report the results of a project incorporating a
shortened version of Guerney's (1977) Relationship Enhancement (RE) programme
used with students between grades 8 and 12. RE attempts to alter participants'
attitudes, perceptions, feelings and behaviours through systematic instruction incorporating modelling, social reinforcement and prompting. Participants are trained in
expression, empathy, problem-solving and other skills. Four groups were formed for
this project; (a) RE for teachers and pupils, (b) RE for teachers only, (c) brief lecture
in relationships issues for teachers and pupils and (d) brief lecture for teachers only.
At the end of the two month project pupils who were involved in, or whose teachers
were involved in, RE made substantial gains in academic achievement.
The consistent finding in these projects is that activities which focus upon the
adjustment needs and emotional well-being of pupils can enhance the gains in
academic performance produced by academic instruction, whether the instruction is
additional to that normally provided in class or not.
A problem in attempting to account for the effectiveness of PR has been that little
research has been conducted, either in parent or peer tutor applications, to investigate
what actually happens during PR tutoring sessions (Topping, 1987). Some reports in
the PR literature indicate that parents trained to use PR sometimes fail to employ the
technique during the course of a project, instead using their own methods for helping
the child (Wareing, 1985; Spalding, Drew, Ellbeck, Livesey, Musset & Wales, 1984).
There is no evidence to indicate that those who deviate from strict PR become less
effective tutors.
The only study to report direct and systematic measurement of tutoring behaviours
is that of Limbrick et al. (1985). These researchers employed a modified version of the
PR procedure within the context of a peer tutor project involving six to ten year-olds
tutored by 10 and 11 year-olds. Selected tutoring sessions were observed and measures
taken for praise, error correction strategies and negative comments before and after
training in PR.
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Limbrick et al. found that training in PR increased the frequency with which tutors
(1) praised correct and independent reading, (2) attended to errors and (3) prompted
correct words. It appears that even after tutors received training in PR the frequency
for these variables remained quite low. Nevertheless, Limbrick et al. report the reading
age gains on the Neale Analysis of Reading Ability were substantially greater, both for
tutors and tutees, during the trained tutoring phase as compared with those gains made
during untrained tutoring. Tutees made mean accuracy age gains of 3.3 months and 7.6
months during the untrained and trained tutoring phases respectively. Equivalent
figures for the tutors were 1.6 months and 17.4 months.
Limbrick et al. conclude that the gains made were the result of specific tutoring
experiences and that training served to ensure that effective tutoring behaviour
occurred. Similar conclusions may be drawn from controlled experiments involving
other tutoring techniques which relate tutoring behaviour to reading gains (e.g.
Wheldall & Mettem (1986) in a peer tutor study of the Pause, Prompt and Praise
technique). However, Limbrick et al. do not discuss possible reasons why such small
changes in tutoring behaviour as were observed subsequent to training in their own
study should have had such dramatic impact upon the reading ability of all the
children, both tutors and tutees.
Limbrick et al.'s study involved only three tutors, included no reliability information
for measures of tutor behaviour, and failed entirely to measure tutee behaviour during
PR sessions. Importantly, they did not investigate any links which might exist between
the degree of tutor adherence to PR procedures and tutee reading gains. Instead, they
concluded simply that trained tutoring improved reading performance, despite evidence from observations of PR sessions that, particularly in the case of praise, the
tutors were neglecting to employ the approach in which they had been trained.
In summary then, research suggests that PR is just one of a number of comparably
effective techniques, and that strict adherence to PR is not always achieved. There is
presently no clear evidence to suggest that close adherence to PR is a necessary
condition for effective tutoring. There is reason to question the importance that
reading practice plays in these projects.
The following study attempts to avoid some of the limitations of the study of
Limbrick et al. (1985) and to investigate the relationship which may exist between
what happens in PR tutoring sessions and project outcome. The present study was
designed to investigate the following issues:
(1) the degree to which tutors trained to employ PR actually use the technique
during the course of a tutoring project,
(2) the degree to which the behaviour of tutors and tutees during tutoring sessions
shows consistency over time,
(3) the degree to which failure to adhere closely to PR reveals individual differences in tutoring styles; 'positive' (high reinforcement, low error correction),
'negative' (low reinforcement, high error correction), 'laissez-faire' (low reinforcement and error correction) or 'interventive' (high reinforcement and error correction).
(4) the degree to which adherence to components of PR is associated with initial
reading age of tutees,
(5) the degree to which adherence to components of PR is associated with the
reading age gains displayed by tutees.
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Method
Subjects and Procedure
Pupils from two English language primary schools in Hong Kong took part in
concurrent peer tutor workshops involving the use of PR techniques. The two
workshops together constituted the project.
Staff at School A announced the forthcoming peer tutor workshop and invited
pupils from four classes to act as helpers (tutors) or readers (tutees). Teachers guided
apparently uncertain or unrealistic children to make appropriate role choices. Tutortutee pairs were then formed in a way identical to that described in Winter & Low
(1984). Tutees were invited to choose a tutor with whom they would like to work.
There was no attempt to control reading age differentials between tutors and tutees.
Sixteen pairs resulted.
Tutors and tutees were taught how to use PR techniques during a one hour training
session at school. The version of PR used conformed to that described by Morgan &
Lyon (1979); specifically, tutees were to be allowed free choice of reading materials
and tutors were to be taught to allow tutees time for self-correction. An educational
psychologist associated with the workshop (either the author or a colleague) described
and then demonstrated, with the help of a volunteer child, the use of PR. A single
sheet summary of the technique was then distributed (see Appendix) after which
pupils were required to practise the technique in pairs whilst teachers observed and
offered corrective feedback. Tutors were encouraged to refer to their written summary
of PR both during the practice session and during the subsequent project. Finally,
tutors were taught how to complete the record sheets they were to use during the
workshop. These record sheets recorded information such as the title of the book being
read, the page reached, any sessions missed etc.
Tutor-tutee pairs worked for 10 minutes at the start of each school day for the six
weeks the workshop lasted. During this time teachers associated with the project were
responsible for supervising the performance of tutors and dealing with any practical
problems that might arise. Pupils who had declined to take part in the workshop
engaged in private reading at all times peer tutored PR was taking place.
Teachers were asked before tutoring began to select a set of tutor-tutee pairs who
were required to tape-record two or three of their tutoring sessions on a pre-arranged
rota basis. It was hoped that the recordings provided by those pairs would provide
representative information about tutor and tutee behaviours during tuition. On each
occasion a tape-recording was made a photocopy was taken of the relevant section of
the book which had been read during the session.
The workshop at School B differed from that at School A in so far as training
preceded selection; that is, all pupils in two Primary Six Grade classes were trained to
use PR before being given the opportunity to volunteer to be tutors or tutees.
Interestingly, a far greater proportion of pupils wanted to be involved in the workshop.
A total of 27 pairs were organised.
The differences in organisation of workshops at the two schools may assume
importance in the light of the differences in outcome data to be described later in this
paper.
All tutees at each school were allowed free choice of book from which to read. This
procedure conformed to that originally recommended by Morgan (e.g. Morgan &
Lyon, 1979). As will be apparent from data to be presented later in this paper, tutees
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generally appeared to choose material which was within the range for independent
reading (e.g. error rate below 5% of words read).
Measures
The reading ability of tutors and tutees was assessed at project start and end by the
GAP Reading Comprehension Test (McLeod, 1970). The GAP test consists of eight
paragraphs of increasing difficulty. A number of words is deleted from each paragraph,
leaving blanks into which the child must write the appropriate word. All deleted words
are relatively short and simple to spell, thereby ensuring that spelling difficulties are
kept to a minimum. Mispellings are accepted, so long as they are recognisable as the
word that has been deleted.
The GAP test was chosen because (1) the standardisation appeared to encompass
the age and ability levels of the children involved in this study, (2) the material is
meaningful and the task which the child is asked to perform encourages reading for
meaning, thereby conforming to the conditions under which both PR and leisure
reading occur, (3) two alternative forms (Forms B and R; for which the manual states
that scores are intercorrelated at 0.76) are provided, thereby making it possible to test
the children twice without the practice effects likely with one form, (4) the test-retest
reliabilities for each of these forms is reasonably high (the manual quotes a range from
0.79 to 0.85 over a three month period) and (5) the test can be administered to
children in a group.
Each pupil was tested on Forms B and R with order randomised in order to cancel
out any effects of nonequivalence between the two forms. The tests were administered
and scored by teachers at the two schools concerned. Unexpectedly, a large number of
tutors (and a few tutees) were found to score at ceiling level (12.5 years) at project
end (or even project start). Scores for these pupils were therefore removed from the
analysis of results. Other pupils were absent at one testing. Consequently, full test data
were available for 14 tutees and seven tutors out of 16 pairs at School A, and for 16
tutees and nine tutors out of 27 pairs at School B. Due to the absence of figures for a
majority of tutors at each school and the variability of scores for those that remained,
there will be no further discussion of test scores for tutors in this report.
An attempt was made after the end of the project to analyse tape-recordings
collected by tutor-tutee pairs. A tape analysis was made only where there were two
intact and audible recordings for the pair concerned, accompanied in each case by a
copy of the text read. Thirty-six recordings were analysed. These represented 18
tutor- tutee pairs; ten from School A and eight from School B. From these taperecordings it was hoped to study aspects of tutor and tutee behaviour during PR
tutoring and investigate the relationships that might exist between the behaviour of the
pupils and the input (initial reading age) and outcome (final reading age and reading
gain) variables.
It should be noted that a disproportionate number of tape-recordings analysed came
from School A; a fact which assumes importance in the light of the inferior reading age
gain data for that school, to be reported later in this paper.
Tape analysis proceeded in the following way. The author followed the photocopy
of the text while listening to the tape-recording of the session concerned. Key variables
relating to tutor and tutee behaviour were scored for a period of five minutes from the
beginning of the second minute of the tutoring session to the end of the sixth minute.
A stop-watch was used for exact timekeeping. The variables measured were:
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(A) number of errors corrected in any way by the tutor;
(B) number of errors left uncorrected;
(C) number of instances of positive reinforcement.
Errors corrected by the tutor were further analysed in terms of:
(D)
(E)
(F)
(G)

number of words modelled (short pause; under 2 sees);
number of words modelled (medium pause; 2 to 6 sees);
number of words modelled (long pause; over 6 sees);
number of errors corrected in any other way.

Finally, a count was made of:
(H) number of words read from the book in the five minutes analysed.
For the purposes of analysis the following definitions were employed.
Error. A hesitation of over 4 sees or a mistake not spontaneously self-corrected; a
mistake being any word pronounced wrongly, replaced, omitted or added (each such
word counting as one mistake) or a line or page omitted or repeated (each such line or
page counting as one mistake)
Positive reinforcement. Any word/phrase indicating approval (where a word was
repeated in quick succession then it was counted as one).
Reliability data were obtained for variables A to H. A person not associated in any
other way with the project was trained to analyse and score the tape-recorded PR
sessions using the same scoring criteria employed by the author. Fourteen sessions
were analysed by the independent scorer. In no case did she know the scores obtained
during analysis by this author.
The degree of agreement between the two scorers was assessed by way of median
absolute differences (as a measure of agreement) and Pearson's R (as a measure of
correlation) for scores on each variable.
Median absolute differences were as follows: Variable A 1.0; B 2.0; C 0.5; D 0.5; E
1.0; F 0.5; G 0.0. Pearson's R correlation coefficients were 0.67 for variable A, 0.79 for
B, 0.93 for C, 0.83 for D, 0.28 for E, and 0.49 for F. It was not possible to compute a
coefficient for variable G since both scorers were agreed that in the 14 tapes used there
were no instances of error correction other than by modelling.
Since all cases of error correction involved modelling, the coefficient for variable A
represents the degree of agreement for instances of modelling. Coefficients were
significant at the 0.01 level for variable A and at the 0.001 level for variables B, C and
D (one-tailed tests).
A separate reliability check was made for variable H by conducting recounts of the
number of words read in a sample of five texts. Agreement between the two persons
employed for this purpose was complete. Pearson's R was therefore 1.00.
The above data suggest that variables A (errors corrected by tutor), B (errors left
uncorrected), C (positive reinforcement), D (words modelled after a short pause), G
(error correction by other means) and H (words read) were measured reliably, but that
variables E (words modelled after a medium pause) and F (words modelled after a
long pause) were not measured reliably. The low reliability for these two variables may
be due to difficulties in scoring in cases where tutors' pauses lie very close to the six
second boundary between medium pauses (four to six seconds) and long pauses (over
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six seconds). Whatever the cause for the reliability problems, all analyses relating to
these two variables are eliminated from this article.
From the eight variables already outlined the following derived variables were
calculated and used in the analysis of data:
(I)
(J)
(K)
(L)
(M)
(N)
(P)
(Q)
(R)

errors during the period analysed (A+B);
words read per second during the period analysed (H/300);
error rate in relation to number of words read (I/H);
correction rate in relation to number of errors (A/I);
words modelled during period analysed ( D + E + F ) ;
modelling rate in relation to number of errors (M/I);
praise rate in relation to number of words read (C/H);
modelling rate in relation to number of corrections made (M/A);
short-pause modelling rate in relation to corrections (D/A).

Results
Reading Test Data
Tutees made substantial gains as measured by the GAP test. As may be seen in Table
I, the mean initial reading ages for tutees in each school were broadly comparable. The
minimum initial reading age was 8.75 years, the maximum was 10.92. Tutees in School
A made an average gain of 0.29 years whilst those in School B averaged a statistically
significant gain of 0.53 years. Reasons for the apparent superiority of gains for tutees
in School B will be discussed later in this paper.
TABLE I. GAP reading scores for tutees in peer tutor project

School A
Pre project
Post project
SchoolB
Pre project
Post project
Both schools
combined
Pre project
Post project

Mean GAP
scores
in years

Mean GAP
gains
in years

T-value

Prob.

N

10.42
10.71

0.29

-1.32

0.21

14

10.11
10.64

0.53

-3.5

0.003 16

10.26
10.67

0.41

-3.32

0.003 30

Relationship between Initial Reading Age and Reading Gain
An attempt was made to determine the extent of any relationship between pre-project
reading age of tutees and the reading gains made at project end. The Pearson's R
coefficients for Schools A (—0.44) and B (—0.32) were non-significant, as was the
coefficient for all data combined (—0.37). These figures indicate that there may be
little or no linear relationship between tutee's pre-project reading ages and reading age
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gains made under PR. The figures should be viewed in the light of the work of Bushell,
Miller & Robson (1985) who reported similarly low correlations between reading age
gains and initial reading performance.
Tutor and Tutee Behaviour during Taped Sessions
Table II summarises data for all tutor/tutee variables based on analysis of taperecorded PR tutoring sessions.
TABLE II. Tutor and tutee behaviour during tutoring sessions (figures relate to frequency of
variables during each five minute period analysed; data for both schools combined)
Variable
Variables measured:
A Errors corrected in any way by tutor
B Errors left uncorrected
C Positive reinforcement
D Words modelled; short pause
G Errors corrected in any other way
H Words read by tutee
Derived (calculated) variables:
I Errors made
J Words read per second
K Error rate
L Correction rate
M Words modelled
N Modelled words/errors
P Pos. Rf. in relation to words read
Q Modelled words/corrections
R Short pause models/corrections

Mean

S.D.

2.97
15.25
1.42
1.36
0.19
548.58

2.88
8.08
1.73
1.42
0.82
125.29

18.17
1.83
0.04
0.19
2.78
0.18
0.00
0.98
0.43

7.89
0.42
0.02
0.16
2.34
0.12
0.00
0.08
0.33

Min.

0
0
0
0
0
237
5
0.79
0.01
0
0
0
0
0.70
0.00

Max.

15
42
8
7
6
785
44
2.62
0.09
1.00
11
0.64
0.02
1.00
1.00

Figures for variables E and F are omitted due to low inter-scorer agreement for these variables.

Tutee Behavior (Variables H, I, J, K)
The slowest reading rate observed in the thirty-six sessions upon which the data in
Table II are based was 0.79. The highest error rate observed was 0.09. These figures
indicate that tutees always selected books that were well within their reading competence. Between school differences in mean scores on variables H, I, J and K were
minimal.
Tutor Behaviour: praise (Variables C, P)
Table II shows quite clearly that despite training that had emphasised the use of
positive reinforcement during PR the tutors failed to employ the technique frequently
at all; the mean use was less than one in two hundred words read by the tutee and less
than twice in a five minute period. Six tutors out of the 18 included in this analysis
failed to use any positive reinforcement at all during either of the two five minute
periods studied. School A fared worst; five of those six were School A pupils. The
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mean number of positive reinforcements (variable C) for School A was 0.5, the mean
for School B was 2.56. The mean praise rates for Schools A and B were 0.001 and
0.006 respectively (variable P).
Tutor Behaviour: attention to errors (Variables A, B, L)
Tutors frequently ignored errors made by the tutee. On average uncorrected errors
outweighed corrected errors by a ratio of around 4:1. In one five minute session
analysed the tutee made 42 errors that were left uncorrected by the tutor. In many
cases the errors made were of a minor nature in the context of the text being read (e.g.
substitution of present for past tense, or indefinite for definite article). However, there
were several occasions when a pupil skipped an entire line without correction by the
tutor. In one case the tutee turned over two pages without him or his tutor appearing
to notice. Between school differences for variables A, B and L were minimal.
Tutor Behaviour: the use of modelling as an error-correction strategy (Variables M, N,
Q. See also variable G)
Tutors uniformly were conscientious in employing modelling as the principal means of
error correction. Overall modelling accounted for 98% of the error-correction observed. The lowest observed figure for an individual session was 70%. This session
involved a tutee whose first language was Dutch; the remaining 30% of errorcorrections were in this case made up of discussions regarding the appearance and
meaning of the word concerned. In one rather amusing five minute period involving
another tutor-tutee pair there were a number of ill-tempered confrontations involving
protestations and denials about what had actually been uttered by the tutee.
Tutor Behaviour: short pauses before modelling (Variables D, R)
Tutors frequently paused for periods below 2 seconds in length; 43% of all modelled
words involved short pauses. The remainder consisted of pauses that were medium (2
to 6 seconds) or long (over 6 seconds). Because of the low reliability for measuring
medium and long pauses it is not possible to determine what proportions of modelling
responses fell into these two categories.
Consistency of TutorITutee Behaviours
The values for variables A through to P for the two tape-recorded sessions were
compared by way of a Wilcoxon's Signed Rank Test in order to assess the consistency
of tutor and tutee behaviour. The analysis revealed that tutors and tutees as a group
displayed little variability across sessions in terms of the variables studied, and that
this was true for each school viewed individually as well as for pooled data. The
conclusion to be drawn was that tutors and tutees were reasonably consistent across
sessions in terms of the variables studied.
Tutor Styles
The relationships between variables relating to error correction and positive reinforcement were calculated in an attempt to discover to what extent there was a tendency for
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tutors to fall into groups which might be termed 'positive' (high use of positive
reinforcement combined with low use of error correction), 'negative' (low positive
reinforcement and high error correction), 'interventive' (high positive reinforcement
and error correction), and 'laissez-faire' (low positive reinforcement and error correction). Chi-square analyses revealed no significant relationships at the 1% (two tailed)
level between either variables A and C (number of errors corrected and number of
instances of positive reinforcement) or between variables L and P (correction and
positive reinforcement rates). It can therefore be concluded that tutors employ positive
reinforcement and error correction strategies relatively independently and that none of
the above four tutor styles are characteristic of the group of tutors under study.

The Relationship between Tutor/Tutee Behaviours and Reading Age Data
The relationships between tutor/tutee process variables and (1) initial reading age and
(2) reading age gains were investigated. Chi-square analyses revealed only one
significant relationship at the 1% (two tailed) level between process variables and
reading age data. This was the relationship between variable K (errors/words read)
and reading age gain for data pooled from both schools. The association identified was
that lower error rates were linked with higher reading age gains, and that this
association was significant beyond the 1% level. That tutees who display lower error
rates make the largest gains in reading age is a finding which merits further study in
future projects.

Summary of Results
The evidence is that many tutors failed during the project to follow the procedures for
PR in which they had been trained and supposedly supervised. Tutors were particularly negligent in regard to positive reinforcement. The highest rate of positive
reinforcement in the sessions analysed stood at a level of one event per 38 seconds (or
once in every 50 words read). Rates were particularly low for School A, where the
mean was around one reinforcing event per 1000 words. Tutors in Limbrick et al.'s
(1985) study displayed rates of reinforcement as low as those found in this study; the
average frequency of reinforcement during a ten minute session appears to have been a
meagre 1.2. In contrast however Morgan & Lyon (1979) reported that parents
reinforced around 5% of words read by their children before receiving PR training,
with rates rising to 30-60% after training.
A large number of tutors observed failed to correct errors made by tutees. Errors
corrected outweighed errors left uncorrected in only three of the 36 sessions analysed.
The fact that many of the uncorrected errors were major (often implying a misinterpretation of the meaning of the text and sometimes involving omission of a line or
even a page) indicates that some tutors were failing to monitor tutee performance
carefully and perhaps failing to follow the text altogether.
Where error correction occurred at all, tutors were quite conscientious in employing
modelling (98% of error corrections). However, there was a tendency for tutors to be
careless about timing, about two out of every five words modelled were supplied after
a pause substantially shorter than that which the tutors had been trained to use.
Both tutors and tutees displayed consistent behaviour over the two sessions observed. In so far as there was often a period of several weeks between the two sessions
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which provided data, the indications are that tutors' degree of adherence to PR
procedures was relatively stable throughout the project.
There appeared to be no relationship between tutors' attention to undesirable
reading behaviours (through error correction) and desirable reading behaviours
(through positive reinforcement). Tutors who employed reinforcement relatively
frequently appeared neither more or less likely to correct errors frequently. The study
therefore provided no evidence to suggest that there were individual differences in
styles of tutoring that might be termed 'positive', 'negative', 'interventive' or 'laissezfaire'. However, it should be borne in mind that observed rates of reinforcement were
invariably low, and that therefore all the tutors observed, from this point of view at
least, displayed a certain degree of negativeness.
No relationship was found between the initial reading age of the tutee and the
behaviour of tutees or tutors during the sessions observed. Tutees' error rates were low
regardless of initial reading age (the maximum was 9% of words read). Tutors' use (or
neglect) of PR appeared unaffected by the measured reading ability of the tutee. The
data do not indicate what effect, if any, the choice of a more difficult book (generating
higher error rates) might have upon tutor behaviour.
The data fail to reveal any relationship between the behaviour of tutors and tutees
during sessions and the reading gains made by tutees at project end. The lack of a
relationship between tutor behaviour and reading gain is a particularly important
finding; the implication is that adherence to PR procedures (at least over the range
observed in this study) has no apparent impact upon the effectiveness of tutoring, at
least in regard to the tutor variables measured and the range of values available in the
data. It is possible that variables ignored in this study (for example extent of use of
independent reading) might be related to reading gain. In addition, the data might have
revealed a relationship between process and outcome variables if the latter had
displayed a wider range of values; this may be particularly true for tutor reinforcement
rates and tutee error rates. However, the absence of an influence of any tutor/tutee
behaviours measured upon tutee reading gain is a finding that raises important
questions about the use of PR as a tutoring technique.

Discussion
The study appears to indicate that many of the tutors involved in this project failed to
follow PR procedures closely, that all tutors failed to employ reinforcement very
frequently, that many important errors were left unconnected and that tutors were
consistent in their adherence to (or neglect of) the procedures in which they had been
trained. There appeared to be no influence of tutees' initial reading age upon the
behaviour of either tutees or tutors during tutoring sessions. There seemed to be no
effect of tutee behaviour and (most importantly) tutor behaviour during tutoring upon
tutees' gains in reading age.
The apparent irrelevance of PR techniques to the matter of reading gains is
important. It implies that the apparent success of PR projects may lie in fundamentals
not associated with the technique (at least those aspects measured in this study). What
might these fundamentals be?
One possibility is that the tutee simply spends more time reading during a reading
project, or that the presence of a tutor has a general modelling effect upon the tutees
level of interest, confidence and/or persistence when reading. In either case, the result
might be improved reading performance. It seems likely that these factors may
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contribute to the gains observed in peer (and parent) tutor research. However, peer
tutored PR research by Limbrick et al. (1985) and Crombie & Low (1986) reviewed
earlier in this paper indicates that children who are tutored by untrained tutors fail to
make gains as large as those typically found during trained tutoring.
It is possible that an entirely different set of factors underpin the success of peer
and parent tutored reading projects. It is suggested these projects improve reading
performance largely through enhanced effect; specifically motivation, confidence and
self-esteem. Furthermore, such feelings are enhanced whenever the tutee perceives
that significant persons in his life (his teachers, parents and/or classmates) are
concerned about his well-being and committed to helping him develop. Within limits,
the more a reading project communicates concern and commitment the more effective
it will tend to be.
From this viewpoint it becomes possible to explain a number of the research
findings reviewed earlier in this paper. Tutees who know that their tutors have been
trained and are being supervised may sense more concern and commitment than those
whose tutors receive no training and/or supervision. Tutors may also sense more
concern about themselves. The consequence may be that both tutors and tutees in
projects involving training and supervision will make gains greater than those in other
projects; findings which are in fact reported by Limbrick et al. (1985), Crombie & Low
(1986) in relation to PR and Wheldall and Mettem (1986) in relation to the Pause,
Prompt and Praise technique. The logical extension of this argument is that the actual
techniques taught to tutors may matter little and that there may be relatively little
consistent difference in effectiveness to be found between the many contemporary
tutoring techniques taught to parent and peer tutors; the state of affairs evident in the
literature reviewed earlier and commented upon by Swinson (1986a, b) and Pumfrey
(1986).
It becomes possible to explain the superior reading gains for tutees in School B in
this study by speculating that the way their workshop was organised (specifically the
involvement of all pupils in that year group in the training session) may have
succeeded in communicating to the tutees (and perhaps the tutors also) a greater level
of commitment than was the case in School A.
Lastly this viewpoint makes possible an explanation of the failure of Miller et al.
(1986) to find any linear relationship between amount of time spent reading and size
of reading gains for tutees and the failure of the present study to reveal any association
between amount of material read by tutees and reading age gain. The apparent absence
of such relationships may simply be because the activity of reading is itself not critical
to success of a tutoring project. The work of Lawrence (1983, 1985) in counselling
and reading, Rocks et al. (1985) in relationship enhancement and Wooster (1986) in
social skills training all confirm that this may be the case.
It is important to note that the study described was a small one, involving only 30
pupils. Only one measure of reading ability was employed. A ceiling effect resulted in
reading age data for some tutees (and all tutors) being removed from the analysis.
Variables relating to tutor and tutee behaviour during PR sessions were based on a
small sample of data; only five out of 10 tape-recorded minutes, for two tutoring
sessions out of 30, for only 18 tutor-tutee pairs, were analysed. Some possibly
important PR variables (e.g. proportion of time spent in independent reading, specificity of positive reinforcement) were not measured. Some of the variables that were
measured (those related to incidence of errors and reinforcement) displayed very
narrow ranges, thereby making more difficult the task of locating relationships with
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other variables. The act of recording may have influenced tutors and tutees and
resulted in measurements which were unrepresentative of their behaviour during other
sessions.
Nevertheless, this study calls into question the continuing emphasis upon PR (or
any other preferred tutoring technique that might eventually replace it) in our schools,
raises questions about the significance of efforts to train and monitor performance of
PR tutors, and indicates some alternative explanations for the apparent success of the
technique. This is most definitely an area in which more research needs to be done.
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Appendix: Summary Sheet for Helpers
Paired Reading: a reminder
Read aloud with your reader.
Read at your reader's speed.
When your reader knocks then let him read on his own.
Follow the words with your eyes.
If your reader pauses, then wait four seconds,
If your reader makes a mistake, then
point to the word,
give him four seconds to read it correctly,
If he still can't read the word correctly, then
read it for him,
let him repeat the word,
carry on reading together.
Praise your reader when he
corrects himself,
reads a difficult word,
knocks.
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