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ABSTRACT 

Retrospective miscue 

instructional strategy designed 

analysis 

to engage 

is 

readers 

an 

in 

analyzing and evaluating the quali ty of their own oral 

reading miscues. 

This study was concerned with exploring how 

retrospecti ve miscue analysis used as an instructional 

strategy with adults influenced both the reading process 

and the perceptions adult readers hold about that 

process. A pilot study with one adult reader was 

conducted to evaluate and modify retrospecti ve miscue 

analysis techniques used in 

revised retrospective miscue 

then studied in-depth with 

previous research. 

analysis procedures 

two adult women. 

The 

were 

The 

subjects participated in weekly retrospective miscue 

analysis sessions for approximately four months each. 

During those sessions, the readers analyzed their own 

miscues from the previous week's reading, and then tape

recorded a selection for analysis during the next 

retrospective miscue analysis session. 

The subjects read materials from third-grade 

through college readabili ty levels. When texts were 

grouped according to relative difficul ty and analyzed 

using Procedure I of the Reading Miscue Inventory, each 

xii 



xiii 

subject demonstrated improvement in utilizing reading 

strategies, as 

hundred words 

suggested by a reduction 

and a strengthening of 

in miscues per 

control over 

syntactic and semantic relationships in text. 

Analysis of the tape-recorded retrospective 

miscue analysis sessions revealed over time that each 

subj ect shifted from a text reproduction model of the 

reading process to a model which placed importance on 

the construction of meaning. Those findings were 

corroborated by comparing each reader's responses to 

interview questions asked at the outset and conclusion 

of the study. 

Research findings indicated that retrospective 

miscue analysis used as an instructional strategy wi th 

adult readers was instrumental in moving readers toward 

more effective use of reading strategies and more 

posi ti ve and real istic percept ions about themsel ves as 

readers. 

xiii 



CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

The key to helping readers in trouble is to help 
them revalue themselves as language users and 
learners, and revalue the reading process as an 
interactive, constructive language process. 
They must set aside the pathological view of 
themselves, cast off the labels, and operate to 
construct meaning through written language using 
the strengths they have built and used in making 
sense of oral language or sign. To do that, 
they need support and help. 

(K. Goodman 1982, pp. 87-88) 

Twentieth-century society has focused a great 

deal of attention on readers in trouble. Politicians 

lament that low levels of literacy contribute to 

poverty, crime, and unemployment. Bureaucrats and 

business leaders correlate inadclluate reading ability 

with low productivity in the workplace and assert that 

the former causes the latter. The responsibility for 

much that is problematic in our society has been placed 

at the doorstep of public school teachers, and educators 

have shared that burden wi th those children and young 

adults they refer to as "remedial," "disabled," or 

"deficient." Unfortunately, readers in trouble too 

often readily accept total responsibility for their so-

called failure to learn, and in so doing, "they have 

1 
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become their own worst enemies" (K. Goodman 1982, p. 

87) . 

The number of persons in the United States who 

do not read as well as they or someone else would like 

them to has been difficult to estimate, but there is no 

doubt that many adults perceive themselves to be readers 

in trouble. They believe there are three kinds of 

readers in the world--good readers, bad readers, and 

nonreaders. To the good readers they may ascribe 

unrealistic qualities: good readers know all the words 

never make mistakes; and they they encounter; they 

remember 

mythical 

lacking. 

everything they read. 

good reader, many 

Measured against this 

adults find themselves 

Becau.3e readers in trouble are consciously 

aware of their inadequacies, many may become immobilized 

in their attempts to grow as readers. 

Some adul ts seek help and support through the 

remedial instruction offered by the institutions in 

their communities. Often that instruction is provided 

through a combination of courses and individual tutoring 

designed to expand word recogni tion, vocabulary, 

comprehension, and study skills. But few programs of 

instruction share with readers what educators have 

learned about the process of reading. This research 

proposed to raise 

level through the 

the reading process to 

use of an innovative 

a conscious 

technique, 



retrospective miscue 

readers :from the 

analysis, in 

immobilizing 

3 

an attempt to :free 

e:f:fects o:f their 

misconceptions about reading. 

Theoretical Rationale 

K. Goodman has described reading as a process of 

constructing meaning :from print, using cues :from the 

graphophonic, syntactic, semantic, and pragmatic systems 

o:f language. In their concentration on making sense o:f 

print, e:f:fective and e:f:ficient readers select :from among 

the language cues only those that are the most use:ful. 

They then make predictions about the text they are 

likely to encounter, and they reprocess to make 

corrections i:f their predictions are not confirmed ( K. 

Goodman 1982). Sel:f-moni taring is an important 

component o:f reading, but readers also need the self

confidence necessary to trust that :focusing on meaning, 

and not on individual words, leads to the :formulation of 

e:f:fective and e:f:ficient reading strategies. 

Compatible with this view o:f reading is a view 

o:f error which recognizes that all readers make errors 

( K. Goodman 1 981 ) , and that the important di:f:ferences 

among readers o:f varying proficiency can be seen in the 

quality, rather than the quantity, o:f the err or s they 

make (Y. Goodman 1972). Furthermore, errors are not 

random occurrences. They are, in :fact, cued by the same 
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language systems which cue expected responses. As a 

resul t, some psycholinguists refer to these unexpected 

responses to pr int as "miscues" (K. Goodman and Y. 

Goodman 1977). The study of miscues has revealed much 

about the the nature of the reading process, as well as 

the strengths and weaknesses of individual readers. 

Miscue analysis, a procedure for evaluating oral 

reading miscues, has been developed by K. Goodman, his 

students, and colleagues over the last two decades. The 

Goodman Taxonomy of Reading Mi scues (K . Goodman and Y. 

Goodman 1978), a rigorous system of analysis, has 

evolved as a research instrument since 1965 and has been 

used in the study of readers of all ages wi th varying 

linguistic and cultural backgrounds. Based on the 

insights from miscue analysis, K. Goodman's 

psycholinguistic theory of the reading process has 

emerged (K. Goodman 1984), and that theory continues to 

inform and shape much current research in reading. 

This theory is the result of extensive analyses 

of readers' actual miscue patterns, and K. Goodman has 

stated "everything we know we have learned from kids" 

( 1 973, p . 3) . This statement raises an interesting 

question: What, then, can readers learn from analyzing 

their own miscues? Retrospective miscue analysis is one 

way of beginning to answer that question. 
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Statement of the Problem 

Adult readers who seek support from college and 

university reading centers often possess misconceptions 

about the nature of the reading process and their 

accomplishments relative to that process. However, 

extensi ve research has documented that for proficient 

and nonproficient readers alike, reading involves 

constructing meaning from print and, in the process, 

making miscues (K. Goodman and Y. Goodman 1977). Just 

as the number of miscues varies, so also does the level 

of comprehension. Thus, in actual i ty, even for good 

readers, reading is not a perfect rendering of text that 

resul ts in a complete, unabridged recollection of what 

has been read. Perhaps instruction for adul treaders 

can help them see that many of the strategies they 

emp 1 oy ar e effect i ve, whi 1 e other s di srupt meaning and 

are ineffective. In doing this, they may begin to see 

error as a quali tati ve rather than quanti tati ve issue. 

Ultimately, this awareness of the reading process and of 

their own strengths and weaknesses may br ing about a 

posi ti ve change in the reading strategies they employ. 

The purpose of this study was to explore whether 

retrospective miscue analysis can be used to develop 

this awareness in order to help readers improve their 

reading strategies and revalue themselves as readers. 
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Research Questions 

This study has been concerned with answering the 

~ollowing major question: How does retrospective miscue 

analysis as an instructional strategy in~luence both the 

reading process and the perceptions readers hold about 

that process? This major question was investigated 

through answering several speci~ic questions: 

1. How do adults who contact a college remedial 

reading center ~or assistance describe the reading 

process and their strengths and weaknesses as readers? 

2. What are those adul ts' strengths and 

weaknesses in reading as revealed through analysis using 

the Reading Miscue Inventory? 

3. What changes occur in the adults' 

perceptions and processes described in questions 1 and 2 

over the period o~ this research? 

a. To what extent can these changes be 

attributed to retrospective miscue analysis used as an 

instructional strategy? 

b. What other in~luences can be identi~ied? 

To what extent can the changes in perceptions and 

processes be attributed to these addi tional in~luences 

on reading development? 
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Significance of the Study 

This study is significant in two respects. 

First, it examined the influence of retrospective miscue 

analysis used as an instructional strategy wi th adul t 

readers. Though the technique has been used by teachers 

in classroom settings, no thorough analysis had yet been 

made of its characteristics and usefulness. 

Furthermore, adult reading instruction is often 

ineffective because it frequently does nothing more than 

repeat the same methodologies that have for a dozen or 

more years failed to help individuals improve their 

reading. Retrospective miscue analysis represents a 

significant departure from this trend. 

Second, the miscue analysis data collected in 

this study contributes to our understanding of the 

reading process . Relatively few miscue studies have 

examin.ed in detail the reading strategies employed by 

adul ts, and this study adds significantly to that data 

base. 

Assumptions 

For the purposes of this research, it is assumed 

that the silent reading process may be inferred on the 



8 

basis of oral reading behavior. This basic assumption 

is essential in miscue analysis research. 

It is also assumed that adult readers were 

candid in discussing their views about the reading 

process and their particular strengths and weaknesses as 

readers. 

Limitations 

This study examined in 

strategies and at-ti tudes of two 

services of a college remedial 

detail 

adults 

reading 

the reading 

request ing the 

center. Each 

participated in weekly, individualized sessions focusing 

on retrospective miscue analysis. A considerable volume 

of miscue data and descriptive detail was generated in 

this research, although only two subjects were studied. 

Definitions of Terms 

Following are definitions of terms used in this 

study: 

MISCUE: An observed response (OR) in oral reading which 

differs from the expected response (ER). 

MISCUE ANALYSIS: A procedure based on psycholinguistic 

principles and used to classify and evaluate oral 

reading miscues. 
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READING MISCUE INVENTORY (RMI): Based on the Goodman 

Taxonomy of Reading Miscues, this is a series of 

instruments designed to analyze miscues. Each of the 

these procedures varies in its complexity and the 

specificity of data it provides. Procedure I of the RMI 

has been used to conduct all miscue analyses in this 

study. 

RETROSPECTION: The process of reflecting upon the past. 

RETROSPECTIVE MISCUE ANALYSIS: A questioning procedure 

used to engage readers in reflecting upon and analyzing 

their own reading of a particular text. 



CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

This chapter presents a review of the literature 

related to the use of retrospective miscue analysis as 

an instructional technique with adult readers. First to 

be discussed is the literature which contributes to our 

understanding of the reading processes of adults, 

followed by a discussion of current instructional 

practice in adult reading instruction. Secondly, 

because retrospective miscue analysis has as its focus 

an attempt to bring the reading process to a conscious 

level, there will be a review of the research in 

metacognition and metalinguistic awareness. Finally, a 

review of literature related to retrospective techniques 

will be presented. 

The Reading Process 

A Psycholinguistic Model of the Reading Process 

Retrospective miscue analysis is based upon a 

psycholinguistic model of the reading process which 

contends that reading is a process of constructing 

meaning from text. According to K. Goodman (1984), 

"readers utilize three information systems in 

constructing their texts and comprehending. Learning to 

10 



read is 

systems 

at 

and 

least 

their 

literacy events" 

partly gaining control 

interactions in the 

(p. 1(2). The three 
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over these 

context of 

information 

systems referred to by K. Goodman include the 

graphophonic system of relationships between orthography 

and phonology, the syntactic system of grammatical 

structures in text, and the semantic system--the "whole 

system by which language may represent highly complex 

social and personal meaning" (K. Goodman 1984, p. 1(3). 

Using these sources of information, readers must 

apply several cognitive strategies in order to construct 

meaning. These strategies are descr i bed by K. Goodman 

( 1984) as: 

1. Initiation or task recognition--the overt 

decision to initiate reading, sometimes inspired by the 

recognition that something in the visual environment is 

readable. 

2 . Sampling and selection--the efficient 

selection of information to process during reading, 

"everything the reader knows relevant to based upon 

language, to reading, and to the particular task" (p. 

1 04 ) • 

3. Inference--the strategy of using what is 

known to guess the unknown. 

4. Prediction--the ability to anticipate what 

language may be coming. 
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5. Confirming and disconfirming--the self-

monitorj.ng strategy used to decide whether predictions 

and inferences have been confirmed. 

6. Correction--the abili ty to reconstruct text 

when predictions and inferences have been disconfirmed. 

7. Termination--the deliberate decision to 

discontinue reading. 

K. Goodman (1973) has described the interaction between 

the informational cueing systems and the cognitive 

strategies used by readers: 

Readers develop sampling strategies to pick only 
the most useful and necessary graphic cues. 
They develop prediction strategies to get to the 
underlying grammatical structure and to 
anticipate what they are likely to find in the 
print. They develop confirmation strategies to 
check on the validity of their predictions. And 
they have correction strategies to use when 
their predictions do not work out and they need 
to reprocess the graphic, syntactic, and 
semantic cues to get to the meaning (p. 9). 

Kenneth Goodman's model of the reading process 

has been principally derived from two decades of 

empirical research investigating oral reading behavior. 

The research tool Goodman pioneered to investigate oral 

reading behavior is referred to as miscue analysis. In 

its most exhaustive form, miscue analysis is conducted 

using the Goodman Taxonomy of Reading Miscues, a 

procedure which considers seventeen questions in 

analyzing the complex relationships between expected 

responses (the text) and observed responses (the 
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miscues) in reading. A less rigorous method for 

analyzing miscues, the Reading Miscue Inventory (RMI), 

has been formulated by Y. Goodman and Burke (1972) and 

recently revised (Y. Goodman, Watson, and Burke 1987). 

Over the past twenty years, miscue analysis using either 

the Taxonomy or the RMI has been used to evaluate 

readers of all ages and proficiency levels, reading many 

kinds of texts in many different languages. 

Readers' Models of the Reading Process 

In addition to the models of the reading process 

suggested by scholars, recent research has indicated 

that readers themselves hold personal models of the 

reading process. Harste and Burke (1977) suggest that 

readers' models of the reading process can be traced to 

the theoretical orientation of the reading instruction 

they have received. Harste and Burke further maintain 

that reading ability is affected by the readers' 

personal theory of the reading process. 

Three basic models held by readers have been 

described by Harste and Burke (1977). The first is the 

sound/symbol or decoding orientation. Readers who hold 

this view of reading maintain that reading is 

essentially a process of relating the sounds of speech 

to the graphic display in the text. While they do not 

discount the presence of syntactic and semantic systems 
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in language, "they do not see them as primary factors in 

the acquisition of the process" (p. 35). Readers 

operating from this orientation demonstrate miscues 

which are highly similar to the text in graphophonic 

characteristics, but often are nonsense words. 

A skills orientation represents the second model 

of the reading process. This theory holds that language 

is a collection of skills (e.g., word recognition, 

v.Jcabulary, grammar, comprehension) which are frequently 

isolated for instruction. Recognition and knowledge of 

words is seen as the primary strategy in reading by 

those who hold this view, and readers with this 

orientation frequently make real-word substitutions that 

are graphophonically similar to the text but violate 

syntax and semantic constraints. 

The final model has been identified as a whole 

language orientation. This view recognizes that the 

systems of language are interrelated in the processing 

of text, and that focusing on meaning is the primary 

strategy available to readers. 

a whole language orientation 

vrhich are dissimilar to the 

Readers who operate from 

frequently make miscues 

text in graphophonic 

qualities. Their miscues also demonstrate effective 

manipulation of syntax and semantics, so that the text 

constructed by the reader "in the final analysis sounds 

1 ike language and retains the author's meaning" (p. 38). 
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Retrospective miscue analysis has been designed to 

assist readers in reorienting their personal models of 

the reading process from either a sound/symbol or skills 

view to a view more compatible wi th whole language 

theory. 

Adult Readers 

The miscue analysis research conducted with 

adult readers is particularly relevant to retrospective 

miscue analysis used as an instructional strategy wi th 

adults, and a description of those studies will 

constitute this portion of the literature review. 

It is widely acknowledged that research on adult 

readers is far exceeded by research which investigates 

the reading of children. Miscue analysis research is no 

exception, al though several in-depth studies have been 

conducted on the reading behavior of adults. 

In 1977, Raisner used miscue analysis to explore 

the reading strategies of non-proficient college 

students. Her study also made use of retrospection, and 

that aspect of her work is discussed later in this 

chapter. After analyzing the miscues of fourteen 

college students ranging in age from twenty-two to 

forty-plus, she concluded that the most proficient 

readers in her study were those who most effectively 

relied on syntactic and semantic cues along wi th the 
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graphic display. The more proficient readers were not 

necessarily those who produced the fewest miscues; but 

rather were those whose miscues seemed least likely to 

disrupt the process of constructing meaning. The non

proficient adul ts in Raisner' s study relied heavily on 

graphophonic cues and were somewhat aware of contextual 

cues. As a group, however, their use of semantic and 

syntactic cues was judged to be far less extensive than 

their use of graphophonic information. In short, 

Raisner concluded that these readers seemed to think 

reading consists of pronouncing words rather than a 

process in which all their knowledge of language and of 

the world can be brought to the task of reading. 

At approximately the same time Raisner was 

conducting her 

compar ing the 

whose average 

research, Blair (1977) was 

oral reading strategies 

age was 20 wi th 11 older 

analyzing and 

of 12 readers 

readers whose 

average age was 62. Each of these students was 

attending a community college in Arizona. The two 

groups of readers were compared on their utilization of 

cueing systems, correction behavior, miscues per hundred 

words, comprehension scores, and retelling scores. 

Blair found that both groups of proficient readers 

relied more heavily on the syntactic cueing system than 

on the graphophonic or semantic systems. The older 

readers had higher retelling scores and demonstrated a 
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greater 

semantic 

reliance 

system. 

than 

Both 

did younger readers on 

groups competently utilized 

the 

the 

graphophonic system; 

number of' mi scues 

corrections. 

they also committed about the same 

per hundred words and self-

Raisner had f'ound that the greatest area of 

weakness among her non-prof'icient college readers was in 

their abilities to utilize the syntactic cueing system. 

Blair's data corroborates this f'inding, suggesting that 

ef'f'ective use of' the syntactic cueing system may be the 

aspect of' reading which most dif'f'erentiates between 

prof'icient and non-prof'icient adult readers. 

Another of' Blair's f'indings was supported in a 

1978 dissertation conducted by Nieratka. Blair f'ound 

that his readers, both younger and older, tended to read 

wi th much higher comprehension rates than their 

standardized reading test scores would indicate. He 

f'ound that no direct relationship existed between 

standardized test scores and reading comprehension 

measured by retelling scores. Nieratka (1978) compared 

the reading strategies of' persisting and non-persisting 

(those wi th grade point averages 1.80 or lower) non

traditional college f'reshmen reading narrative and 

exposi tory material. In his study, no relationship was 

f'ound between persistence through the first year of 

college and tradi tional predictive indices such as SAT 
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scores, high-school rank, and standardized reading 

scores. Miscues per hundred words was also not found to 

be related to persistence in college or to 

comprehension. However, he did find a significant 

relationship between reading strategy effectiveness, as 

indicated by miscue analysis, and whether or not non

traditional students were able to complete their first 

year in college wi th a grade point average of 2.2 or 

higher. Nieratka utilized an "effectiveness formula" 

which took into account retelling scores and miscue 

quality in order to judge the readers as "effective" or 

not at the beginning of the school year. At the end of 

the year, non-persisters were found to have been those 

who demonstrated less than effective reading strategies 

at the outset. All persisters had demonstrated 

effecti ve reading strategies at the beginning of the 

year, though both groups were equal in other measures of 

ability, such as standardized test scores. 

The reading strategies of non-proficient college 

students were also studied by Wolfe in 1981, in an 

effort to compare their strategies wi th those employed 

by native Spanish-speaking English as a Second Language 

(ESL) students. She found that "there were no 

significant differences between groups in quanti ty or 

quality of miscues in any category, or in the use of 

cueing systems. Both groups relied most strongly on the 
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syntactic function and graphic similari ty cue systems 

and made least use of the semantic acceptabili ty cue 

system" (Wolfe 1981, p. 130). Unlike Raisner and Blair, 

who found that their readers did not use the syntactic 

system as effectively as other cueing systems, Wolfe 

found that the semantic system was used less effectively 

than other cues. What each study wi th non-proficient 

adul t readers has in common is the evidence that such 

readers rely more heavily on graphophonic information 

than any other cueing system. 

a dissertation thematically related Finally, in 

to this research 

Curtis (1982) used 

on retrospective 

miscue analysis 

miscue analysis, 

and several other 

sources of data to study the effects of process-oriented 

reading instruction 

reading achievement 

The miscue analysis 

provide evidence of 

readers who were 

and 

among 

data 

self-concept enhancement on 

community college students. 

she collected was used to 

improved strategy utilization for 

introduced to psycholinguistic 

principles by studying Frank Smith's Reading Without 

Nonsense. Like Wolfe, she found that students who had 

enrolled in an reading improvement course relied more 

significantly on the syntactic cueing system than on the 

semantic system. 

not evaluated. 

Their reliance on graphophonics was 

Following a semester-long course that 

included process-oriented instruction and self-concept 



20 

enhancement exercises, the readers significantly 

improved their reliance on the semantic system (p < .(5) 

as evidenced by an increase in miscues which were 

semantically acceptable and were likely to result in no 

loss of comprehension. 

Curtis' belief that a process orientation should 

be included in reading instruction for adults was based 

on what she described as "the need to approach teaching 

adul ts in a 'llanner that recognizes and respects their 

adul tness and their pr ior exper iences" (1 984, p. 29). 

The importance of recognizing and respecting "adultness" 

has often been ignored in the design of reading programs 

for adult basic readers, and yet programs which report 

the most significant effects are those which are based 

on andragogical, not pedagogical principles. Much has 

been written regarding the characteristics of adults as 

learners (Knowles 1970, 1973; Mocker 1975; Newton 1980; 

Cross 1981). O'Donnell (1982) summarizes the 

differences between child-based and adult-based learning 

as follows: 



Elements 

Climate 

Planning 

Diagnosing 
of needs 

Setting 
goals 

Designing 
a learning 
plan 

Learning 
activities 

Evaluation 

Pedagogical 

teacher-directed 
learning 

formal, authority
oriented, 
competitive, 
judgmental 

primarily by teacher 

primarily by teacher 

primarily by teacher 

content units, course 
syllabus, logical 
sequence 

transmittal 
techniques, 
assigned readings 

primarily by teacher 

Andragogical 

self-directed 
learning 
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informal, mutually 
consensual, 
collaborative, 
supportive 

by participative 
decision making 

by mutual 
assessment 

by mutual 
negotiation 

learning projects, 
learning content 
sequence in terms 
of readiness 

inquiry projects 
independent study, 
experimental 
techniques 

by mutual 
assessment of 
self-collected 
evidence 

Although these principles may be generally acknowledged, 

many scholars argue that these principles are ignored in 

practice. Kavale and Lindsey in 1977 reported that 

adult basic education in the United States has not 

succeeded, due in part to the lack of' research on the 

nature of the reading processes of adults. In a follow-

up article published in 1984, Lindsey and Jarman 

contended that little improvement had been made in adult 

reading programs since the 1977 survey. The continuing 
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failure of adult reading programs, according to Lindsey 

and Jarman, is related to: (1) programs which purported 

to be learner-direct6Q, and were not; (2) lack of 

empirical evidence to validate various teaching 

practices; and (3) the relative paucity of research on 

the reading processes of adul ts. They called for more 

research in general, and especially for studies which 

are descriptive and qualitative in nature. 

The recent explosion of interest in 

metacognition and the teaching of metacognitive 

strategies for processing text has led to a set of 

process-oriented instructional 

that are less like techniques 

techniques for adults 

tradi tionally used wi th 

children. The entire April, 1987, issue of the Journal 

of Reading is devoted to instruction which will help in 

"making readers independent." Furthermore, holistic, 

whole-language orientations to instruction have begun to 

be more prevalent in programs for adult readers. 

Henrichs (1981) describes a whole-language college 

reading program in considerable detail, and similar 

In programs are receiving attention nationwide. 

article "Guidelines and a holistic method for 

their 

adult 

basic reading programs," Padak and Padak (1987) argued 

that "above all, programs for adult basic readers should 

provide theory based instruction that focuses on learner 

needs" (p. 491). It is within this context that 
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retrospective miscue analysis is proposed as a viable 

instructional strategy for use with adult readers. 

Metalinguistic Awareness 

Metalinguistic awareness has been explored for 

different reasons by different researchers in various 

disciplines: philosophy, psychology, linguistics, and 

education. In her review of metalinguj stic research, 

Dybdahl (1982) found that the term has not been used in 

a clear and consistent manner: "Researchers differ 

depending on their particular perspective in regards to 

reflection, access, consciousness, or awareness .. 

[though] the maj or distinction among posi tions is not 

one of incompatibility, but one of emphasis" (pp. 22-

23). Dybdahl proposes that the body of metalinguistic 

awareness research can be seen as extsting on "an 

obvious continuum extending from the use of language to 

the ability to abstractly reflect on language" (1982, p. 

24) . 

Two points on this continuum have been described 

by Y. Goodman (1980) in her discussion on the five roots 

of literacy. She states that as they move toward 

literacy, children develop: 



The use of oral language to talk 

about written language. 

Metacognitive and metalinguistic 

awareness about written language. 
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Most of the research relating metalinguistic awareness 

to reading falls into these two categories. The 

research seems aimed at discovering: What kinds of 

linguistic understandings do readers have? Is some 

conscious linguistic knowledge a prerequisite to 

learning to read? Or, does metalinguistic awareness 

develop naturally as one learns to read? 

Oral Language About Written Language 

The use of oral language to talk about written 

language refers to the child's developing control over 

the categories and terminology adults use when 

discussing reading and writing. This terminology is 

often referred to as the "teaching register" (Downing 

1 976) or the language of instruction. The bulk of 

research in metalinguistic awareness deals with this 

aspect of linguistic development, and it seems to focus 

on the extent to which this kind of awareness is a 

prerequisite to learning to read. 

Studies of pre-school and primary 

children provide evidence that young children 

possess adult-like understandings of terms 

school 

do not 

like: 



letter, word, syllable, phoneme, sound, 

paragraph. In 1966, Reid investigated 
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sentence, and 

the "techni cal 

vocabulary" of five-year-old children in Edinburgh. Her 

series of three interviews wi th the students exhibi ted 

"a great poverty of linguistic equipment to deal wi th 

the new experience, calling letters 'numbers' and words 

, names' ("0. 58). She noted, however , that the "fact 

that a child does not, when given opportuni ties to do 

so, use a certain term is not proof that it is unknown 

to him. He may, for instance, understand it when 

someone else uses it" (Reid 1966, p. 59). Because Reid 

required productive rather than receptive knowledge of 

linguistic terminology, Downing (1970) decided to 

explore fi ve-year-old children's abili ty to recognize 

whether they heard a word or not when presented wi th 

sounds ranging from a non-human noise to the human 

utterance of a sentence. He found that the terms "'.·rord" 

and "sound" were "very poorly understood by fi ve-year

old beginners (p. 111) and expressed these concerns: 

"Are teachers assuming too readily that children can 

understand technical terms of language? And are 

teachers making assumptions about children's 

understanding of the purpose and nature of Ii teracy?" 

(p. 112). 

Many other researchers have also explored how 

well children understand the technical terms used in 
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teaching language. Huttenlocher (1964) hypothesized 

that the first mul tiple word utterances are learned as 

single units, and children later differentiate those 

utterances into separate words. She found that children 

between four and five years old had difficulty reversing 

the words in common word pairs. Ehri (1975) found that 

prereaders confused syllables and words and had 

difficul ty segmenting sentences into words. Holden and 

MacGini tie (1972) found that kindergarten children had 

difficul ty segmenting spoken sentences into words. The 

experiments of Kingston, Weaver, and Figa (1972) also 

support the finding that first graders have widely 

varying concepts of words and word boundaries. Downing 

and Oliver (1973-74) followed up Downing's earlier study 

and investigated the extent to which pre-school, 

kindergarten, and first graders understand the term 

"word." The data supported Downing's earlier findings, 

and the researchers suggest that misunderstanding 

linguistic concepts is characteristic of the "cognitive 

confusion" children have when they enter school. 

Downing and Oliver state that if teachers do not help 

students develop an understanding of these concepts, 

the "cogni ti ve confusion may be greater and more 

prolonged than would be the case when teachers are aware 

of the need for care in introducing children to these 

basic concepts" (1973-74, pp. 581-582). 
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This body of research is often called upon to 

support the view that linguistic concepts must be taught 

before reading will be learned. Samuels (1979) presents 

a typical argument in this vein: 

It is important for all teachers of reading to 
realize that many students require instruction 
in order to understand the nature and concept of 
reading, that students may require instruction 
in the technical vocabulary used in the language 
of instruction, and that students will probably 
require instruction in the conventions of print, 
so they will understand how print is used to 
represent spoken language. Furthermore, I 
believe it is important for educators to develop 
and test methods for helping students master 
these prerequisites for reading (p. 7). 

A central issue is whether children need to be taught 

these linguistic concepts, or whether they should be 

allowed to develop them naturally through meaningful, 

purposeful use of language. Supporting the latter view, 

Vygotsky (1962) states: 

Practical experience also shows that direct 
teaching of concepts is impossible and 
fruitless. A teacher who tries to do this 
usually accomplishes nothing but empty 
verbalism, a parrotlike repetition of words by 
the child, simulating a knowledge of the 
corresponding concepts but actually covering up 
a vacuum (p. 83). 

Furthermore, MacGini tie has observed that the 

"difficulties that children have in correlating the 

understanding of words in utterances with our 

conventional printed words are somewhat related to 

success in learning, but not ."as closely as one might 

expect from the ubiquitous use of the word as a 
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linguistic unit in reading instruction" (1973, p. 5). 

Any correlation that does exist, however, may be an 

arti~act o~ classrooms where reading is taught out o~ a 

meaning~ul context as a sequence o~ skills. Doake 

(1979) notes that: 

The major reason ~or the child to gain explicit, 
conscious awareness o~ these reading concepts 
and the verbal labels which accompany them, is 
the product o~ school reading instruction. In 
order to teach reading, using the most common 
present-day methodologies, teachers ~requently 
have to use these verbal labels and so children 
have to learn this language i~ they are to 
understand what their teachers are asking them 
to do ( p. 1 (2) ) . 

Y. Goodman has pointed out that "the 

inappropriate use ot: a label does not necessarily mean 

that the child is con~used about the concepts" (198(2), p. 

25). Dybdahl elaborates on Goodman's observation: 

Children are excellent users o~ language 
intuitively, and their inability to verbalize 
about their linguistic processes in no way 
detracts ~rom their sophistication o~ language 
use. Many adults would be unable to answer the 
question, "What is a word?" Most o~ us have no 
~unctional purpose ~or de~ining such a concept. 
We are quite able, however, to use words 
intui ti vely in both oral and wri tten language, 
and to employ the word "word" appropriately in 
various contexts regardless o~ an inabili ty to 
verbalize a de~inition (1982, p. 26). 

Each o~ the studies cited above dealt with what 

children knew about linguistic terminology rather than 

with what they knew about linguistic processes. In view 

o~ the arguments proposed by Vygotsky, Doake, Y. 

Goodman, and Dybdahl, it seems likely that retrospective 
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miscue analysis procedures would be inappropriate for 

readers who are actively developing their own linguistic 

theories in the context of functional language use. For 

those students, a natural cycle of learning and 

verbalizing will develop: "As one becomes more adept at 

using one's skills, one also becomes more aware of these 

skills and can verbalize them. Conversely, as one 

becomes more aware of one's skills, it is equally 

probable that one is able to use these skills more 

efficiently" (Forrest and Waller 1979, p. 4). 

However, as children grow into literacy, they do 

internalize theories about the reading process. Often 

these metalinguistic understandings serve to help their 

abili ty to improve as readers. But some readers may 

have internalized notions about the process of reading 

which are hindering their progress in reading. Perhaps 

retrospective miscue analysis can provide students with 

an opportunity to reflect upon and reevaluate these 

notions. This kind of metalinguistic awareness of 

process (not terminology) is what Y. Goodman referred to 

as Root V: Metacognitive and metalinguistic awareness 

about written language. 

Metalinguistic Awareness About 
Written Language 

Y. Goodman states "This last root focuses not 

just on the use of language and the thinking and 
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conceptualizations necessary for the use of language to 

occur but r ather focuses on the ab iIi ty to under stand 

and explain the process of language itself. In 

order to show metalinguistic awareness, there has to be 

some evidence of analysis of the process" (1980, p. 28). 

The metalinguistic awareness of process is 

closely related to metacogni tion, a term Flavell has 

defined as "knowledge or beliefs about what factors or 

variables act and interact to affect the course of 

cognitive enterprises" (1979, p. 9(7) such as language 

acquisition, writing, problem solving, composition, self 

control, and self instruction. He states that there are 

three categories of factors that influence cognition: 

1. Person--everything you know about self and 

others, knowing how and to what degree you 

"understand" 

2. Tasks--your understanding of the demands or 

goals of tasks 

3. Strategy--your understanding of what 

strategies are effective in achieving what 

goals 

Most of the metalinguistic awareness research about 

process deals wi th readers' understanding and control 

over one or more of these factors. 
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Compared to the metalinguistic awareness 

research about knovrledge of terminology, fewer studies 

have been done to explore the relationship between the 

abili ty to read and a conscious understanding of the 

reading process. Huffman, Edwards, and Green ( 1 982) 

conducted in-depth interviews with children aged four to 

eighteen to determine how those students would describe 

the essence of reading: 

The developmental pattern reported here 
indicates that children first tend to emphasize 
the correct physical behaviors, then to engage 
in thinking and interacting wi th others to be 
sure one has understood what the author meant, 
and finally to involve themselves in making 
decisions about what is important to them in 
comparing intended meaning to their own selected 
or created meaning (p. 199). 

Huffman et al. suggested that readers could be 

encouraged to reflect on their understanding of text by 

comparing it to their experiences and expectations--a 

kind of self-monitoring that seems compatible with 

Flavell's notion of a cognitive strategy. 

Markman (1977) has done extensive research on 

readers' abilities to monitor their comprehension of 

text. First, second, and third grade children were 

asked to judge whether the instructions for a magic 

trick were complete. Older children were better able to 

make those judgments, and Markman concluded that the 

self-moni tor ing strategy may be dependent on age. A 

second study by Markman (1979) involved determining 
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whether third, fourth, and sixth grade children could 

detect obvious inconsistencies in a short story read 

aloud to them. The results supported her earlier 

finding that older children are better able to monitor 

their understanding than younger children. 

In 1980, Garner hypothesized that differences 

between good decoders who understand what they read and 

good decoders who do not may lie in the abili ty to 

monitor comprehension. 

to include statements 

Two basal stories 

that made sense 

were al tered 

wi thin the 

sentence but which when considered in the context of the 

paragraph or passage made no sense. Fifth grade 

students were asked to judge whether the passages were 

easy or difficul t to understand. 

that good comprehenders were more 

She did find evidence 

able to detect and 

report confusing text. 

is that poor readers 

nonsense in print that 

monitor understanding. 

One of her important 

may be so adept at 

they may no longer 

conclusions 

expecting 

attempt to 

Gambrell and Heathington (1981) explored the 

metalinguistic awareness of adult good and poor readers. 

The readers were asked questions designed to reveal 

their perceptions of the purpose for reading and the 

strategies available to them. "The most dramatic 

finding was that, in general, adult poor readers are not 

aware of strategy variables or their role in 
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facilitating comprehension" (p. 215). Furthermore, 

"adul t disabled readers perceive reading as a decoding 

process rather than as a meaning construction or 

comprehension task" (p. 215). 

Brown, Campione, and Day (1980) experimented 

with mildly retarded grade school children to see if 

they could be trained to moni tor the strategies 

necessary for rote memor ization. They found that the 

eleven-year-old children were able to profit from the 

training, but the nine-year-old children were not. The 

training emphasized conveying to children the purpose of 

the task and the relevance of the strategies that were 

being taught. These two areas of cogni tion relate to 

Flavell's notions o:f "task" and "strategy." But Brown 

et ale are cautious in their conclusions: 

What we are advocating is, of course, an 
avoidance of blind training techniques, and a 
serious attempt at informed, self-controlled 
training--to provide novice learners with the 
information necessary for them to design 
effective plans of their own. 

If I earner s can be made awar e of (a) bas i c 
strategies for reading and remembering, (b) 
simple rules of text construction, (c) differing 
demands of a var iety of tests to which their 
information may be put, and (d) the importance 
of activating any background knowledge they may 
have, they cannot help but become more effective 
learners. Such self-awareness is a prerequisite 
for self-regulation, the ability to orchestrate, 
monitor, and check one's own cognitive 
activities (1980, p. 20). 
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Each of the metalinguistic awareness studies 

seems to indicate that some metalinguistic awareness of 

the reading process does exist in older children and 

adults--whether it is a prerequisite to learning or the 

product of the learning is controversial. Also, there 

is some evidence that there are qualitative differences 

in the metalinguistic awareness of adul t good and poor 

readers: 

Adult poor readers seem to be unaware of many of 
the characteristics of good readers and the 
special strategies required for resolving 
comprehension failures. Adult poor readers tend 
to refer to external sources, such as another 
person, to resolve comprehension failure and are 
not aware of independent, internally generated 
strategies. It seems reasonable that 
instruction wi th adul t disabled readers should 
focus on both awareness and use of a repertoire 
of strategies (Gambrell and Heathington 1981, p. 
2, emphasis theirs). 

According to Doake (1979), "Many children have 

survived what we have done to them in the name of 

reading instruction because of an intrinsically 

motivated drive towards achieving literacy and because 

they have refused to allow their already well-developed 

language learning strategies to be distorted and 

destroyed" (p. 18). But what about readers who did not 

survive? Doake asserts that "those who fail to achieve 

a functional level of literacy are frequently those who 
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have tried to follow the teachers' instructions 

precisely" (1979, p. 19), and those strategies simply do 

not work for them. 

Retrospecti ve miscue analysis may be a way of 

helping readers become consciously aware of their own 

reading processes and assisting them in evaluating the 

efficiency and effectiveness of the strategies they 

employ. Clearly, one may have reservations about 

raising to a conscious level a process which is 

developing naturally, but older readers who are 

conscious of and perhaps frustrated by their lack of 

proficiency may benefi t from a conscious inquiry into 

their actual reading performance. Nothing found in the 

Ii terature seems contrary to this hypothesis, and some 

of the metalinguistic awareness researchers seem to be 

calling for more of these kinds of' investigations. 

Three such suggestions are presented from scholars 

working in the field: 

In the conclusions of their study, 

Gambrell and Heathington state: 

Addi tional metacogni ti ve research is needed to 
identify discrepancies between how readers think 
they read and how they actually process print. 

If metacogni ti ve awareness about reading 
is shown to be cri tical to the acquisi tion of 
proficient reading skills, then educators 
working wi th adul t disabled readers may want to 
incorporate specific instructional activities 
for teaching this information (1981, p. 221). 
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Flavell notes that there are legitimate 

caveats about educational interventions in natural 

cognitive processes, but asserts: 

lack o:f hard evidence nothwi thstanding, 
however, I am absolutely convinced that there 
is, overall, :far too Ii ttle rather than enough 
or too much cognitive monitoring in this world. 

I :find it hard to believe that children 
who do more cognitive monitoring would not learn 
better both in and out o:f school than children 
who do less. I also think that increasing the 
quantity and quality o:f children's metacognitive 
knowledge and moni toring skills through 
systematic training may be :feasible as well as 
desirable (1979, p. 910). 

Finally, in her review o:f the literature on 

comprehension monitoring, Wagoner concludes: 

What, i:f anything, does this research have to 
say about instruction? People get better at 
comprehension and monitoring o:f comprehension as 
they get older; good readers are better at both 
than are poor readers,' even though direct 
instruction in moni toring is lacking. Can poor 
readers be taught to do what good readers do? 
Would such instruction improve comprehension? 
( 1 983, p. 344). 

Retrospective Miscue Analysis 

Retrospective miscue analysis is a procedure 

which encourages readers consciously to re:flect upon and 

eval uate their own reading processes through analyzing 

their miscues. The term "retrospective" has been used 

because, in this procedure, readers are asked to comment 

about their miscues a:fter the reading has taken place. 

This is in contrast to an introspective procedure, where 
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readers would comment about their miscues as they make 

them. 

It is important to acknowledge, however, that 

the term "retrospective" is potentially misleading. 

Webster's Collegiate dictionary has defined 

retrospection as "the act or process or an instance of 

surveying the past." One might infer that this 

"surveying of the past" would be generally motivated and 

directed from wi thin the individual, wi thout prompting 

from another source. An inference of this nature leads 

one to concur with Harker (1974): 

The nature of introspection and retrospection 
itself can cast doubt upon the accuracy of 
findings resulting from the use of this method. 
Introspective-retrospective techniques are based 
upon the assumption that the reader can and will 
provide an accurate account of his mental 
activity while reading. At the very best, this 
account must be limi ted to reporting the 
conscious mental activity which the reader is 
prepared to impart freely (p. 92-93). 

Whi Ie it is true that in retrospective miscue analysis 

procedures readers are involved in analyzing a past 

reading, they are not required to remember spontaneously 

and reflect upon that reading. In fact, retrospective 

miscue analysis sessions in this research rely on tape-

recordings of earlier readings and focus readers on 

analyzing miscues which have already been selected by 

the researcher--defini tely a "directed" procedure. It 
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is anticipated that only incidentally will readers offer 

'."hat they remember thinking as they read the text. 

The key to the procedure, then, is not the 

purely retrospective aspect; after all, most miscue 

analysis is performed on reading tape-recorded at a 

previous time. Rather, the key element is that the 

procedure involves readers in analyzing their own 

miscues and determining the extent to which those 

miscues influence their reading processes. 

A Research Tool for Understanding 
the Reading Process 

Before retrospective miscue analysis was used as 

a directed, instructional procedure , retrospective and 

introspective methodologies were used as research tools 

for gaining insight into the reading process. In many 

of the studies reviewed below, a combination of 

introspection and retrospection was used to gather data 

on the thought processes of readers. The protocols used 

by the researchers often relied upon readers' 

spontaneous recollections, and as such were relatively 

"undirected. " While several of these studies may be 

criticized for the limitations mentioned by Harker 

(1974, quoted above), they are included here to trace 

the development of introspective/retrospective 

techniques in studying the reading process. 
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Although there have been studies using 

retrospective and introspective techniques since the 

beginning of this century, the majority of studies have 

been reported during the past 35 years. In 1950, Bloom 

and Broder responded to a concern that psychological 

assessments placed too much emphasis on outcome scores, 

and relatively little emphasis on the cognitive 

processing that produced such scores. Recognizing that 

students may arrive at correct answers based on faulty 

reasoning, Bloom and Broder studied the thought 

processes reported by college age students as they 

engaged in problem-solving. The procedure was flawed: 

some students were unable to verbalize their thought 

processes--others seemed merely to neglect doing so. 

Moreover, the researchers speculated that many thoughts 

critical to problem-solving are unconscious, and 

therefore inaccessible to both student and researcher. 

Bloom and Broder's study was the first of many using 

introspective/retrospective techniques to originate from 

the University of Chicago. 

Swain (1953) utilized a "think-aloud" protocol 

in an effort to determine whether college stude:nts of 

varying reading ability used different thought processes 

as they interpreted what they had read. After reading 

selections from science, social studies and literature, 

students were presented with questions designed to 
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prompt their interpretation of the passages. Further, 

they were asked to "think-aloud" as they formulated 

answers to the questions, and those verba~~~ations were 

tape-recorded. Analysis of the tapes indicated that 

average readers were the most flexible in their thought 

processes; that is, they were able to adjust their 

patterns of interpretation as new insights became clear 

to them. Swain speculated that good readers may make 

correct choices in interpreting what they read and hence 

have no need to change their minds, while poor readers 

seem either unable to change or unaware of the need for 

changing an interpretation. 

In 1954 Piekarz at the Uni versi ty of Chicago 

also investigated interpretive responses of readers in 

order to gain insights into thought processing. Sixth 

graders were asked to read a passage silently, orally 

summarize their reading, and then reread portions of the 

original selection while verbalizing what they were 

thinking the first time they read the material. Bloom 

had theorized that readers would be able to recall their 

thinking if given access to the actual material they had 

read, and Piekarz found that these above-average readers 

were, in fact, able to verbalize a great deal about what 

they were thinking. Individuals varied in the frequency 

and nature of their responses, and better readers tended 

to make longer and more complex responses. 
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Three years later, Jenkinson (1957) used 

introspective/retrospective techniques to explore the 

thought processes of tenth graders as they performed 

cloze tasks. Students performed cloze exercises, and 

the eleven highest and eleven lowest scoring individuals 

were given the same cloze passage one week later. They 

were asked to verbalize about what they recalled 

thinking when they or iginally performed the task, and 

this constituted the retrospective portion of the study. 

They were also given new cloze passages to complete, and 

were asked to verbalize about their thinking as they 

completed the new passages--the introspective portion of 

the study. Jenkinson concluded that the patterns of 

verbalizations differed between the two groups of 

readers. Students who had performed better on the cloze 

exercises displayed more of the same kind of flexibility 

in their responses noted by Piekarz and Swain earlier. 

However, Jenkinson also noted that although differences 

exist among readers, the verbalizations themselves 

probably provide only limi ted insights into the actual 

cognitive processes utilized when performing cloze 

exercises. 

Two publications in 1965, one by Strang and 

Rogers and the other by Robinson, have also contributed 

to the research utilizing introspective/retrospective 

techniques. In his dissertation, Rogers compared the 
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verbalizations of good and poor eleventh graders as they 

read a short story, and found that good readers were 

more able than poor readers to demonstrate their 

critical thinking, i.e., generalizing, contrasting, 

predicting, and evaluating what they read. 

Robinson (1965) used introspective techniques to 

evaluate the extent to which a group of fourth graders 

were able to use study skills (problem-solving skills 

and reference skills) while doing their social studies 

research. He concluded that this kind of eavesdropping 

on thought processes could suggest areas where children 

obviously require further instruction. 

In 1971 Fareed published yet another study 

originating from the University of Chicago. He had 

sixth graders silently read passages in history and 

biology, and as they re-read them orally they verbalized 

their interpretive responses. Fareed speculated that 

the differences in the styles and vocabulary of the 

passages would prompt different patterns of interpretive 

responses in the readers. What he found, though, is 

that individual readers display varying patterns of 

responses, but that those individual 

rather static across differing passages. 

Fareed drew instructional 

teachers could benefit 

implications 

from being 

responses are 

Like Robinson, 

from his study: 

aware of the 
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individual differences in the interpretive response 

patterns of their students. 

Raisner was among the first to use retrospective 

techniques in conjunction with miscue analysis. In 1977 

she studied fourteen non-proficient adul treaders 

reading expository texts. After students read a 

passage, they were asked to listen to the tape-recorded 

reading and comment on any miscues they detected. 

Raisner reports that the retrospective sessions tended 

to provide insights which supported the miscue data; 

that is, cueing systems mentioned most frequently by 

individual readers tended to be the cueing systems they 

focused on while reading. The group varied widely, 

however, in both the frequency with which they detected 

miscues and depth of their recollections about what they 

were thinking as they made particular miscues. Of 

critical importance is Raisner's speculation that 

allowing readers to analyze their own miscues in a more 

directed, organized technique would help those readers 

better understand the reading process and gain more 

control over their reading. 

More recently, Coles ( 1 981 ) combined 

retrospective procedures wi th miscue analysis to study 

the reading strategies of junior high school students 

reading both researcher-selected and reader-selected 

texts. Interestingly, he found that the retrospecti ve 



responses of the readers differed depending on 

they had selected the reading material. When 

self-selected material, the readers displayed 
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whether 

reading 

a great 

concern for understanding what the text meant in its 

larger 

their 

sense. This pattern of response is contrasted to 

tendency to focus on specific details and 

terminology, not on the meaning of the text as a whole, 

when reading researcher-selected exposition. 

Coles also reports that his subj ects 

demonstrated an awareness of the kinds of reading 

strategies identified in K. Goodman's psychol inguistic 

model of the reading process: sampling, predicting, 

confirming, and correcting. Furthermore, he suggests 

that "retrospective techniques may be applied to 

classrooms as a research technique and as an 

instructional strategy" (1981, p. 224). 

Retrospective techniques are 

investigated in the classroom by 

currently 

Weatherill 

being 

(in 

progress) . The retrospective protocol 

that used by Raisner, in that students 

is similar 

are asked 

to 

to 

comment upon any miscues they detect while listening to 

an earlier, tape-recorded reading. In Raisner's 

research, adults were studied, and Weatherill is now 

exploring the technique when used wi th younger readers 

(sixth graders). Weatherill will in more detail explore 

the phenomenon reported by Coles--that readers through 
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retrospection reveal much about their understanding of 

the reading process itself. 

The range of studies reviewed above are included 

to suggest the way in which introspective/retrospective 

techniques have evolved in the study of the reading 

process. The earlier studies, conducted primarily in 

the 1 950s, focused on discerning the varying thought 

processes used by readers in interpreting a variety of 

material. The majority of these studies involved mature 

readers, though some elementary school children were 

included. In the 1960s, introspection and retrospection 

were used in some instances to evaluate, not merely 

describe, the cognitive processes of children, 

especially wi th respect to the development of specific 

skills (e.g., using reference materials when writing 

science reports). There had emerged by this time the 

notion that what readers revealed to teachers about 

their thinking could be used to design appropriate 

instructional strategies. The late 1970s and early 

1980s reveal a different trend, however. Researchers 

increasingly realized that retrospection and 

introspection provide insights not just about what 

readers think, but about the extent to which they are 

aware of their processes of thought. And investigators 

like Raisner and Coles began to suggest that readers 
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themselves might benefit from a greater understanding of 

the processes they use when they read and think. 

In effect, there seems to have been a 

progression over time from the researchers who 

originally asked "What do readers report that they think 

about while reading?" to "What can teachers do with that 

knowledge?" to "What do readers understand about their 

reading processes?" and, now, "What can readers do wi th 

that knowledge?" This final question has been 

considered by the researchers cited below and is the 

focus of this study. 

An Instructional Tool for 
Improving Reading Strategies 

In 1975, a Canadian reading consul tant named 

Chris Worsnop responded to what he described as "a great 

need to see miscue theory reflected in reading programs 

in some way that is economical in time, applicable to 

more than one student at once, and usable as a teaching 

a.s well as a diagonstic tool" (n.d., abstract). He was 

well aware of the uses of miscue analysis for exploring 

the reading process, but Worsnop was looking for an 

instructional use, too. He was interested in 

discovering whether the insights previously restricted 

to teachers and researchers could be made accessible to 

readers themselves. It was time, in Worsnop' s opinion, 
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for miscue analysis to find its way into the hands and 

minds of readers. 

At the time Worsnop 

investigations, many researchers 

that miscue theory could have an 

was beginning his 

were discussing ways 

impact on classroom 

pedagogy. K. Goodman began analyzing miscues in 1963 

"for the express purpose of providing knowledge of the 

reading process and how it is used and acquired" (1973, 

p. 3). Ten years later, he edited a volume entitled 

Miscue Analysis: Applications to Reading Instruction, 

in which he stated: "Now we are at a point in our 

r~search where we feel we know enough about how reading 

works that we can share with teachers and other 

practitioners some of our insights and their 

implications for reading instruction" (1973, p. 3). The 

instructional applications in that volume are diverse, 

and they foreshadowed the impact miscue analysis was to 

have on the field of reading for the next ten years. 

Although miscue analysis was "leading to a new 

set of criteria for judging what is of value in reading 

instruct ion" (K. Goodman 1973, p. 11), Wor snop was among 

the first to try teaching students to conduct formal 

analyses of their own miscues. In the technique 

outlined by Worsnop, standard Reading Miscue Inventory 

(Y. Goodman and Burke 1972) procedures are followed. In 

the Reading Miscue Inventory, each miscue made by a 
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reader reading a complete story aloud is coded and later 

analyzed. Nine questions about each miscue are asked in 

order to evaluate the reader's strategies and facili ty 

within the three language cueing systems (graphophonic, 

syntactic, and semantic). The reader's retelling of the 

text is also scored so that a more complete 

comprehension profile can be seen. In Wor snop , s 

research, a retrospective miscue analysis 

immediately followed the reading and retelling. 

session 

During 

that session, the tape recording of the reading was 

replayed, and the reader was asked to stop the recorder 

whenever a miscue was heard. The miscue was then 

analyzed through asking the following questions: 

1 • 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Does 

Does 

Does 

the 

Was 

have 

the miscue 

the miscue 

the miscue 

text item? 

the miscue 

been? 

make sense? 

sound·like language? 

look and/or sound like 

corrected? Should it 

The questions were designed to focus readers on the 

graphophonic, syntactic, and semantic cueing systems, 

while also revealing the ways in which readers use the 

strategies of predicting, 

correcting. 

sampling, confirming, and 
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Retrospecti ve miscue analysis is based on an 

assumption that although the reading process is the same 

for all. readers, good and poor readers differ in their 

abili ty to control syntactic and semantic information. 

Two major research studies substantiate this view. 

In their 1973 study, K. Goodman and Burke 

studied the miscues produced by 94 high, average, and 

below average readers ranging from Grade 2 

of those 

through 

miscues Grades 4, 6, 8, and 1 Q). Analysis 

indicated that: 

1. There is only one reading process in which 

three types of information (graphophonic, syntactic, 

semantic) are dealt with in an integrated way; 

2. This integration is achieved through the 

processes of sampling, predicting, confirming, and 

correcting; 

3. 

meaning; 

4. 

The primary aim of reading is getting 

Proficient, average, and non-proficient 

readers all use the same processes. The differences in 

their success at extracting meaning from print are a 

consequence of how they control these processes, not in 

the processes they use; 

5. The major differences between proficient and 

below average readers are a function of how well they 

control the semantic and to a lesser extent the 
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syntactic information. There are few differences in the 

degrees of control that children at different levels of 

reading proficiency display over the graphophonic 

processes. 

Rousch and Cambourne (1979) studied the reading 

processes of Australian children in Grades 2, 3, 6, and 

8, hypothesizing that "readers of different abilities 

and ages would exhibi t reading strategies reflecting 

these differences, thus enabling the compilation of a 

model of the reading process" (p. 1). Included in their 

study were readers of proficient, average, and low 

ability. Their resul ts confirmed the findings of K. 

Goodman and Burke: 

(i) Proficient, Average and Low ability readers 
are very similar in terms of both correction 
behaviour and the use of graphophonic cues .. 
[As] a criteria for differentiating between 
[readers], both have very low reliability. 

(i i) Proficient, Average and Low abi 1 i ty 
readers are very dissimilar with respect to 
syntactic and semantic variables. Proficient 
readers manage to focus on, monitor and maintain 
a much higher level of syntactic and semantic 
acceptabili ty than do the Average and Low 
ability readers (1979, p. 86-87, emphasis 
theirs) . 

Worsnop hypothesized that teaching poor readers to 

analyze their own reading miscues might help them more 

directly see their strengths and weaknesses at work in 

the reading process. 
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In 1975, 1976, and 1977 Worsnop experimented 

with retrospective miscue 

re:fined the procedure wi th 

analysis, and successively 

each trial. In his :first 

experiment, poor readers in seventh grade worked wi th 

each other in pairs in order to analyze their miscues. 

In 1976 he worked wi th pairs o:f readers in a special 

learning disabilities classroom. Finally, in 1977, he 

organized ninth graders :from a special reading class 

into groups o:f eight to conduct retrospective miscue 

analysis. Worsnop did not report statistical analyses 

o:f his :findings. He reI ied instead on his and other 

teachers' in:formal observations o:f the students, along 

with the students' sel:f-reported progress. According to 

the students and their classroom teachers, the 

procedures brought about an improvement not only in the 

students' reading across the curriculum, but also in the 

students' attitudes toward themselves as readers. They 

began to take more risks in attempting to read, they 

read more material :from a variety o:f sources, and they 

more positively viewed their accomplishments as readers. 

Stephenson (1980) used retrospective miscue 

analysis techniques in an attempt to develop an 

instrument students could use in studying their own oral 

reading behaviors. She wanted her high school students 

to learn that making miscues during reading is 

acceptable i:f comprehension is the goal :for the reading 
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process. She hypothesized that her students were over

relying on the graphophonic cueing system, while they 

allowed comprehension to languish. Her retrospective 

miscue analysis questioning procedure was similar to 

Worsnop' s, but her research design was more rigorous. 

Stephenson used the Reading Miscue Inventory to evaluate 

each of six students prior 

Three of those students 

to the four-week experiment. 

were then selected as the 

experimental group, and the Reading Miscue Inventory was 

used at the end of her study to evaluate whether the 

students had in fact improved their reading strategies. 

Her resul ts showed that retrospective miscue analysis 

made only a slightly posi tive difference in the 

application of reading strategies; but, like Worsnop, 

Stephenson reported that definite gains were made in the 

students' attitudes toward themselves as readers. 

Miller and Woodley (1983) explored Worsnop's 

procedures during a summer workshop and posed seven 

general questions about the use of retrospective miscue 

analysis: 

1. What applications do RMA procedures 

have for instruction? Research? 

2. With what types of readers can RMA be 

helpful? 

3. Can RMA be effecti ve w:i. t.ilOUt direct 

participation of the teacher? 
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4. What questions should be asked about 

specific miscues? 

5. What is the optimal reading level of 

difficulty for the RMA text? 

6. What is the optimal time lag between 

reading and the subsequent analysis of 

miscues? 

7. Should all miscues be analyzed? 

If not, which ones? 

With these questions in mind, Miller and Woodley studied 

retrospective miscue analysis wi th a ten-year-old and 

then wi th an eleven-year-old. A third pilot session 

paired the two readers so they could work together to 

analyze their miscues. Miller and Woodley also report 

the use of retrospective miscue analysis in an 

instructional setting wi th high school students in a 

southern Arizona reading laboratory. General. 

retrospective miscue analysis procedures were introduced 

to groups of ten to fifteen students over a three-week 

period. Students were then organized into groups of 

four to five for conducting individual sessions. Miller 

and Woodley (1983) reported that: 

1. The students were less cri tical, more 
accepting, of the reading behavior of themselves 
and others. 



2. The students seemed 
talking about their own 
including the teacher. 

more comfortable when 
reading with others, 

3. Because the teacher had heard extensive oral 
reading by many of the students, instructional 
responses to the reading were made (p. 64). 
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Many of these studies have not been published in 

sources readily accessible to researchers and teachers, 

and the literature contains no further research into the 

use of retrospective miscue analysis as an instructional 

tool. 
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conducted by 

CHAPTER 3 

RESEARCH DESIGN 

chapter will 

the author wi th 

describe 

two adult 

the research 

readers. An 

overview of the study, the participants, the instruments 

used, and the analyses of the data are outlined. 

Overview 

This exploratory research has been conducted to 

answer the following maj or question: How does 

retrospective miscue analysis as an instructional 

strategy influence both the reading process and the 

perceptions readers hold about that process? This major 

question has been investigated through answering several 

specific questions: 

1. How do adults who contact a college remedial 

reading center for assistance describe the reading 

processs and their strengths and weaknesses as readers? 

2. What are those adults' strengths and 

weaknesses in reading as revealed through analysis using 

the Reading Miscue Inventory? 

3. What changes occur in the adults' 

perceptions and processes described in questions 1 and 2 

over the period of this research? 

55 
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a. To what extent can these changes be 

attributed to retrospective miscue analysis used as an 

instructional strategy? 

b. What other influences can be identified? 

To what extent can the changes in perceptions and 

processes be attributed to these additional influences 

on reading development? 

Subjects 

Two subjects for this investigation were 

selected from among adults contacting the University of 

Nevada-Reno and Truckee Meadows Communi ty College 

remedial reading programs for assistance with their 

reading. Each of these insti tutions for higher 

education is located in Reno, Nevada, a community in 

northwestern Nevada wi th a population of approximately 

one-quarter million. The two subjects, both women, 

attended retrospective miscue analysis sessions 

approximately once per week for 12-16 weeks wi th the 

investigator. Case studies are presented in Chapters 5 

and 6 for each subject who participated in this study. 

The subjects were selected on the basis of 

preliminary miscue analysis and reading atti tude 

interviews. The Burke Interview Modified for Older 

Readers (BIMOR) was used to assure selection of subjects 

who needed to revalue themselves as readers: that is, 



57 

those who believed they have failed in reading. For the 

purposes of conducting miscue analysis, each selected 

subject must also have produced a minimum of 25 miscues 

during an oral reading of a text that they had not read 

before. In order to be selected for the study, each 

subject demonstrated reading strategies which indicated 

the reader was less than "highly effective" according to 

the guidel ines proposed by Y. Goodman and Burke (1972, 

pp. 113-114); that is, the comprehension profile showed 

that more than 40% of the miscues made by each reader 

resulted in some loss of comprehension. 

Methodology 

For each of the research subjects, the following 

data were collected: 

1. At the outset of this investigation, the 

Burke Interview Modified for Older Readers was used to 

gather data on the subjects' perceptions of the reading 

process and their perceptions of their own strengths and 

weaknesses as readers. 

2. At the conclusion of the investigation, 

selected questions from the Burke Interview Modified for 

Older Readers were asked, and an open-ended Closing 

Interview was conducted to assess whether readers' 

perceptions as identified in #1 

course of the study. 

changed during the 
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3. At the outset of the study, the researcher 

collected 

Information 

educational 

background information 

was gathered on each 

from each 

subject 

and vocational experiences, as 

subject. 

about her 

well as 

personal interests (see Appendix A). The information 

was used to stimulate dialogue between the researcher 

and the subj ects throughout the study. This dialogue 

was tape-recorded as part of the retrospecti ve miscue 

analysis sessions, and together with the other 

information gathered has been used to evaluate 

additional 

development. 

influences on each adult's reading 

4. Each text read by the two subj ects in this 

study has been analyzed using Procedure I of the Reading 

Miscue Inventory in order to identify each subj ect' s 

strengths and weaknesses at the outset of the study and 

to document the development of effective strategies 

throughout the study. Research by Menosky ( 1 971) has 

demonstrated that the quality of miscues produced by a 

reader tends to improve as the reader moves through the 

text. Analyzing all mi scues produced in a text wi 11 

provide the most complete profile of the reader's 

strategies in a particular text. 

5. Descriptive data were gathered from 

transcripts of retrospective miscue analysis (RMA) 

sessions. Specifically, tape-recorded RMA sessions have 



been reviewed for 

perceptions about the 

individual abilities. 
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evidence of students' changing 

reading process and about their 

Tapes have been transcribed where 

they documented evidence regarding ( 1 ) subj ects' 

attitudes about the quality and quantity of miscues they 

~make; (2) how subjects relate miscues to comprehension; 

and . (3) whether subj ects develop and/ or modify their 

personal models of the reading process. 

Instruments 

Following are descriptions of the instruments 

and procedures used in the research methodology listed 

above. 

BURKE INTERVIEW MODIFIED FOR OLDER READERS: This open-

ended interview is designed to elicit from readers their 

perceptions of the reading process as well as their 

strengths and weaknesses as readers. The interview, as 

adapted for use with adults, appears as Appendix B. 

CLOSING INTERVIEW: This open-ended interview has been 

excerpted from Worsnop (n.d.) and adapted by this 

researcher for use in evaluating retrospective miscue 

analysis. The questions are listed in Appendix C. 

READING MISCUE INVENTORY PROCEDURE I: In anticipation of 

retrospective miscue analysis sessions, readers were 

asked to read orally into a tape-recorder a complete 
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text (perhaps a short story, a chapter of a novel, or a 

magazine or newspaper article), and then retell what 

they recalled about the text. 

In each of these readings, subjects read orally, 

unassisted by the researcher, after having been told 

they must retell all they can remember when finished. 

The retellings were collected to provide the researcher 

with information about areas in the text which may have 

been problematic and which might have been especially 

appropriate for focus in RMA sessions. Because the 

maj ori ty of texts were self-selected by the readers at 

the time of the reading, typical retelling outlines were 

not prepared and scored during the retellings. 

After the reading and retelling, the researcher 

analyzed the reading using the miscue analysis questions 

in Procedure I (Appendix D). From Reading Miscue 

Inventory coding sheets (Appendix E), the researcher 

then selected those miscues which were focused upon 

during the subsequent RMA session. 

procedures are discussed below. 

Miscue selection 

RETROSPECTIVE MISCUE ANALYSIS: One to two weeks after 

the session held to tape-record the reading, a 

retrospective miscue analysis session was held. 

During that session, the researcher and reader 

tape-recorded their discussion of the miscues made by 
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the reader during the previous session. The researcher 

previously selected for discussion miscues which showed 

effecti ve use of strategies, as 

showed a variety of ineffective 

well as miscues which 

strategies. Because 

confidence-building is critical to the success of RMA as 

an instructional tool, the sessions tended, especially 

in the beginning, to focus on encouraging readers to 

revalue those strategies which are effective. 

Specifically, initial RMA sessions concentrated on 

having subjects analyze miscues which showed 

or "partial strength" in controlling the 

relationships wi thin the text, in addi tion 

"strength" 

syntactic 

to miscues 

which suggested "no loss" or "partial loss" of semantic 

information. Patterns of strength and weaknesses in 

controlling the semantic and syntactic systems of 

language were revealed in the Reading Miscue Inventory 

analyzed after each reading (see Appendix E, under 

"Meaning Construction" and "Grammatical Relationships"). 

Focusing first on miscues which show reader strength may 

have helped readers build confidence and begin to 

revalue their perceptions about the nature of error. 

Gradually, as the RMA sessions continued, more attention 

was given to exploring miscues which suggested less 

productive strategy use, i.e., those which showed "loss" 

of comprehension and "weakness" in controlling syntax. 
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Twenty-five miscues were selected in advance of 

the one-hour session, and the number of miscues 

considered during anyone session varied. 

During the RMA session, the reader was presented 

wi th a typescr ipt of the previous reading, marked wi th 

the miscues to be discussed. The appropriate excerpts 

from the tape-recorded reading were played, and the 

subj ect had the opportuni ty to view the text and the 

marked miscues, as well as to hear the actual reading. 

The researcher would point on the typescript to 

the miscue selected for discussion, saying, "We'll talk 

about this one." Then the portion of the tape 

containing that miscue would be played, and the 

researcher would say, "What did you do here?" The 

subject would then describe the miscue, e.g., "I said 

'would' and the story said 'could'." After each miscue 

was described, the following questions were asked, in 

an attempt to raise the strategies of confirming and 

correcting to a conscious level: 

1. Does the miscue make sense? 

2. a. Was the miscue corrected? b. Should it 

have been? 

If the answer to Questions 1 and 2a was "No" then an 

attempt was made to reveal other cueing systems the 

reader may have used in making the miscue. These 

questions were then asked: 
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3. Does the miscue look like what was on the 

page? 

4. Does the miscue sound like what was on the 

page? 

In an attempt to raise the strategies of selecting and 

predicting to a conscious level, the following question 

was asked: 

5. Why do you think you made this miscue? 

Finally, for each miscue, readers were asked to evaluate 

the extent to which they thought the miscue was 

detrimental to their understanding of the text: 

6. Did that miscue affect your understanding of 

the text? 

Each retrospective 

also tape-recorded, and 

transcribed. 

miscue analysis session 

relevant portions 

Data Analysis 

was 

were 

For each case study, the following data have 

been analyzed to answer the research questions on pages 

55-56: 

1. Attitudes about reading revealed at the 

beginning and at the end of the study have been analyzed 

through responses to the Burke Interview Modified for 

Older Readers. Additional data were gathered at the end 
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of the study through the Closing Interview. These data 

will be used in answering research questions 1 and 3. 

2. The strengths and weaknesses demonstrated by 

each reader throughout this study have been analyzed. 

using the Reading Miscue Inventory Procedure I. These 

data will be used in answering research questions 2 and 

3. 

3. Tape recordings from 

analysis sessions have been 

retrospecti ve miscue 

analyzed to trace 

individual changes in 

reading process and 

Included in these 

subjects' 

their 

perceptions about the 

retrospective miscue 

discussions about 

abilities 

recordings are 

analysis sessions, 

other influences on 

as 

the 

as 

readers. 

actual 

well as 

individual 

reader's development. These data will be used in 

answering research question 3. 

Presentation of Findings 

The results of this research are most clearly 

understood when the development of each reader is 

presented separately. While they share some common 

characteristics and attitudes, an amalgamation of their 

data would serve only to disguise their individual 

patterns of development and the unique contributions 

each made to the exploration of retrospective miscue 

analysis as an instructional strategy. Consequently, 
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detailed case studies are presented in Chapters 5 and 6, 

each containing a combination of statistical and 

descriptive data gathered from interviews, miscue 

and tape-recorded sessions with the analyses, 

researcher. These case studies will focus on individual 

reading strategies and perceptions, and suggest the 

extent to which changes in these perceptions and 

processes can be attributed to retrospective miscue 

analysis as an instructional tool. 

An unanticipated factor in this research has 

been the on-going reshaping of 

retrospective miscue analysis. 

procedures used 

Chapter 4 includes 

in 

a 

discussion of this factor, and a "lesson plan" for how 

an RMA session might be conducted. Also unanticipated 

has been the development of the researcher's own model 

of the reading process, and without acknowledging those 

changes, this research discussion would be incomplete. 

Chapter 7 will discuss these findings as well as present 

conclusions, implications, and recommendations for 

further research. 



CHAPTER 4 

THE EVOLUTION OF THE RMA STRATEGY 

The retrospective miscue analysis (RMA) strategy 

explored in this research is a modified version of the 

technique described by Worsnop (n.d.). Modifications to 

Worsnop's technique were made after the researcher 

viewed a videotape of Worsnop working wi th Junior High 

school students using RMA, and after the researcher 

piloted the Worsnop technique with an adult reader. The 

process by which modifications were made is described 

below. 

In Worsnop's research, the following RMA 

procedures were used: Immediately following a reading 

and retelling, the tape recording of the reading was 

replayed, and the reader was asked to stop the recorder 

whenever a miscue was heard. The miscue was then 

analyzed through asking the following questions: 

1. Does the miscue make sense? 

2. Does the miscue sound like language? 

3. Does the miscue look and/or sound 

like the text item? 

4. Was the miscue corrected? Should it 

have been? 

66 
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The questions were designed to focus readers on the 

graphophonic, syntactic, and semantic cueing systems, 

while also revealing the ways in which readers use the 

strategies of predicting, sampling, confirming, and 

correcting. 

Both the general procedure and the 

questions were somewhat unclear at the outset 

study. Several questions were raised: 

specific 

of this 

1 . Does the procedure of allowing students to 

discuss only those miscues which they hear focus readers 

on low-quality miscues, and thereby further enforce 

their feelings of inadequacy? 

2. Does the procedure of conducting an RMA 

session immediately following a reading preclude the 

teacher from taking the preparation time necessary to 

direct attention to miscues which demonstrate strength 

in the reading process? 

3. How do readers interpret the question, "Does 

the miscue sound like language?" 

4. Are the processes of predicting and 

confirming raised to a conscious level through these RMA 

questions, or should readers be encouraged to think 

about why they make certain miscues? 

5. Is there a sufficient emphasis on 

recognizing the different levels at which miscues can 

"make sense"? Should readers be helped to see that some 
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miscues make sense at a sentence level, but are 

inconsistent with the text as a whole? 

6. Should the question "Does the miscue look 

and/ or sound 1 ike the text?" be asked for every mi scue, 

or might that shift the emphasis from "making sense" to 

"reproducing text"? 

Viewing a videotape of Worsnop using these RMA 

techniques with Junior High school students provided 

some insight into these issues. The videotaped session 

showed Worsnop working with several students in a group. 

The tape-recorded reading of one student was being 

replayed, and members of the group were silently reading 

the same text, listening for miscues. Both negative and 

positive aspects of the technique were noted: 

1. There was some natural embarrassment on the 

part of the student whose reading was being replayed, 

although his peers were in no way intentionally unkind. 

Conducting RMA sessions in a more private setting seemed 

worth exploring, especially for readers who are low in 

self-confidence and unfamiliar with the RMA strategy. 

2. Allowing students to select the miscues they 

wished to analyze had both negative and positive 

ramifications. On the positive side, self-selection 

fostered a sense of ownership among the participants for 

directing the sessions. Also, the discussions and 

occasional disputes over whether a miscue had been made 
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resulted in lively interaction among the participants. 

Quite expectedly, group leaders spoke out most often and 

were persuasive when deciding whether miscues made 

sense. But what about students who didn't participate 

in the discussions? Were they learning by observing the 

thinking of others? Or, was the process abstract and 

meaningless to them? 

3. Because students were listening for miscues 

and then stopping the tape-recorder, they frequently 

caught only the first word of a complex miscue, and then 

they debated that miscue in isolation. Also, they were 

listening to the reading from its beginning, where lower 

quali ty miscues are more likely to occur. For these 

reasons, discussions of high-quali ty miscues were less 

frequent than one might wish. 

4. The question "Does the miscue sound like 

language?" was variously interpreted to mean: ( 1) Does 

the miscue result in a "grammatically proper" sentence?; 

(2) Does the miscue sound like something someone would 

say?; or (3) Does the miscue sound like it could be a 

word, whether it is or not? It was not clear from 

Worsnop's interaction wi th the students 

interpretation of this question was. It was 

designed to focus students on the syntactic 

language, though its effectiveness in doing 

questionable. 

what his 

possibly 

system of 

so seemed 
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Having seen Worsnop' s procedure in action, the 

researcher next conducted a private, two-hour session 

wi th a developing adul t reader in order to more fully 

explore the RMA technique. This pilot session was held 

in Tucson, Arizona, in the horne of a young woman named 

Carmen. 

A Preliminary Case Study: Carmen 

Background 

In September, 1983, Carmen contacted the Program 

in Language and Literacy at the University of Arizona to 

request help with. her self-described "fourth grade" 

reading skill. Carmen became in some sense a "research 

subj ect" for a course in Psycholinguistics and Reading 

that Dr. Yetta Goodman was teaching that fall. 

Carmen was married and in her mid-twenties, and 

she had an 18-month old son. She was born in Mexico and 

attended first grade there. She related that she was 

"smart" when she was in the first grade, as evidenced by 

her placement in the "high group." But then her mother 

died, and the family moved to Tucson. There, she began 

to get poor grades, and since her teacher spoke no 

Spanish, Carmen faced a great deal of difficul ty. She 

spent second grade in the "low" group, and the rest of 

her school years she spent in remedial classes. 
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Finally, after years of feeling embarrassed at being, in 

her words, "dumb," she dropped out of school. 

The Burke Interview 

During her first meeting wi th members of the 

Psycholinguistics and Reading class, Carmen was 

interviewed using questions on the Burke Reading 

Interview (Y. Goodman, Watson and Burke 1987). Her 

responses to the interview questions suggested that she 

poss~ssed misconceptions about the reading process and 

her own readi~g ability. Her perceptions are revealed 

in the following exe~pts from that interview. 

Question: When you are reading and you come to 
something you don't know, what do you do? 

Carmen: Skip the wor d. I impr ovi se . I I eave 
out the wor d. If I skip a wor d, I usually can 
understand. But that's bad, because I want to 
understand all of what I read. 

Question: Who is a good reader that you know? 

Carmen: My brothers are good readers. 

Question: What makes them good readers? 

Carmen: 
Guadalajara. 

They 
They 

all 
are 

went to college 
all intelligent. 

Question: What do 
come to something 
read? 

your 
they 

brothers do 
don't know 

when 
when 

in 

they 
they 

Carmen: They never come to something they don't 
know. They're very smart. 

Question: 
difficulty 
them? 

If you knew that someone was having 
reading, what would you do to help 



Carmen: Help them sound out words. 

Question: What would you like to improve about 
your reading? 

Carmen: Read to my son, Dominic. Read a book 
in two or three days. My friends read beautiful 
books. I don't read. 
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Carmen appeared characteristic of the kind of reader for 

whom retrospective miscue analysis might be a useful, 

consciousness-raising strategy. She believed she was no 

longer smart, and that she was a nonreader. She was 

convinced that skipping words is bad, that good readers 

(like her brothers) know all the words, and that if she 

could just sound out the words she could become a better 

reader. 

Reading Miscue Inventory 

During that first class session, Carmen was 

asked to read and retell a 1, 400-word story enti tIed 

"Anita's Gift." When her reading was subsequently 

analyzed using the Reading Miscue Inventory, it was 

revealed that Carmen utilized effective strategies as 

she read, despite an average of 12 miscues per hundred 

words. Eighty percent of her miscues produced 

syntactically acceptable sentences; 74% of her miscues 

maintained semantic acceptability; and 74% resulted in 

no meaning change. Her retelling score was 90. 

It seemed appropriate to pilot retrospective 

miscue analysis procedures with this woman who was 
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convinced she was a failure at reading, although she in 

fact used many effecti ve reading strategies. Carmen 

agreed to discuss her reading of "Anita's Gift" with the 

researcher, and a meeting was arranged in Carmen's home. 

Following are several of the miscues which were 

focused upon during the RMA session held wi th Carmen. 

Worsnop's questions were used in order to provide the 

researcher wi th direct experience in how readers react 

to the questions. Because the researcher intended to 

help Carmen see that much of what she did while reading 

was effective and efficient, the miscues to be discussed 

were pre-selected. In the figures below are several 

examples of the miscues analyzed by Carmen during that 

initial session. Beneath each figure is a transcription 

of the dialogue between Carmen and the researcher about 

that particular miscue. An explanation of the miscue 

marking system is presented as Figure 4.1: 



~ 
the = substitution of 'that' 

for 'the' 
dw-J:c 

aj)cold day = insertion of 'dark' 

a E4> hat = omission of ' red' 

~ correction of 'was' for he saw the = 
fi. 09 v'va.:u_ 
operate = non-word substitution 

Figure 4. 1 
Miscue Marking System 

'saw' 

The little family was very quiet at 

breakfast an~did not ~m to be hungry. 

Figure 4.2 
Carmen's Miscue No. 1 

Researcher: What did you do there? 

Carmen: I said "see." 

Researcher: And then what did you do? 

Carmen: I corrected it to "seem." 

Researcher: Would "see" have made sense? 

Carmen: [reyeated sentence twice] No, 
wouldn't make any sense. 

Researcher: Does it sound like language? 

Carmen: Yes. 
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Researcher: How so? 

Carmen: It's the same except for the "m." 

Researcher: Was it corrected? 

Carmen: Yes. 

Researcher: Should it have been? 

Carmen: Yes. I get angry when I do that; 
I just want to correct myself. 

When asked "Does it sound like language?" 
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Carmen 

focused on the letter s in common between "see" and 

"seem," possibly concluding that a real word like "see" 

would sound like language. Her frustration wi th her 

reading difficulty is clearly apparent. She responds to 

the question, "Should it have been [corrected]?" by 

describing the anger she feels about making mistakes. 

They walked in silence, and each step 

seemed to Pablo to be bringing them near 

something serious and he wished they 
CP CJ.;n.,t;L 

were\running the other way. 

Figure 4.3 
Carmen's Miscue No.2 

Researcher: What did you do there? 

Carmen: Said "and." 

Researcher: And then what? 

Carmen: Said "the." 



Researcher: 
"and"? 

Would it have made sense to say 

Carmen: Yeah. 

Researcher: Read it for me. 

Carmen: [reads sentence twice] 
have worked at all. 

Researcher: Did you correct it? 

Carmen: Yeah. 

Researcher: Should it have been? 

Carmen: Yeah. 

No. Wouldn't 
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In response to the miscue in Figure 4.3, Carmen needed 

time to reprocess the sentence twice, following along on 

the typescript, before she could determine whether the 

miscue made sense. Once again, her self-correction 

strategy was posi ti ve because the miscue made no sense 

wi thin the entire sentence. It was, however, a good 

prediction, and the RMA questions seemed to ignore this 

aspect of the reading process. 

The two stood behind him as he pushed 

the cans this way and that and 
~ 

arranged blossoms in several of the cans. 

Figure 4.4 
Carmen's Miscue No.3 



Researcher: What about this one? 

Carmen: "Blooms." 

Researcher: And what are they? 

Carmen: Flower blooms. 

Researcher: [pointing to "blossoms" ] Do you 
know what this word is? 

Carmen: Blossoms. 

Researcher: Are they any dirrerent to you? 

Carmen: Now they are, but then they weren't. 

Researcher: Tell me more about that? 
weren't ror what reason? 

Then they 

Carmen: I don't know blooms ... blossoms. 

Researcher: What did he have in his can? 

Carmen: Flowers. And that's the same thing. 

Researcher: Does "blooms" make sense there? 

Carmen: Yeah. 

Researcher: I don't know about you, but I'm 
more likely to call things in a can "blooms"; to 
me, blossoms are on the trees in the springtime. 

Researcher: Does it sound like language? 

Carmen: Language like in books? Yeah. 

Researcher: Did you correct it? 

Carmen: No. 

Researcher: Should you have? 

Carmen: No. 
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Most importantly, Carmen acknowledges in this exchange 

that not all miscues need to be corrected, and this 

seemed I ike a maj or concess i on rr om a reader who is 
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angry at hersel~ ~or the mistakes she makes. Also, it 

is now apparent that she is con~used by the "Does it 

sound like language?" question. 

~i1~ .~ 
This brought a ~res~o~ tears 

~rom Anita. 

Figure 4.5 
Carmen's Miscue No.4 

Researcher: What did you ~irst say? 

Carmen: Fresh "~luud." 

Researcher: Would that make sense? 

Carmen: No. 

Researcher: Sounds like nonsense, huh. 

[At this point, Carmen's ~ather entered her 
living room wi th Dominic, her son. He 
approached the table where we were working.] 

Father: What's all this equipment? 

Carmen: Remember when I ~irst went down to the 
Uni versi ty and they taped me reading? Well, 
these are what I read and all the mistakes I 
made. 

Father: Hope you didn't make many. 

Carmen: No. . but I corrected mysel~ on some 
o~ them. Some o~ them made sense and some o~ 
they didn't. [Resume discussion about miscue.] 

Researcher: So, did you correct this one? 

Carmen: Yeah. I don't know what "~luud" is. 



Researcher: What you :finally said, was "this 
brought a :fresh :flood o:f trees :from Antia." Is 
"trees" something that would make sense? 

Carmen: No. 

Researcher: Does it sound like language? 

Carmen: Yes. 

Researcher: Did you correct it? 

Carmen: No. 

Researcher: Should you have? 

Carmen: Yes. 

Researcher: How would you rate this miscue? 

Carmen: [about :fluud] That one was good because 
I corrected it. [about trees] That one was 
terrible. 

Researcher: 
page? 

Does it look like what was on the 

Carmen: Yeah. 

Researcher: 
page? 

Does it sound like what was on the 

Carmen: Yeah. 

Researcher: What do you make o:f that, anything? 

Carmen: I don't know why. I'm a person who 
swi tches letters around to make it :fi t. [Carmen 
looks intently at the typescript.] 

Carmen: But isn't it 
It was never "Auntia" 
was doing that. 

it's "Anita" 
I don't know why I 

Researcher: Tell me about that. 

Carmen: I don't know. I mean 
opened the book I thought, it's 
started hearing me say "Auntia." 
to pronounce the whole thing . 

when you :first 
" An ita. " An d I 

I was trying 
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Researcher: One of the things you did is call 
her "Auntie" all through this part. And then 
later on in the story you begin to decide her 
name can' t be "Auntie" and you begin to call her 
"Auntia." Why did you stop calling her 
"Auntie"? Do you remember? 

Carmen: I think I thought she was an aunt, 
maybe, to begin with. But then she started 
being real Ii ttle--so she can't be an aunt. So 
I guess I made up a name. Now I'm realizing 
it's "Anita." 
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This discussion has several important qualities. First, 

the insidious nature of the "text reproduction" model of 

the reading process is confirmed when Carmen's father 

tells her he hopes she hasn't made many mistakes in her 

reading. Carmen's rej oinder, an explanation that some 

of her miscues made sense and some did not, hints at the 

consciousness-raising power of retrospective miscue 

analysis. 

A second important point is highlighted in this 

discussion. RMA procedures have been targeted for use 

wi th older children and adul ts, partly because of the 

introspecti ve requirements. Carmen's comment, "I'm a 

person who swi tches letters around to make it fi t, " 

reveals her capacity for introspection and the extent to 

which she has conscious awareness about her reading 

process. It is when these consciously held beliefs 

about the reading process are inaccurate that progress 

in reading may be hindered, and the RMA technique is 
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clearly designed to assist readers in redirecting their 

misconceptions about the reading process. 

Finally, Carmen in this discussion shares an 

example of the "text as teacher" concept: During the 

course of reading a whole text, words or concepts that 

are difficul t or confusing in the beginning are often 

resol ved as the reader interacts wi th the text and, 

through it, transacts wi th the wri ter. When Carmen 

from calling the character explains why she moved 

"Auntie" ("I thought she 

with") to "Auntia" ("But 

was an aunt, maybe, to begin 

then she started being real 

little--so she can't be an aunt"), it seems clear that 

the text itself has "taught" her that "Auntie" was 

probably inappropriate. It is interesting to note that 

some three weeks after the initial reading, Carmen 

suddenly realized the name was "Anita" 

she "learned" the word "Anita" in the 

all along. Has 

previous month? 

Undoubtedly not, which means that she probably "knew" 

the word in some sense at the time of the reading. Why, 

then, did she not say "Anita"? And, perhaps more 

perplexing, what else did she "know" but not 

demonstrate? What readers are able to summon and orally 

demonstrate as "knowledge" 

is indeed a very complex 

unrecognized by teachers. 

in reading a particular text 

issue--one which is often 
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In the following discussion, Carmen was asked to 

reflect upon the session in general and on some RMA 

questions in particular. Especially illuminating are 

her remarks about the question, "Does it sound like 

language?": 

Researcher: 
session]? 

Tell me what you think of this [RMA 

Carmen: I think it's neat, .the system you have. 

Researcher: What didn't work about it? 

Carmen: What I didn't understand really, was 
how to tell whether it affected my meaning. But 
I understood better as we went along. 
What else. . I'll be critical. 

Researcher: Does it make you uncomfortable to 
listen to yourself on tape? 

Carmen: Not really, just at first. 

Researcher: The other thing I'm trying to think 
about is whether these questions I was asking 
you work fairly well. It seemed like you and I 
were on the same wavelength when I asked whether 
the miscues made sense. But what about this 
question "Does it sound like language"? 

Carmen: Yeah. That's what I was trying to tell 
you. I didn't know what you meant. It doesn't 
sound like a different language. but you 
know what I'm thinking now is "Does it make 
sense in the sentence?" Is that what you were 
saying? Or "Is that what people usually say?" 

Researcher: So it could mean "Does it sound 
like a foreign language" or "Does it sound like 
something someone woul d say in that sentence?" 
Sounds like it has been pretty confusing. Maybe 
it's not a good question. 



Carmen: Because, if you ask kids or other 
people, minorities especially, they aren't going 
to understand. They do speak another language, 
and when you ask whether it sounds like language 
they won't know what you're talking about. 

Researcher: The question kind of assumes 
everybody speaks one language. 

Carmen: Yeah and that's not right. 

Evaluating RMA Procedures 
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The following preliminary conclusions were made 

as a result of observing Carmen's reactions to RMA used 

as an instructional strategy: 

1. The procedure seemed highly motivating when 

conducted in a one-to-one si tuation while having a 

reader listen to her own previous reading. Carmen 

appeared enthusiastic throughout the session, and 

commented at the end that she had enjoyed the process. 

2. The fact that the reading had taken place 

three weeks prior to the RMA session seemed to have 

Ii ttle adverse effect. Carmen accurately remembered 

details of the story and related some very specific 

information about what she was thinking when she read 

it. The most interesting example was when, in the midst 

of discussing another miscue, she spontaneously 

discussed how she had had difficulty with the name 

"Anita," and how she had resolved that difficulty. 

3. The question "Does the m:L scue sound I ike 

language?" is not only vague, but to Carmen it had 
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offensive overtones, suggesting, as it did, that only 

one language exists in the world. Emphasis on the 

syntactic system of language seemed to flow naturally 

from discussions about making sense. It appeared that 

Carmen was reluctant to separate semantics and syntax 

when discussing whether a given miscue made sense. 

4. While perhaps failing to give total 

ownership of the RMA process to Carmen, the fact that 

the researcher pre-selected miscues to be analyzed had 

the following benefits: 

-- Twenty-five miscues were chosen 

throughout the text, the maj or i ty of which were 

indicati ve of Carmen's strength in reading strategies. 

Had the first twenty-five miscues she made been chosen, 

lower quality miscues would have been emphasized. 

The pre-selection of miscues resulted in 

the discussion of the following high-quality miscue that 

Carmen had to hear three times before she could be 

convinced a miscue had been made: 

It was a florist's shop all right. 

Figure 4.6 
Carmen's Miscue No.5 
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Had she been listening to herself and reading along with 

the text, it is likely she would not have "heard" this 

miscue and stopped the tape-recorder for discussion. 

Often, the highest quali ty miscues are the most 

difficult to discern. 

With the assistance of Worsnop's secondary 

school students and Carmen, the following modifications 

to retrospective miscue analysis procedures were made by 

the researcher for use in the two case studies presented 

in Chapters 5 and 6. 

The Timing of Sessions 

RMA sessions were held one to two weeks after 

the reading of a particular text. Because of demands on 

the time of both the readers and the researcher, 

meetings were not always scheduled on a weekly basis, 

although they occurred at least every two weeks. 

The Selection of Texts 

The majority of texts read by the two women in 

this study were self-selected. They ranged in 

difficulty from about third grade level through college 

level according to the Fry readabili ty formula. The 

researcher was responsible for selecting one third grade 

text, one fifth grade text (read twice), and one sixth 

grade text. All seventh, ninth, and college level texts 

were selected by the readers. 
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The Selection of Miscues 

The researcher selected the miscues to be 

analyzed during those sessions, and a form for 

cataloging the miscues to be dtscussed was developed. 

A sample of this form is shown as Figure 4.7 on the 

following page; a blank form is included as Appendix F. 

A description of how the form was used is provided on 

page 88. 



RMA SESSION ORGANIZER 

Reader ~ 
--~------~-----------

Date ~ d7 1 19'?5 

Text ~ ~ ti.4td :tIu ~ W #w;L 

Tape
Recorder 
Counter 
Number 

070 

193 

25 I 

2rf7 

Notes: 

Miscue 

Figure 4.7 
RMA Session Organizer 

87 

+ 

+ 

+ 
+-

+-



88 

The "+/-" column in the RMA Session Organizer was used 

to indicate the extent to which a given miscue reflected 

a reader's strength in the reading process. The "Notes" 

section included, as in Figure 4.7, a sentence or two 

about the focus of attention for a particular session. 

The researcher selected for discussion those 

miscues which showed effective use of strategies, as 

well as miscues which showed a variety of ineffective 

strategies. Because confidence-building was critical to 

the success of RMA as an instructional tool, the initial 

sessions tended to focus on encouraging readers to 

revalue those strategies which are effective. However, 

as sessions progressed wi th the first case study, it 

seemed appropriate to select miscues around some theme; 

for example, analyzing the contexts where "then" gets 

substi tuted for "when"; or comparing the quali ty of 

insertions and omissions throughout a text. It was 

perhaps in these RMA sessions that the technique worked 

most like a "strategy lesson" (Y. Goodman and Burke 

1 980) . 

The RMA Questions 

Carmen convinced the researcher that the 

question "Does it sound like language?" has limited 

usefulness, and it was eliminated. Both the readers in 

this study, along with Carmen, responded to the question 
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"Does it make sense?" wi th both syntax and semantics in 

mind. They were not likely to judge a miscue as one 

which "made sense" if it did not also "sound right." 

Two other questions were added to the routine. 

The first, "Why do you think you made this miscue?" was 

designed to raise the strategies of selecting and 

predicting to a conscious level. Examples presented in 

the case studies (Chapters 5 and 6) will document the 

effectiveness of this question. Also, the question "Did 

that miscue affect your understanding of the text?" was 

asked to encourage readers to evaluate the extent to 

which they thought the miscue was detrimental to their 

comprehension of the text. This question encouraged 

Carmen to differentiate between miscues which involved 

major events or characters, and miscues which dealt with 

more minor aspects of the text. Additionally, it 

prompted readers to reflect on redundant features of 

text. Often, they would assert that a particular miscue 

had no effect on meaning when the next 

they read without miscues) was a 

clarification. 

The RMA in Practice 

sentence (which 

restatement or 

The RMA procedures described above were 

certainly the backbone of every RMA session conducted 

during the course of this research. It is important to 
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note, however, the ways in which RMA in actual practice 

deviated from the procedures outlined and the reasons 

for those deviations. 

In practice, the list of questions served as a 

guideline, facilitating the reader and the researcher in 

discussing miscues. But the questions were not always 

asked in the precise order in which they are listed in 

Chapter 3 ("Methodology") . As the readers became 

familiar with the questioning procedure, they rather 

quickly internalized the questions, and took control, to 

some extent, of questioning themselves about their 

miscues. The RMA discussions themselves often led both 

reader and researcher to consider various aspects of the 

text and the reading process, in ways which could not 

have been predicted by the list of questions. Also, the 

question "Does the miscue look like the text? Sound 

like the text?" was infrequently.asked, since it had the 

potential of overemphasizing the graphophonic cueing 

system. 

The extent of teacher-researcher direction in 

this instructional procedure has already been alluded to 

above. The teacher-researcher, in this instance, pre

selected the miscues which were to be discussed, and did 

so often on the basis of some theme which she deemed 

appropriate to explore wi th the reader. In addi tion, 

the researcher missed few "cri tical moments" to provide 
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incidental teaching about the subj ect of reading. In 

describing the relationship between learning and 

development, Vygotsky (1978) theorizes the existence of 

a zone of proximal development, described as: 

the distance between the actual 
developmental level as determined by independent 
problem solving and the level of potential 
development as determined through problem 
solving under adult guidance or in collaboration 
with more capable peers (p. 86). 

In Vygotsky's scheme, then, the actual developmental 

level in reading is revealed in an actual reading task 

peformed at a given point in time, and miscue analysis 

is one way of describing that level of development. The 

level of potential development might be characterized 

effective and efficient reading, following some form of 

problem solving under adult guidance or in collaboration 

with more capable peers. 

Wertsch (1984) has attempted to expand and 

clarify Vygotsky's zone of proximal development 

construct. In particular, he has suggested an account 

of what constitutes "problem sol ving under adult 

guidance or in collaboration wi th more capable peers." 

Wertsch states that lIa fundamental characteristic of 

such growth [in the zone of proximal development] is 

what one might term situation redefinition--something 

that involves giving up a previous situation definition 

in favor of a qualitatively new oneil (p. 11, emphasis 
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his) . Extending this notion to reading instruction, 

then, suggests that a zone of proximal development would 

be created by instruction which involves readers in 

redefining a si tuation--perhaps the reader's own model 

use of of the reading process. Perhaps the 

retrospective 

activity has 

miscue 

created 

analysis as a problem-solving 

a zone of proximal development 

support development, and the where learning can 

potential developmental level can become the actual 

developmental level. 

The researcher identified a zone of proximal 

development by engaging the readers in discussions about 

what educators know about reading, about good and poor 

readers, and about teaching reading. Those discussions 

were always precipitated by comments made by the readers 

as they evaluated their own reading, speculated about 

why they read in the ways they do, and judged the extent 

to which the reading process was working for them. 

Clearly, though, no attempt was made by the researcher 

to present herself as a "disinterested observer." 

Rather, she shared her knowledge and beliefs in much the 

same way other professionals share their knowledge and 

beliefs with their clients. This issue is further 

discussed in Chapter 7. 
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Recording RMA Data 

It also became clear through the course of this 

study that some method was needed for synthesizing and 

recording the information gathered in the RMA sessions. 

As the readers evaluated their miscues, their models 

gradually shifted from those which placed "text 

reproduction" at a premium, to those 

the value of "meaning construction." 

was developed to maintain anecdotal 

which recognized 

The following form 

records of the 

readers' responses to the RMA technique. Miscues are 

noted briefly, and for each question asked about a 

particular miscue, remarks are asterisked according to 

whether they focus on the graphophonic system of 

language or on the semantic system of language. A blank 

form is included as Appendix G. 



RMA RESPONSE FORM 

SESSION '-I 
---::~----:--=----Session focus, 

!~ ,READER ~ 
ifany~-~ 

1Uu.,~/o~ ~ 

READER FOCUSES ON: 

94 

RMA QUESTIONS: *Reproducing Text **Constructing Meaning 

1. Does miscue 
make sense? 

(each miscue is listed) (reader comments are quoted) 
~ 

ou.r 

2. Did/should 
correct miscue? 
(as above) 

3. Why did reader 
miscue? 
(as above) 

4. Miscue affect 
understanding? 
(as above) 

NOTES ----------------------------------------------

Figure 4.8 
RMA Response Form 
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A form was completed when each RMA tape-recorded session 

was reviewed. The form also contains a section for 

NOTES, where it is possible to record impressions about 

the RMA sessions and the readers themselves. 

Appendix H contains a full transcript of the RMA 

session conducted wi th Glor ia based on her reading of 

" The Boyan d the Nor t h Win d. " The first two pages of 

the text have been reproduced as Appendix I. For the 

sake of clarity, the text has been marked only with the 

miscues discussed during the RMA session. Following is 

a general lesson plan for conducting an RMA session. 

An RMA Lesson Plan 

Prior to RMA Session 

1. Meet with reader to tape-record reading of the text 

selected for miscue analysis. 

2. Use Reading Miscue Inventory to analyze the reading. 

3. Review miscues, noting any patterns which exist. 

Select between 10-15 miscues for discussion during the 

RMA session. Some guidelines for selecting miscues: 

Reader Characteristics 

-- low self-confidence 

Suggested Miscues 

select miscues that 
are fully acceptable 
semantically and 
syntactically, and 
uncorrected; 

select miscues that 
are unacceptable 
and corrected; 



holds a text-reproduction 
model of the reading process 

seldom attempts self
correction 

makes non-word substitutions 
for words in reader's oral 
vocabulary 

consistently corrects miscues 
that are syntactically and 
semantically acceptable 
(over correction) 

needs to focus on making 
sense 

is reading efficiently 

is focusing on making 
sense 
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select miscues that 
are acceptable and 
have little or no 
graphophonic 
similarity 

select miscues that 
are acceptable and 
contain insertions 
or omissions 

select miscues that 
demonstrate 
prediction, dis
confirmation, and 
self-correction; 
contrast with 
miscues where self
correction is not 
attempted 

select miscues where 
persistence resulted 
in semantically 
and syntactically 
acceptable miscues; 
contrast with non
word substitutions 

select fully 
acceptable miscues 
where correction is 
unnecessary 

contrast miscues 
that do/don't make 
sense 

select miscues that 
highlight efficient 
strategies 

select miscues that 
highlight manipula
tion of syntax in 
insertions and 
omissions 
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makes lower quality miscues 
in beginnings of text than 
in middles or ends 

select miscues that 
highlight the 
increasing quality 
of miscues as text 
progresses 

4. Enter miscue selections on the RMA Session 

Organizer. 

Conduct RMA Session 

5. Approximately one week later, meet wi th reader to 

conduct RMA session, using these questions as 

guideline for discussing each miscue: 

1 • Does the miscue make sense? 

2.a. Was the miscue corrected? b. Should it 
have been? 

(If the answer to Questions 1 and 2a was 
"No," then ask): 

3. Does the miscue look like what was on the 
page? 

4. Does the miscue sound like what was on 
the page? 

(For all miscues, ask): 

5. Why do you think you made this miscue? 

6. Did that miscue affect your understanding 
of the text? 

a 

Tape-record the RMA session. Note any comments that 

have particular interest, e.g., if the reader says "Is 

that really me reading on that tape? I can't bel i eve 

it!" 
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6. Ask the reader to read another selection for use in 

the next RMA session, if one is to be held. 

After the RMA Session 

7. Review the tape-recording of the RMA session to make 

anecdotal remarks about the reader's responses, using 

the RMA Response Form. The notes will reflect the 

extent to which the reader is focusing on text 

reproduction or meaning construction, and will serve as 

an ongoing record of the reader's insights into the 

reading process. 



CHAPTER 5 

THE DEVELOPMENT AND REEVALUATION OF GLORIA 

This chapter will present qualitative and 

quantitative analyses in the use of retrospective miscue 

analysis as an instructional strategy wi th one adul t 

reader. It includes the quanti tati ve presentation of 

miscue analysis data and the descriptions of interviews 

and retrospective miscue analysis sessions. The data is 

presented as a case study, structured around the 

research questions outlined in Chapter 3. 

Introduction 

Forty-one year old Gloria was referred for this 

study by the chair of the Uni versi ty of Nevada-Reno 

Reading Department, Dr. Shane Templeton. On a clear, 

crisp October day in 1985, she arrived at the 

researcher's home for an initial interview and recorded 

reading. Dressed in an elegant leather skirt and silk 

blouse, she appeared by outward signs to be unlike the 

stereotypical adult illiterate, one who has suffered 

social and financial setbacks as a resul t of an 

inability to read well. In fact, at the conclusion of 

the session she drove away in a Mercedes-Benz sportscar. 

99 
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Perhaps the apparent juxtaposition between 

Gloria's material accomplishments and her low self-

esteem is best revealed in the self-descriptions she 

offered in that initial meeting: 

So I went down to the ice rink and from 
about age 10 or 11 onwards that was my life 
really [ice skatingJ. I didn't pay attention to 
school at all. In fact, I was qui te naughty. I 
used to miss classes to go to the ice rink. And 
in the end my father had to send me to private 
school so I had time off to go skating. I 
realized, whether right or wrong, I was just 
getting along in school. 

. By [age 20J what I wanted to do was to be 
respected, and be the head of the professionals. 
I actually did that. I was head school director 
for about 7 years. Then I went to Australia, 
and was a school director there. How was I able 
to overcome my handicap of reading and writing? 
I used to just find somebody that would do my 
memos and things I ike that. My speech wasn't 
too bad. If I had to go and give a lectur e 
about skating, I would write it down and learn 
it as if it were a play. Of course, I knew what 
I was talking about, so it was easier. I have 
no fear of standing up in front of people and 
talking. . That's why a lot of people think 
I'm more capable than I really am. 

There is a sense in which her self-depreciating 

comments reveal her perception that learning to read 

well was the "right" thing to do, and it was only 

through "cheating" and being "naughty" that she 

circumvented the system and achieved success in her 

profession. Because her profession was based on a 

physical talent (ice skating) which has diminished, she 

is now faced with finding a new career. And she 
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believes that her inability to read or write well will 

haunt her in those efforts: 

. . . That's one of the reasons why I don't go 
[to apply for jobs]. Because you have to fill 
out that form. That would be it. I would just 
walk out. I just wouldn't do it. 

Her need for the personal satisfaction she 

associates with working hard is combined with the need 

for resuming the financial . independence she once 

enjoyed. She feels trapped by her financial dependence 

upon the airline pilot with whom she lives, and she is 

certain that her literacy skills will limit her in 

asserting her independence: 

I've got a boyfriend who pushes me. He 
pushes me a Ii ttle too hard, and I generally 
break down. My nerves aren't too good, with 
this reading and writing thing. It is 
really my boyfriend who is pushing me, and he 
said I don't have to worry about money. But 
I've always worked. Even at 12 years old I was 
skating, and I've always worked. It's going to 
be very hard for me not to want to work. 
I'm having difficulty with my boyfriend, and I 
feel lost because I'm out of work, because I've 
always been so independent. 

I like children, school children. I 
wouldn't mind being a kindergarten teacher. I 
know there's not a whole lot of money there. To 
me money has never been a big thing. I've 
always had to work and make a living. I'm not 
going to be a millionaire. For some people, 
that's their goal; it's not my goal. My goal is 
to live somewhere nice and travel. Kids. I 
love to make kids happy. I think that is what I 
miss in teaching. 

Gloria is perhaps characteristic of many adults 

who had less than satisfactory schooling experiences. 
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She believes that she has had dyslexia, and that she was 

in some sense the victim of educators who were ignorant 

of her disease and who lacked the appropriate means for 

curing her: 

My mother tried to get me to read and 
write, but they didn't know about this dyslexia . 

. Mainly, my dyslexia was with my writing. 
Somebody would say something and I would put it 
down wrong, mix up letters. I would get them 
all backwards. . I think I had dyslexia very 
bad [but] I think I have conquered it. I don't 
wr i te things backwar ds so much now. I think 
that if I'd worked with it earlier, then I don't 
think I'd have this particular problem. 
Don't forget, this was going back a long time 
when whatever I had, whether it was dyslexia or 
learning disabilities, they didn't really have. 
I had always appeared to be intelligent. 

Perhaps also typical is her inclination ul timately to 

absolve others of the responsibility for her failures, 

whi Ie denigrating her own methods for surviving in a 

literate society: 

[In school] it was easier to read plays. I 
found that not too bad. If we did something 
like Shakespeare, you'd just have to read a 
Ii ttle bi t out loud. Which wasn't bad. Then I 
would get the story by listening to all the 
other pieces. I suppose I've worked around it. 
I've been cheating all my life. Well, I know 
I've been cheating all my life. 

Following Gloria's introductory remarks, the 

researcher explained both the nature of this research 

and the commitment that would be required of Gloria if 

she chose to participate as a research subject. Gloria 

agreed to participate, and she was subsequently 
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interviewed regarding her perceptions of the reading 

process. This interview aids in answering Research 

Question No.1. 



Research Question No.1. 
How do adults who contact a college remedial 

reading center for assistance describe the 
reading process and their strengths and 

weaknesses as readers? 
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During the first of Gloria's eleven sessions, an 

interview was conducted to probe her specific attitudes 

about the reading process and her ability to read. The 

Burke Interview Modified for Older Readers (BIMOR) 

(Appendix B) was used to elicit the following 

information. The BIMOR contains 14 questions which 

collectively probe Gloria's sense of the contrast 

bet'veen "good" reading strategies and the strategies she 

uses. It also probes the instructional techniques she 

believes will assist her in becoming a better reader. 

Gloria's Strategies 

The following BIMOR responses characterize 

Gloria's perceptions of the reading strategies she 

employs: 

Question: 
something 
do? 

When you are reading and you come to 
that gives you trouble, what do you 

Glor ia: I try and work it out, then I just 
carryon and see whether that word will go into 
the next sentence. If I don't understand it I 
just close the book up. I don't want to read on 
if I don' t think I can understand it. Now I 
\vould try and get a dictionary out, if I had 
one. But not very often, I must admit. 

Al though Gloria appears to utilize the kind of 

read-on strategy which would be compatible with 
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psycholinguistic theory, it is clear that its usefulness 

is limited for her. She has not internalized the notion 

that seldom is any one word critical to the 

understanding of text--in fact, she would rather "close 

the book up" than continue reading when something is 

problemattc: 

. Like I could try to read out loud, which I 
do. I try to look up the words in the 
dictionary, but sometimes I still can't get it. 
The whole idea of what I'm reading is wrong if I 
get one word wrong. 

She also appears to have decided that looking words up 

in the dictionary is the proper strategy to use when 

encountering something difficult, although she admits 

she seldom uses this strategy. Her reasons for wanting 

to improve her reading are suggested in the following 

responses: 

Question: Is there anything you would like to 
change about your reading? 

Gloria: To understand what I read. Just for 
simple everyday life. I don't really want to 
take three days to understand what I am reading. 
I'd really like to sit down in 10-15 minutes, or 
maybe a half hour, read what I'd like to read, 
then remember it. . Or read a book even. 

Researcher: You haven't done that in awhile? 

Glor ia: I haven't done one ever. Oh, 
read Jonathan Livingston Seagull. It was 
I think it took me two weeks. I didn' t 
understand it at the time; I guess I 
reread it. 

Question: Describe yourself as a reader. 
kind of reader are you? 

I did 
short. 
really 
should 

What 



Gloria: I'm very slow as 
read by myself, inwardly. 
nonreader. 

a reader, even when I 
I would say I'm a 

Researcher: You consider yourself a nonreader? 

Gloria: Nonreader. Yes. Even when I read the 
paper, which I hate reading because it gets me 
all dirty. I can read. I can read things if I 
like them. I like skating, and even with my 
skating magazines I find it quite hard to finish 
the paragraph I'm reading. I would rather skip 
it and make up my own thing. That's because I 
know what they are talking about. But I would 
really like to si t down and read it. Maybe I 
would learn more, especially names. 
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Gloria believes she is a "nonreader" although she admits 

she reads the newspaper and "can read" things she finds 

interesting, like the skating magazines she occasionally 

purchases. It is not likely that she is a nonreader; 

rather, she doesn't believe she reads in ei ther the 

style or volume that characterizes successful readers. 

Reading Strategies of Good Readers 

According to Gloria, good readers consult 

dictionaries when words are difficul t, but what else 

characterizes their reading? 

Question: Who is a good reader that you know? 

Gloria: My second husband was a good reader. 
He used to read to me in bed. 

Question: What made him a good reader? 

Gloria: He made it 
understand what he was 
story interesting. I 

interesting. I could 
reading, and it made the 
don't really know what 

My first husband read 
a week, but he wasn't a 

made him a good reader. 
about six to seven books 
good reader out loud. 



Researcher: Your first husband read more than 
your second one, but yuu fel t the second was a 
better reader? 

Gloria: Yes, I thought the second one was to me 
a better reader because he used to read to me 
and he could express more in his voice. The 
other one used to see how fast he could read. I 
suppose he was a better reader, but not out 
loud. 

107 

Gloria apparently perceives a dichotomy between what she 

would characterize as good reading, and what she 

suspects others (perhaps the researcher, specifically) 

would characterize as good reading. Note that in her 

view, good readers are able to read out loud wi th 

expression and are able to make those listening 

understand what they're reading--qualities exhibited by 

her second husband. Yet she acknowledges that the 

volume of reading done by her first husband ("six to 

seven books a week") may make him the better reader. It 

has been well documented that when teachers ask follow-

up questions after a student has given an answer, the 

student usually assumes something was incorrect about 

her response. Perhaps this phenomenon is at work in 

this si tuation. The researcher, in asking Gloria to 

explain why she believed the husband who read more was 

not the better reader, may have prompted Gloria to 

"suppose he was a better reader." She has rather easily 

capitulated her opinion of what good reading is (reading 
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with expression and understanding), in favor of what she 

thinks the reading "authori ty" (the researcher, in this 

case) will believe constitutes good reading: speed and 

volume of reading. 

Gloria's notions about the strategies good 

readers use are indicated in the following response: 

Question: What did your second husband do when 
he came to something he didn't know? 

Gloria: I don't really know what he would have 
done. He wouldn't have gone for the dictionary. 
Mike [the first husband who read six to seven 
books a week] would have done that, I think. I 
don't think he [the second husband] didn't know 
anything, but then he might have. I don't know. 
I never noticed him to not know anything. 

It was Gloria's second husband who, in her view, was the 

"better" reader because he read wi th understanding and 

expression in his voice. She "never noticed him to not 

know anything"; is it possible that he was someone who 

read on when something was problematic, never giving 

outward signs that he had the occasional difficul ties 

that all readers do? Yet she thinks that her first 

husband, the volume reader, would have consulted a 

dictionary if he dj. dn' t understanding something he was 

reading. In Gloria's mind, perhaps, good readers either 

know it all or consult a dictionary; they are not likely 

to use her inferior strategies of reading on or closing 

the book. 
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Gloria's Instructional Model 

Recognizing the diff'erences between her 

strategies and those of' good readers, what kind of 

instructional techniques does Gloria believe would be 

helpf'ul to poor readers? How might that be contrasted 

wi th the instruction she has received thus far in her 

lif'e? 

Question: How did you learn how to read? 

Gloria: We learned with the ABCs. Then I 
missed a lot of that because I was ill. I had 
whooping cough, so I missed qui te a lot when I 
was six to seven years 01 d. Then when we moved 
I went to another school and I couldn't 
pronounce "k" or whatever they do. I didn't 
know about the syllables or nouns or anything 
like that. Well I did but I didn't understand 
them. Then I think at school they had the new 
formula way you could look at a word and guess 
it instead of' trying to spell it out. I think 
that's how I learned to read, by memorizing the 
words that I knew instead of' trying to spell it 
out. 

It seems that Gloria's early instruction was word-

oriented, perhaps an eclectic methodology, as opposed to 

a phonics-oriented approach where students would "spell 

it out." But how much conf'idence does she have in this 

methodology? Would Gloria teach others in the way she 

was taught? 

Question: If' you knew somebody who was having 
trouble reading, what would you do to help that 
person? What would you recommend? 



Gloria: I would let them read, and I would 
point out things. You know, "What does that 
word say?" All the time. Like you do when 
you' reteaching a chi I d. Say the wor d over and 
over again; maybe get them to write it down. 
Maybe just sounding it out and saying it to you. 
I think that's all. 

Question: 
person? 

What would a teacher do to help that 

Gloria: I don't think I had very good teachers, 
actually. Don't :forget this was going back 
a long time when whatever I had, whether it was 
dyslexia or learning disabili ties, they didn't 
really have. I had always appeared to be 
intelligent. 

1 1 (2) 

Not surprisingly, Gloria would try to help readers in 

trouble in much the same way her teachers did, although 

she would add the sounding out component to the look-

say-repeat technique. She generously excuses her 

teachers :for :failing to help her--a:fter all, "back then" 

dyslexia and learning disabili ties were not recognized 

or understood. 

Discussion 

The dichotomy between what Gloria does and what 

she thinks she should be doing has been revealed in 

sever al ways: Good readers ei ther know every word or 

look words up in the dictionary; Gloria tries to read 

on, and when that is unsuccess:ful, she stops reading. 

Good readers probably read a great deal o:f material; 

Gloria recalls having read only one book in her 

li:fetime. Good oral readers make whatever they are 
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reading interesting to the listener; Gloria lacks the 

confidence to enjoy reading aloud. 

It is clear from her responses that Gloria 

initially perceived herself to be an inadequate reader-

a "nonreader" in fact, who has spent a lifetime 

"cheating." These atti tudes suggested she might be an 

appropriate candidate for a technique designed to 

rebuild readers' attitudes. 

During the next portion of the session, she was 

asked to read "The Wreck of the Zephyr," in order to 

determine whether she exhibited the kind of ineffective 

reading strategies which retrospective miscue analysis 

was designed to improve. Through this procedure, 

Research Question No. 2 can be explored. 



Research Question No.2: 
What are those adults' strengths and weaknesses 

in reading as revealed through analysis using 
the Reading Miscue J.nventory? 

During Gloria's first meeting with 
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the 

researcher ~ she was asked to read "The Wreck of the 

Zephyr." The reading was subsequently analyzed using 

the Reading Miscue Inventory to profile the strengths 

and weaknesses exhibited during Gloria's reading. 

"Zephyr" is a 1, 270-wor d story, wi th a 5th grade 

reading level according to the Fry readability formula. 

Gloria made 124 miscues during her reading of this text, 

a rate of 9.76 miscues per hundred words. Following is 

an analysis of Gloria's miscues. 

Graphic and Sound Similarity 

Gloria's miscues were analyzed to determine the 

extent to which they looked and sounded like the text. 

For graphic similari ty, 61 % of her miscues were highly 

simi lar to the text (that is, more than half of each 

word contained the same letters); and 18% had "some" 

similarity (less than half of the miscue was similar to 

the text); and 21% were not at all similar (no letters 

in common). Sound similarity was also analyzed, and 60% 

of Gloria's miscues sounded highly similar to the text; 

22% were somewhat similar; and 18% bore no sound 

similarity. 



1 1 3 

Syntactic Acceptability 

Gloria's miscues were analyzed to determine the 

extent to which she was producing syntactic structures 

that were acceptable within the text. Findings include: 

Fifty percent of Gloria's miscues were fully acceptable 

syntactically. Examples of these miscues include: 

~ 

Waves carried it up during a storm. 

Figure 5.1 
Gloria's Miscue No. 1 

Forty percent of miscues were partially syntactically 

acceptable; that is, they were acceptable with only part 

of the sentence, or acceptable wi thin the sentence but 

not within the entire text. For example: 

a..... 
There's the only sailor who can go out on a 

day like this. 

Figure 5.2 
Gloria's Miscue No.2 

Ten percent of miscues were unacceptable. Examples 
include: 



When he e done wi th his song, the sailor 

sent the boy to bed. 

Figure 5.3 
Gloria's Miscue No.3 

Semantic Acceptability 
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The extent to which Gloria was producing miscues 

that made sense within the text is discussed below. 

Twenty-six percent of' Gloria's miscues were acceptable 

at the sentence level and within the entire context of' 

the story. For example: 

~ 
The sky grew black and the waves rose up 

like mountains. 

Figure 5.4 
Gloria's Miscue No.4 

Fif'ty-six percent of' miscues were partially acceptable; 

that is, they resulted in a semantically acceptable 

sentence (or portion thereof') , but were unacceptable 

when considered within the entire text: 



~ 
Surely the men of the island never dared 

fly so high. 

Figure 5.5 
Gloria's Miscue No.5 
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Eighteen percent of miscues were unacceptable, including 
this miscue: 

f~ 
One morning, under an ominous sky, he 

prepared to take his boat, the Zephyr, 

out to sea. 

Meaning Change 

Figure 5.6 
Gloria's Miscue No.6 

Meaning change is analyzed only when miscues 

result in fully acceptable syntactic and semantic 

structures. For the 32 miscues that were fully 

acceptable, 20 resulted in no meaning change, including 

the following miscue: 



~M 
There's the only sailor who can go out 

on a day like this. 

Figure 5.7 
Gloria's Miscue No.7 
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Twelve resulted in change to minor characters or events, 

for example: 

~oL 
But the boy said he would not leave until 

he learned to sail above the waves. 

Figure 5.8 
Gloria's Miscue No.8 

None of Gloria's miscues resulted in changes to major 

events or characters. 

Correction 

Gloria successfully self-corrected 44% of her 

miscues, while making no attempt to correct 42%. 

Attempts were made to self-correct an addi tonal 14% of 

her miscues, but the attempts were unsuccessful. 
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Meaning Construction 

The pattern OI analysis across three categories 

(semantic acceptability, meaning change, and correction) 

was then analyzed using RMI procedures to determine the 

inIluence OI Gloria's miscues on comprehension. 

Findings indicate that 55% OI her miscues resul ted in 

"no loss" OI comprehension; examples OI these kinds OI 

miscues include: 

Sometimes the sailor took the tiller, 
~ 

and the boat would magically begin to liIt ~ '--------
out OI the water. 

Figure 5.9 
Gloria's Miscue No.9 

Eleven percent suggest "partial loss" OI comprehension, 

Ior example: 

~ 
But the boy said he would not leave until 

he learned to sail above the waves. 

Figure 5.10 
Gloria's Miscue No. 10 
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Thirty-four percent of her miscues were likely to result 

in a "loss" of comprehension. An example follows: 

t9t.t.t~ 
He took the boy to his house, and the 

sailor's wife fed them oyster stew. 

Figure 5.11 
Gloria's Miscue No. 11 

Grammatical Relationships 

The patterns among the categories of syntactic 

acceptability, semantic acceptability, and correction 

reveal the extent to which Gloria was able to maintain 

and control the grammatical relationships contained in 

the text. Fifty-six percent of her miscues showed 

"strength" in controlling grammatical relationships, for 

example: 

He waited until the sailor and his wife 

were asleep, then he quitely dressed and 
down 

went~to the harbor. 

Figure 5.12 
Gloria's Miscue No. 12 
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"Partial strength" was indicated in 16'/0 of Gloria's 

miscues. 

miscue: 

Instances include the following kind of 

~ He steered for the open sea, but the trees 

at the cliff's edge stood between him 

and the water. 

Figure 5.13 
Gloria's Miscue No. 13 

Weakness in controlling grammatical relationships was 

evident in 21% of Gloria's miscues, including the 

following: 

~d 
When the clouds blocked the boy's view ~ 

the stars, he trimmed the sails and climbed 

higher. 

Figure 5.14 
Gloria's Miscue No. 14 

Gloria exhibited a tendency to "over correct" 7% of her 

miscues. For example: 



As he drew closer to land, an idea took 
CD ~cG 

hold o~ him:\ He would sail over the 

village and ring the Zephyr's bell. 

Discussion 

Figure 5.15 
Gloria's Miscue No. 15 
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The above ~indings indicate that Gloria's 

strengths at the outset o~ this study can be summarized 

as ~ollows: 

1. She sel~-initiated her contact with the researcher, 

and she appeared anxious to improve her reading. 

2. The length and depth o~ her responses to interview 

questions revealed an interest in and ability to re~lect 

upon the reading process as an abstract phenomenon. 

3. Her reading strategies showed evidence that she is 

able to maintain syntactic and semantic acceptability in 

over 50% o~ her miscues. 

4. She provided a thorough retelling o~ "Zephyr," 

indicating that she was able to comprehend the material 

she read. 

Her weaknesses appeared to be in the ~ollowing areas: 

1. Her sel~-con~idence relative to her reading ability 

was low. 
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2. Her reading strategies exhibited a tendency to rely 

heavily on graphophonic cues, and she seemed to lack the 

confidence to rely on syntactic and semantic cues. 

At the conclusion of the first meeting between 

Gloria and the researcher, Gloria reaffirmed her 

decision to become a research subj ect for this study, 

and she met with the researcher frequently for the next 

four months. 



Research Question No.3: 
What changes occur in the adults' 

perceptions and processes described in 
questions 1 and 2 over the period of this research? 
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Three sources of data will be used in answering 

this question. First, documentation of Gloria's shifts 

from a text-reproduction model of the reading process to 

a meaning-construction model of the reading process will 

be provided, based on data from the tape-recorded 

retrospective miscue analysis sessions. Second, the 

changes in Gloria's perceptions about the reading 

process and her strengths and weaknesses will be 

discussed based on data gathered during the Closing 

Interview. Third, the changes in the strat8gies she 

utilizes in reading will be discussed through a 

presentation of the miscue analysis data gathered 

throughout the course of the study. 

Changes in Perceptions 
About the Reading Process 

The Retrospective Miscue Analysis Sessions 

The development of Gloria's model of the reading 

process ca~ be traced through a description of her 

responses during the retrospective miscue analysis 

sessions. Each retrospective miscue analysis session 

was tape recorded, and Gloria's responses to the RMA 

questions were noted on the form described in Chapter 4 

(Figure 4.8). Gloria's first and second RMA sessions 
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will be described in detail, since they confirm the 

model of the reading process Gloria held at the outset 

of the study. Her word-oriented, text-reproduction 

emphasis began to shift to a meaning focus in RMA 

Session No.3, and that trend was firmly in place during 

the final five RMA sessions. 

RMA Session No.1. Gloria's first RMA session 

was conducted approximately three weeks after she read 

"The Wr eck of the Zephyr." Following are responses 

typical of Gloria's first answers to the RMA question 

"Does the miscue make sense?": 

.Q.A.J-UrV 
It doesn't seem the waves could ever 

:du-
get that high. 

Figure 5.16 
Gloria's Miscue No. 16 

Gloria: [About the substi tution of 
"ever"] I make that mj.stake qui te a 
simple words I tried to memorize 
instead of sounding it out. 

Gloria: [About the 
"that"] Doesn't 
concentrating. 

substitution 
make sense. 

of 

"even" for 
lot. Those 

as a kid 

"the" for 
I wasn't 



$~ 
One morning, under an ominous sky, he 

prepared to take his boat, the Zephyr, 

out to sea. 

Figure 5.17 
Gloria's Miscue No. 17 

Gloria: I didn't know the word anyway, but I 
can still get the gist. I need to be aware of 
words I don't know. 

;5~~ 
It was surrounded by a treacherous reef. 

Figure 5.18 
Gloria's Miscue No. 18 

Gloria: I would have to spell it out. [She 
found "each" in "treacherous" and tried to 
pronounce "treacherous" as though the "each" 
sounded like the word she knew.] 

~'i. 
He took the boy to his house, and the 

sailor's wife fed them oyster stew. 

Figure 5.19 
Gloria's Miscue No. 19 

Gloria: I completely reversed it. That's what 
I do. I didn't read it word for word. I can 
handle those words. 
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He walked ror a long time and was surprised 
~ 

that he didn't recognize the shoreline. 

Figure 5.20 
Gloria's Miscue No. 20 

Gloria: Not really. You don't say sealine. 

Then, suddenly, the boy relt the Zephyr 

~o shake. 

Figure 5.21 
Gloria's Miscue No. 21 
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Gloria: Makes sense either way. 
write it either way. 

You could 

At this point in the study, Gloria apparently 

believed she needed to concentrate more erreytively on 

"simple" \.,rords, sound-out or spell-out the more 

dirricult words, and try harder to read "word-ror-word." 

Yet through her own example she proved that the method 

or pronouncing the little words (e.g., "each") within 

the big words (e.g., "treacherous") is unreliable. She 

does need to concentrate more errecti vely, though her 

errorts need to be directed toward concentrating on 

meaning, not on simple words. 
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Several of Gloria's comments, however, point to 

metalinguistic strategies which could be strengthened 

through the RMA process. For example, 

that even though she substituted a 

she recognized 

non-word for 

"ominous" she was able to understand the story. Also, 

her remark that "you don't say sealine" demonstrated she 

is aware that wri.tten language should sound like spoken 

language. In future sessions, she was encouraged to 

rely on her extensive oral vocabulary to make real word 

substitutions when printed words were unfamiliar to her. 

The next RMA question asked during RMA Session 

No. 1 required Gloria to consider which miscues should 

be corrected. Her comments revealed that she recognized 

some of her miscues made sense, and she did not insist 

that these miscues should have been corrected. She 

justified these determinations wi th such remarks as: 

"could have got away with that one" (her belief that she 

"cheats" is reflected in this comment); "it must've 

sounded okay self-consciously in my mind"; "i t ' s the 

same. " When miscues did not make sense, however, she 

stated they should have been corrected, and made such 

comments as: "wouldn't have made sense"; "not correct 

grammar"; "could visualize it better with the author's 

word." Also, Gloria provided further evidence that the 

syntactic system of language (i. e. , grammar) is 

considered simultaneously with the semantic system when 
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readers are asked to evaluate whether miscues make sense 

and whether they should be corrected. 

When Gloria was asked why she made particular 

miscues, she responded with these reasons: 

~ 
It doesn't seem the waves could ever get 

that high. 

Gloria: 
thing. 

Figure 5.22 
Gloria's Miscue No. 22 

They look alike, and mean the same 

He invited me to have a seat and listen 
V7.i.4., 

to his strange tale. 

Gloria: 

.:th..a---

Figure 5.23 
Gloria's Miscue No. 23 

I'm not careful enough. 

A fisherman warned the boy to stay in port. 

Figure 5.24 
Gloria's Miscue No. 24 

Gloria: They don't look alike but sometimes in 
a sentence they can act the same. 



~ 
The sky grew black and the waves rose up 

like mountains. 

Figure 5.25 
Gloria's Miscue No. 25 

Gloria: This [bid reversal] is what I used to 
have trouble with. 

He walked for a long time and was surprised 
~ 

that he didn't recognize the shoreline. 

Gloria: 

Figure 5.26 
Gloria's Miscue No. 26 

I skipped the first part. 
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Gloria revealed some accurate perceptions about 

the functions of words; for example, she commented that 

"the" and "a" do not look alike but sometimes act the 

same. However, these notions are outnumbered by her 

perceptions that her reading difficulties are caused by 

not being careful enough, by skipping the first parts of 

words, and by lingering tendencies to make reversals. 

Some of Gloria's misconceptions about the 

reading process were most deeply rooted in her notions 

about word recognition itself, and about the strategies 

she used to recognize and pronounce words. One might 
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suspect that this aspect of' reading--the accurate 

reproduction of' words--has· received the majority of' her 

attention and the attention of' others over the years. 

It is apparent that issues of' meaning construction, of' 

understanding what has been read, have received less 

attention and are in some sense less contaminated by a 

word-oriented view of' the reading process. It was when 

Gloria was asked "Did that miscue af'f'ect your 

understanding of' the text?" that she was the least 

critical of' her strategies f'or making sense. The 

f'ollowing examples are typical of' her responses. 

~ 
It doesn't seem the waves could ever 

get that high. 

Figure 5.27 
Gloria's Miscue No. 27 

Gloria: It sounds like slang. 
means the same. 

More or· less 

He invited me to have a seat and listen to 
~ 

his strange tale. 

Figure 5.28 
Gloria's Miscue No. 28 

Gloria: It wouldn't have put 
understanding the story. 

me of'f' 



When dark clouds kept other boats at 
xvfl..1M.:J 

anchor the boy would sail out, ready to 

prove to the villagers, to the sea itself, 

how great a sailor he was. 

Gloria: 
off. 

Figure 5.29 
Gloria's Miscue No. 29 

It might throw the meaning of the book 

~ 
The sky grew black and the waves rose up 

like mountains. 

Gloria: 

Figure 5.30 
Gloria's Miscue No. 30 

I got the picture. 
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Then, suddenly, the boy felt the Zephyr 
.J:U4kn/rv~C; 

begin -to shake. 

Figure 5.31 
Gloria's Miscue No. 31 

Gloria: I expect I would have corrected it even 
if I wouldn't have gone back to it--just 
mentally thought it. 

Then the air wa~f~d W:\h the sound of 

breaking branches and ripping sails. 

Figure 5.32 
Gloria's Miscue No. 32 

Gloria: It wouldn't have stopped me from 
understanding. 
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Gloria apparently realized that some miscues do 

not interfere with understanding text and do not require 

correction. It was clear that RMA sessions with Gloria 

needed to focus on the legi timacy of these strategies, 

so she would feel less like a "cheater" and more like an 

effective and efficient reader. 

RMA Session No.2. This RMA session was based 

on Gloria's reading of a 658-word editorial she selected 

from her Travel and Leisure magazine. Following are 
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examples of Gloria's responses to three major RMA 

questions in this second session: 

Question: Does the miscue make sense? 

.:;..h.a..-
"A Great Year for Travel" 

Figure 5.33 
Gloria's Miscue No. 33 

Gloria: Does that make a difference? I might 
be putting it more clearly. Makes more sense my 
way. 

~d 
We swarmed to Europe to sightsee and 

shop (mostly the latter, it seemed). 

Figure 5.34 
Gloria's Miscue No. 34 

Gloria: First time 
looked harder and saw 
grammar. I know "sw." 

I was 
the 

guessing. 
"m. " Not 

Then I 
very good 



We liked what we found, and we liked what 
~ g,o-0vg ~ 

we were~becoming as travelers--in a word, 

discerning. 

Gloria: 
again. 

Figure 5.35 
Gloria's Miscue No. 35 

Doesn't make sense. I was guessing 

Incidents, such as the highjacking of the 

TWA 747 out of Athens and the takeover of 

the Achille Lauro cruise ship by 
~ f~(bn?~ 

terrorists, traumatized innocent 

vacationers. 

Figure 5.36 
Gloria's Miscue No. 36 

Gloria: [about "terrorists"] I should have 
spelled it out. [about "traumatized] Those two 
letters [au] scare me. If two letters in a word 
scare me, I won't do it. 
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Despite the fact that air travel remains, 
~~. 

by far, our safest form of transportatIon, 

we asked, "Is it safe to fly?" 

Figure 5.37 
Gloria's Miscue No. 37 

Gloria: I would have said it right if I'd 
looked at it hard enough. 

I've said this before, but never was it 
~.7 

so true: travel IS no longer a luxury; 

it is essential to our lives. 

Gloria: I 
"Traveling" 
cold. 

Figure 5.38 
Gloria's Miscue No. 38 

would say that 
is more personal. 

[traveling] 
"Travel" 

more. 
is so 

Here is where several Travel and Leisure 

editors 

traveled 

and contributors have recently 

~-wdh and will be reporting on soon). 

Figure 5.39 
Gloria's Miscue No. 39 

Gloria: 
of the 

I was reading too slow to get the gist 
story, and I didn' t know what the last 
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three 
with. 

letters were. It 
." but it wasn't. 

could 
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have been "and 

These remarks are similar to those in the first RMA 

session, to the extent that they reveal Gloria's 

preoccupation with concentrating, or "looking harder" at 

letters within words. She did justify her sUbstitution 

of "traveling" for "travel," asserting her own 

preference for the word "traveling." She has also begun 

to acknowledge that prediction is a factor in reading, 

as demonstrated in her explanation about why she 

substituted "with" for "will." 

Question: Why do you think you made this miscue? 

.:Jh.r2--
"A Great Year for Travel" 

Figure 5.40 
Gloria's Miscue No. 40 

Gloria: My mind works overtime. I was thinking 
about last year being the best year for travel. 

~ 
We swarmed to E\rope to sightsee and shop 

(mostly the lattlr, it seemed). 

Figure 5.41 
Gloria's Miscue No. 41 

Gloria: Not reclding very well. Sight-seeing 
reading, you know. not spelling it out. 



~-~CJ 
Our ever-rising spirit of adventure 

propelled us to explore new and exciting 

places. 

Figure 5.42 
Gloria's Miscue No. 42 

Gloria: Looking at first three letters. 

Incidents, such as the highjacking of the 

TWA 747 out of Athens and the takeover of 

the Achille Lauro cruise ship by 
~IM~ 

terrorists, traumatized innocent 

vacationers. 

Figure 5.43 
Gloria's Miscue No. 43 

Gloria: [about 
not spelling it 
just guessed it. 
it would help me 

"terrorists"] By guessing and 
out. [about "traumatized"] I 

I was hoping if I carried on 
get that word. 
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Using her article alone, you could map out 
M.,~ 

several trips in 1986, and not one would be 

remotely like another. 

Gloria: 
letters. 

Figure 5.44 
Gloria's Miscue No. 44 

Didn't read the word, really the 
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Gloria has hinted about the possible efficacy of 

"carrying on" when she encounters difficulty in reading; 

but this strategy is still outweighed by her certainty 

that she needs to focus more intensely on letters within 

words to insure accuracy. 

Question: Did that miscue affect your understanding of 
the text? 

~m.",p.vcf..,.. 
We swarmed to Europe to sightsee and shop 

~ 
(mostly the latter, it seemed). 

Figure 5.45 
Gloria's Miscue No. 45 

Gloria: [about "swarmed"] No, not even if I 
hadn't corrected, because the meaning is more or 
less the same. [about "latter"] Yes, but I just 
carried on thinking. 



~ 
So go we shall, and with more fervor 

than ever. 

Figure 5.46 
Gloria's Miscue No. 46 

Gloria: Not really. 
context. 

I was in the same kind of 
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As in RMA Session No.1, Gloria rather tenaciously 

argues that meaning is not often disrupted as a result 

of her miscues. Yet she remains convinced that her 

carelessness and failure to sound-out or spell-out words 

is leading to her difficulty in recognizing words. 

In the NOTES section at the close of this RMA 

session, the researcher made the following comments: 

1. She is 
combinations 
pronounce. 

SCARED 
that 

of 
she 

words--scared of letter 
thinks are difficult to 

2. We need a category in the RMI to handle what 
I'm now thinking are "near words"; that is, 
words which do not exist, but possibly could or 
should exist, e.g.: every-rising (a word G. 
substituted for "ever-rising") demounted (a word 
G. substituted for "dismounted") allegated (a 
word G. substituted for "alleged") smoothing (as 
an adj ect i ve) (a wor d G. subst i tuted for 
"soothing") Even though they are non-words, it 
is clear that some meaning is derived from their 
use. Actually, G. must know the meaning in 
order to substitute the "near word." 

3. Gloria is sometimes using the word 
"guessing" to refer to the "predicting" 
strategy, though she denigrates its use. How to 
improve the quality of her guesses??? 
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Notes such as these proved useful in the on-going 

evaluation of both the RMA technique and the development 

of the reader. Topics covered a wide variety of issues, 

and the notes often helped shape the selection of 

miscues for future RMA sessions. 

RMA Sessions Nos. 3 through 9. Information from 

these RMA sessions will be comb-ined for the purposes of 

discussion. It is important to note that beginning with 

RMA Session No. 3 and continuing through the remaining 

sessions, Gloria began to abandon her preoccupation with 

letter/word recognition and began to focus her attention 

on understanding text, including attempts to unravel the 

subtleties of written language. The following examples 

have been selected from the remaining seven RMA 

sessions, and are representative of the judgments Gloria 

made throughout those sessions. 

Question: Does the miscue make sense? 

My baby brother Andrew made a few silly 
..thvru 

baby sounds andAbegan to cry. 

Figure 5.47 
Gloria's Miscue No. 47 

Gloria: I put extra words in and it makes 
sense. I wouldn't speak like [the text]. 



Cry all you want @! 

Figure 5.48 
Gloria's Miscue No. 48 

I 

Gloria:. I was a little cross with the baby. I 
was a bit more vicious. 

After all, it wasn't Andrew's fault that I 
~ 

had to stay home with him. 

Gloria: 
out. 

Figure 5.49 
Gloria's Miscue No. 49 

It makes sense, since I left the "to" 

You don't have to be a genius to win the 
pM-y 

prize, just smart enough to plan something 

really interesting and original. 

Figure 5.50 
Gloria's Miscue No.' 50 

Gloria: Maybe I was thinking he had to "play 
the game" to win the prize ... 
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"Yes, Miss, it's very important,11 said~ 
~ the lady on the telephone. 

Figure 5.51 
Gloria's Miscue No. 51 

Gloria: Wouldn't have made sense. I had to fix 
it. [Researcher: What do you have to pay 
attention to to fix it?] Whether it makes sense 
to me. 

~cL 
There was pride in her voice. 

Figure 5.52 
Gloria's Miscue No. 52 

Gloria: They mean the same thing but not in 
that sentence. 

One day she gave him a bowl and said, 

"Go to the storehouse and bring me some 
.-y~ 

meal for our porridge." 

Figure 5.53 
Gloria's Miscue No. 53 

Gloria: Being a mother, I'd say "your." 
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He walked and walked, and it was almost 
~cv 

night when he reached the palace of the 

North Wind. 

Figure 5.54 
Gloria's Miscue No. 54 

Gloria: I understood. 
"palace" very much. 

I don't use the word 

The other guests in the inn were 

wonderstruck, and the inkeeper's wife 
~ 

immediately determined that the tablecloth 

should belong to her. 

Gloria: 
If I was 
stop me. 

Figure 5.55 
Gloria's Miscue No. 55 

I think "demanded" is really stronger. 
reading that to somebody they wouldn't 

In the middle of the night she crep.t 
~:j' 

to the room where the boy was asleep and 

took the cloth with him. 

Gloria: 

Figure 5.56 
Gloria's Miscue No. 56 

I'm putting my own things in ... 
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.:Jhvn 0 ..1hJl-. 
When he reached home, the boy told his 

mother all his adventures and showed 

her the tablecloth. 

Gloria: 

Figure 5.57 
Gloria's Miscue No. 57 

I'm making two sentences ... 

~~. 

It worked once in the inn, but\when I 

reached home it had lost its magic. 

Figure 5.58 
Gloria's Miscue No. 58 

Gloria: I read a little bit ~urther in my mind 
and it didn't make sense, so I corrected it. 

~ 
The Queen gave to each a horse;~the 

Princess's horse was called Falada, and 

it could speak. 

Figure 5.59 
Gloria's Miscue No. 59 

Gloria: That's all right. 
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So, in her great thirst, the Princess 
~ ~cL-

dismountedyand stooped down to the stream 

and drank, since she was not to have 

her golden cup. 

Gloria: 
right. 

Figure 5.60 
Gloria's Miscue No. 60 

By the end of the sentence it was all 

Despite a common belief that school kids 

get plenty of exercise, at least one of 
~~ 

every four children in Reno is uoverfat ll 

and risks more health problems and a 

shortened life as a result, a Reno doctor 

told state lawmakers Friday. 

Figure 5.61 
Gloria's Miscue No. 61 

Gloria: Maybe I said that because the title 
sai d IIki ds . II 
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Four out of five overfat children will be 

fat adults and have higher than average 
{V~ 

risks of~shortened lives, Eoff said. 

Gloria: 
word. 

Figure 5.62 
Gloria's Miscue No. 62 

I don't like "ed" on the 
. sounds like bad grammar. 

end of that 
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Gloria had become a reader who was willing to 

make judgments about both her reading strategies and the 

text itself, even to the point of suggesting that her 

word choices were often more meaningful than the 

author's. 

Question: Why do you think you made that miscue? 

"If it bothers you to think of it as baby 

sitting," my father said, ,,~ don't 

think of it as baby sitting. 

F.'_igur e 5.63 
Gloria's Miscue No. 63 

Gloria: I skipped the word completely, thinking 
about what he was going to say. My subconscious 
mind knew what he was going to say. 



@~ 
The next day at noon,~as soon as classes 

let out for lunch, I called the local 

television station. 

Gloria: I 
thought it 
glasses." 

Figure 5.64 
Gloria's Miscue No. 64 

was looking ahead at "classes" and 
said "glasses"--so I predicted "some 

I corrected it when it didn't work. 

"I have no meal," said the North Wind, "but 

I'll give you a tablecloth that will be 

better than = bushels of grain." 

Gloria: 

Figure 5.65 
Gloria's Miscue No. 65 

I was getting into the story ... 
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~ 
Health care experts, speaking in Reno 

before legislative subcommittees on 

containing health care costs, urged 

more physical education programs for 

school children as one way to make 

them healthier and reduce future health 

care costs. 

Figure 5.66 
Gloria's Miscue No. 66 

Gl or i a: I guess they look alot al ike, but I 
should have realized it doesn't make sense. 
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The strategies of predicting, sampling, confirming, and 

correcting when necessary had become strategies Gloria 

recognized as effective when reading for meaning. 

Question: Did that miscue affect your understanding of 
the text? 

I sat looking ~ at Andrew. 

Figure 5.67 
Gloria's Miscue No. 67 

Gloria: No. I got a different picture, but as 
long as he's looking at him it's all right. It 
doesn't matter if he's looking "down" at him. 



To that end, experts suggested that 

children be required to take part in 

t PhYSiCal education programs and that 
~ 

teachers be required to get more physical 

education training. 

Figure 5.68 
Gloria's Miscue No. 68 

Gloria: It wouldn't be the children, so I had 
to correct it. 

The old king looked out of the window and 
~ 

saw the delicate, pretty little creature 

standing in the courtyard, so he arranged 

that she might help a little lad named 

Conrad who looked after the geese. 

Figure 5.69 
Gloria's Miscue No. 69 

Gloria: Maybe a bi t, but I think th6 princess 
could have been both delighted and delicate and 
it wouldn't have made much difference. 
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Soon after, the~e bride said to the 

husband-to-be, "Dear Prince, I pray you to ---------
do me a favor." 

Figure 5.70 
Gloria's Miscue No. 70 

Gloria: Yeah. They mean so~ething different. 
That's probably why I corrected it. 

There was once an old Queen whose husband 

had been dead for many years, and she had 

a~beautiful daughter who was 
~ 

betrothed to a Prince in a distant 

country. 

Figure 5.71 
Gloria's Miscue No. 71 
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Gloria: [about "very"] Really doesn't matter. [about 
"distant"] I don't suppose it makes sense. But I don't 
think I missed the whole story because of it. 

Discussion. The retrospective responses Gloria 

made during nine sessions, across a period of four 

months, provide on-going evidence of her shifting view 

of the reading process. In the first two RMA sessions, 

the need for accuracy in word recognition dominated 

Gloria's responses. Even when she admitted that meaning 

had probably not been disrupted, she persisted in her 
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belief that she needed to concentrate and more closely 

examine the letters wi thin words. RMA sessions were 

designed to encourage her to decide that 

on making sense was the most effective 

concentrating 

and efficient 

strategy available to her. And, as the 

progressed, her beliefs began to 

information provided in the following 

change. 

study 

The 

section, "The 

Closing Interview," further corroborates the changes in 

Gloria's perceptions about the reading process. The 

shifts in atti tude and reading strategies were mutually 

supportive, and she began to rely even more heavily on 

meaning-seeking as a primary reading strategy. 

Documentation of the effect of this atti tude shift on 

improving her reading is provided later in 

(see "Changes in Strategies Utilized in 

Process"). 

The Closing Interview 

this chapter 

the Reading 

During the final session, a Closing Interview 

(see Appendix C) was used to ascertain whether there had 

been any changes in the way Gloria perceived her 

strengths and weaknesses as a reader. In addition to the 

questions listed in the Closing Interview, appropriate 

questions were selected from the Burke Interview 

Modified for Older Readers (BIMOR) conducted at the 

outset of the study. Gloria was asked to respond to 
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those questions as well. Following are relevant 

excerpts from the Closing Interview. 

Question: 
something 
do? 

When you are reading and you come to 
that gives you trouble, what do you 

Gloria: Well, now if I'm into the story I try 
to read on and I try and get the word later. I 
try to look at the next couple of words. The 
other day I actually went on, then I went back 
to it and I real ized it was such a simple ,yord-
I should have got it really. Wasn't simple, but 
just because it was long I didn't get it. Then 
I went into the sentence and got it right. So 
that's what I try and do now. 

In contrast wi th her ini tial answer to this question, 

Gloria at the conclusion of the study seemed to value 

the strategy of reading on when encountering difficul t 

text. There was a sense in her initial interview that 

al though she used this strategy, she believed it was 

somehow substandard--that good readers looked words up 

in the dictionary. 

Question: 
reader? 

How do you feel about yourself as a 

Gloria: I feel a lot better since I've been 
wi th you. I fel t I ike I was on the mend a 
little when I came to you. I still think 
reading is boring; I don't find it that 
exci ting. I'd rather go out and do a lot of 
things and see it in action tha.n I would to read 
it. But I do like it a little bit more than I 
did before. I mean I will pick up a paper now, 
and I will get into a book. But if the book has 
a boring paragraph, I can leave that paragraph 
and go on to the next. And so therefore short 
stories or short articles I find much more 
interesting than I did before. . If I want 
to read something, I might read it. If I find 
somebody that has the knowledge about it, then I 
would ask them. 



Researcher: 
about it? 

Gloria: Yeah. 
than I was. 
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Rather talk about it than read 

But, as I say, I'm a lot better 

In her own words, Gloria has changed from someone who 

used to "close up the book" if she encountered a word 

she didn't know, to someone who now is willing to skip 

entire paragraphs when they are boring. She woul dn ' t 

allow herself to skip words before--now she gives 

herself' permission to skip chunks of text in order to 

suit her purposes for reading. She has assumed control 

of the reasons for reading: she has begun to own her 

own process. And in assuming that ownership she is free 

to admit, without apologizing, that she often finds 

reading boring and believes the information-gathering 

value of reading can frequently be replaced with 

conversation. Further indication of her growing sense 

of control is revealed in the next exchange: 

Question: Do you have any different atti tudes 
about reading than you had at the beginning? 

Gloria: I find that now I am looking around for 
something to read. Used to be when I was in a 
doctor's waiting room, I would just sit there. 
And now I Kill try to find a paper or a book to 
read. Anything, rather than just sit there and 
be bored. Before I wouldn't touch a piece of 
paper wi th words on it. It would ei ther be 
scary, or I knew I couldn't even read "the cat 
sat on the mat." Why would I want to read it if 
I couldn't understand it? 
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She may prefer to "do" rather than "read," but when 

faced with some of life's more boring situations, e.g., 

the waiting room, Gloria now actively seeks reading 

material. The lessening of fear about the reading 

process has no doubt contributed to her willingness to 

attempt reading. During her initial reading interview, 

Gloria stated: "My whole life I've been scared of the 

word 'read'." Reading is no longer something that 

frightens her. 

Gloria's perceptions about her strategies 

changed as well. In addition to acknowledging the value 

of reading on or skipping boring paragraphs, she has 

discovered that closing a book is not the only 

al ternati ve available when she doesn't understand what 

she is reading: 

Gloria: Also, I find that if I'm reading without 
understanding, I'll either change the article or 
go back and read, and say to myself, "Now try 
and understand it." Whereas, before I didn't 
used to. 

Researcher: 
more? 

So you feel like you persevere 

Gloria: Yea, I'm persevering more. I'm 
persevering a lot more. 

Researcher: Do you think that's related to the 
fact that you have more confidence in your 
reading now? 

Gloria. Yeah. I think I have 
confidence in my reading now. 
I'll sit down and read 10 books 
another story. 

a lot more 
Whether 

a week is 



Researcher: Who does anyway? 

Gloria: I find that it is qui te interesting to 
read, I must admit. I am surprised that people 
wri te such a lot of rubbish, though. And I 
never knew that before. 
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Reading for meaning has become a focus in 

Gloria's reading. She is attempting to be conscious of 

understanding text as she reads, and is aware that 

focusing on making sense will help her read more 

effectively. Interestingly, her growing control of the 

reading process has given her the confidence to make 

statements she would not have made at the beginning of 

this study: she is willing to acknowledge her own 

strengths, and she is also willing to acknowledge that 

much written material is "rubbish." 

Her introspection about mental processes during 

reading is revealed in the following answer: 

Question: Have there been any changes in how 
you read as a result of our sessions? 

Gloria: Yeah. I noticed when I went on holiday 
I took one book wi th me and tried to read it. 
Sometimes when I'm reading something, and it is 
a modern piece of material, I will relate that 
to my own well-being, so my mind does wander. 
Now, I could be still reading. I don't know 
whether that's good or that's bad. I don't know 
whether other people do that, or whether you 
should just concentrate on what you're reading. 



Researcher: I think maybe that's what authors 
want us to do. Generally, when I write and I 
have a particular audience in mind, I'm trying 
very hard to reach something in my reader that 
they can relate to. I want them to bring 
everything that~s sitting on top of their 
shoulders to what I wri te, because that makes 
writing a communication. . So I think you're 
doing the right thing if you're trying to relate 
whatever you read to your life. 
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Gloria has changed her word-oriented focus to a focus on 

meaning, on thinking. She has also come to realize that 

she no longer needs to hide her inadequacies, to cheat 

and "cover up" in the ways she was accustomed to before 

this study: 

Gloria: But then I read recently there's a lot 
of people who are still like me, which has all 
come out into the air. So this is why I don't 
mind when people say "What are you doing?" and I 
say "I'm learning to read and wr i te. " I mean I 
come right out with it. So they look at me and 
say "pardon?" I say "I've got a person helping 
me and putting me onto the right road." I'm 
getting more of a response, and instead of 
people looking down at me, if anything they're 
looking up. Years ago they would look down at 
you, thinking you were odd. 

Gloria has become brave enough to, in effect, come out 

of the closet with her reading difficulties, and to her 

surprise her friends admire her for attempting to become 

a better reader. In addition to her discovery that not 

all writing is good, she has also realized that not all 

good readers can perform tasks she has difficulty with: 



Gloria: But I still have trouble writing things 
down over the telephone, but I'm getting better 
about saying "Please repeat it" which I feel 
like even people who are good readers say. When 
[IJ had no confidence, I would think that all 
the clever people only wrote it down once. But 
I realized that people don't. 
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She attributes some of her difficulty to inadequate 

training in school, and she stated that when "you're not 

in the advanced class they don't teach you how to do 

things properly, since they assume you can't do it 

anyhow. " In her view, "some of the higher class stuff 

would be good for the low people"; unfortunately, 

according to Gloria, "they put me in the dunce class, 

and I wasn't a dunce." 

In a follow-up line of questions related to 

reading strategies, Gloria revealed what her current 

model of the good reader is: 

Question: Tell me what you think about clever 
readers? How are they different from you, and 
how are they just like you? 

Gloria: I think good readers want to improve 
themselves, even if they read novels. They want 
to improve their insight into the world. 

Researcher: Do they make mistakes? 

G lor i a : Yeah. I t h i nk the y mak e m i s t ak e sin 
the i r or dinar y , everyday reading. I think good 
readers always want to understand what they are 
reading. I think they understand what they are 
reading, but there might be one word that they 
have never heard of. Then they will try to 
learn that word. Some of them will put it into 
their vocabulary, others will say "OK, that's 
what it is." 



Researcher: If you're reading for pleasure, is 
it as i~portant to fuss with words? 

Gloria: No, just go on to the next sex, or 
murder, or whatever. In fact, the authors that 
wri te those books will not use those words so 
much, I find. They will try and not use as many 
big words. 

Researcher: What about other kinds 
What about when you substi tute "his 
"the horse"? 

of miscues? 
hor se" for 

Gloria: That really doesn't matter as much. If 
you make too many mistakes where it is the wrong 
person, then it could confuse the plot. If you 
make too many mistakes, you may get the wrong 
person playing the wrong part. Which you have 
got to realize. 

Researcher: You realize that by doing what? 

Gloria: Going over it again. You have to pay 
attention to the next paragraph, mainly. Then 
you might figure it out. 

Researcher: You can only do that if you're 
paying attention to what? 

Gloria: The story, I think, the story mainly. 
By getting into the story, by what makes sense 
more than anything. 
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Discussion. In her own words, Gloria has 

confirmed that retrospective miscue analysis has 

contributed to her greater self-confidence and improved 

reading strategies. 

Changes in Strategies Utilized 
in the Reading Process 

The change in Gloria's attitude toward reading 

was accompanied by changes in the reading strategies she 

utilized. Those changes will be documented through 
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analyses of her reading using the Reading Miscue 

Inventory, Procedure I. 

The Procedure 

The Reading Miscue Inventory (RMI), Procedure I, 

was used to analyze miscues generated by Glor ia 

throughout this study. For each of 10 texts, Gloria was 

asked to read orally into a tape-recorder and then 

retell what she recalled about the text. In each of 

those readings, she was unassisted by the researcher. 

After the reading and retelling, the researcher analyzed 

each miscue to consider the relationships between 

expected responses (text) and observed responses 

(miscues) in six categories: graphic similarity, sound 

similarity, syntactic acceptability, semantic 

acceptability, meaning change, and correction. The 

interrelationships among syntactic acceptabili ty, 

semantic acceptability, meaning 

were analyzed to document the 

controlled the construction 

change, and correction 

extent to which Gloria 

of meaning and the 

grammatical relationships in the texts. In addition, 

miscues per hundred words were calculated. Details of 

the complete miscue analyses are provided below. 

The Texts 

Each of the texts for Gloria's tape-recorded 

readings was selected either by her or by the researcher 
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with her approval. Gloria indicated a desire at the 

to children, outset to learn to read storybooks 

commenting that 

kindergarten. 

she might 

The majority 

like 

of the 

to work 

texts she 

in a 

read 

reflected this interest in children's Ii terature; in 

fact, several are from an anthology she purchased. On 

two occasions, she elected to read nonfiction articles 

fr om a newspaper 

was asked by the 

Zephyr" at both 

study, as a pre-

and a magazine, respectively. Gloria 

researcher to read "The Wreck of the 

the beginning and conclusion of the 

and post-RMA indication of strategy 

use. It 

performed 

is recognized that 

on a text which 

miscue analysis is 

the reader knows 

seldom 

well; 

however, this was a story nei ther Gloria nor Marianne 

(the woman in the second case study) had ever read 

previously, and they did not read it for a second time 

until more than four months after their first readings. 

Following is a list, in the order in which 

Gloria read them, of the texts used for retrospective 

miscue analysis sessions during this study. The Fry 

readability formula was used to estimate reading level 

for comparison purposes. The number of words in each 

story has been calculated from approximately the second 

paragraph, since it is from that point that the 

researcher began coding miscues. 



Session 
Sequence Abbreviated 
No. Title No. Words 

1 Zephyr (:first reading) 1,270 
(10-21-85) 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

Window Seat (12-5-85) 

Genius (12-10-85) 

North Wind (12-19-86) 

Palace (12-27-86) 

Goosegirl (1-14-86) 

Over:fat (1-22-86) 

Kept House (1-28-86) 

Mouse (2-6-86) 

Zephyr (second reading) 
(2-12-86) 

658 

1 ,873 

976 

1 ,321 

1 ,020 

438 

750 

945 
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Readability 
Level 

5 

College 

6-7 

7 

5 

7 

College 

3 

7 

Because Gloria self-selected most of the texts 

(the exceptions are "Zephyr," "Genius," and "Kept 

House"), the di:fficul ty level is not arranged neatly 

from easier to more difficult over time. Yet in order 

to document her changes in strategy use, it is useful to 

group the texts according to their relative difficulty. 

The Fry readabili ty formula proved a useful tool for 

grouping the texts into four levels, and further 

presentations of the findings will consider the texts as 

comprising the following groups: 
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Group Readability Session 
No. Level Title Sequence No. 

1 3 Kept House 8 

2 5 Zephyr (first reading) 1 

Palace 5 

Zephyr (second reading) 1 Q) 

3 7 Genius 3 

North Wind 4 

Goosegirl 6 

Mouse 9 

4 College Window Seat 2 

Overfat 7 

The Analyses 

Gloria made a total of 743 miscues during the 

reading o:f these 1 Q) texts, which were analyzed using 

Procedure I o:f the Reading Miscue Inventory. Summaries 

o:f the results o:f the miscue analysis are presented in 

the :following three tables. Note that the texts are 

grouped according to relative difficul ty, and wi thin 

each group the texts are presented in the order in which 

Gloria read them. 



Table 5.1 
Gloria's Meaning Construction 

Miscues Per 
Hundred Meaning Construction 

Title Words No Loss Partial Loss Loss 

Group (Readability = 3) 

Kept House 4. 1 

Group 2 (Readability = 5) 

Zephyr ( # 1 ) 10.2 

Palace 7.5 

Zephyr (#2) 5.5 

Group 3 (Readability = 7) 

Genius 

North Wind 

Goosegirl 

Mouse 

6.2 

5.7 

9.9 

4.9 

84% 

55 

78 

80 

57 

75 

47 

85 

Group 4 (Readability = College) 

Window Seat 

Overfat 

1 1 • 7 

6.4 

39 

39 

3% 

1 1 

10 

3 

7 

1 1 

8 

8 

18 

13% 

34 

12 

17 

36 

14 

45 

1 5 

53 

43 

162 
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Table 5.2 
Gloria's Grammatical Relationships 

Title 

Group 1 

Kept House 

Group 2 

Miscues 
Per 

Hundred 
Words 

4. 1 

Zephyr (#1) 10.2 

Palace 7.5 

Zephyr (#2) 5.5 

Group 3 

Genius 

North Wind 

Goosegirl 

Mouse 

Group 4 

6.2 

5.7 

9.9 

4.9 

Window Seat 11.7 

Over:fat 6.4 

Grammatical Relationships 
Over 

Partial Correc-
Strength Strength Weakness tion 

65% 

56 

67 

74 

50 

68 

45 

77 

37 

43 

10% 

16 

13 

6 

17 

8 

1 6 

7 

23 

18 

6% 

21 

8 

13 

24 

5 

37 

8 

36 

32 

19% 

7 

12 

7 

9 

5 

2 

8 

4 

7 



Table 5.3 
Gloria's Graphic and Sound Similarity 

Graphic Similarity 

Title High 

Group 1 

Kept House 52% 

Group 2 

Zephyr (#1) 61 

Palace 56 

Zephyr (#2) 63 

Group 3 

Genius 

North Wind 

Goosegirl 

Mouse 

Group 4 

71 

60 

57 

53 

Window Seat 72 

Overfat 66 

Some 

32% 

18 

19 

19 

17 

28 

22 

21 

23 

29 

None 

16% 

21 

25 

18 

12 

12 

21 

26 

5 

5 

Sound Similarity 

High 

42% 

60 

42 

47 

53 

47 

37 

31 

57 

57 

Some 

26% 

22 

1 9 

25 

25 

30 

28 

37 

32 

24 

None 

32% 

18 

39 

28 

22 

23 

35 

32 

1 1 

19 
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Group 1. Only one text, "The Man Who Kept 

House," is included in Group 1 because Gloria read only 

one story at this level of difficul ty. It was the 

eighth text she read, and it reveals many of the 

strengths Gloria possessed at this point in the study. 

She made a modest 4.1 miscues per hundred words and 

retold the story quite thoroughly, as might be predicted 

wi th only 13% of her miscues potentially resul ting in 

loss of meaning (Table 5. 1 ) . Only 6% of her miscues 

indicated weakness in controlling the syntactic 

relationships within the text (Table 5.2). Her reliance 

on graphophonic cues was moderate: 52% of her miscues 

were highly similar graphically, and 42% were highly 

similar in sound. These percentages are typical of 

proficient readers. She exhibi ted overcorrection 

behavior in 19% of her miscues. This rather high 

percentage is possibly the result of her sense of 

control over this text--it was easy for her to read and 

she was able to correct miscues that were semantically 

and syntactically acceptable. Although this ability is 

indicative of her effectiveness in monitoring the 

construction of meaning, it suggests that she may be 

somewhat inefficient in processing language. That is, 

the effort required to correct acceptable miscues may 

outweigh the benefits to the reader who is reading for 

meaning. 
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Group 2. The Group 2 texts include two readings 

of "The Wreck of the Zephyr," once at the beginning of 

the study and a repeated reading four months. later. The 

"Palace" text was selected by Gloria from an anthology 

of short stories. Reflected in this group of texts is 

Gloria's dramatic reduction in miscues per hundred words 

(MPHW) from the beginning of the study until its end--a 

trend reflected in the other groups of texts as well. 

In her first reading of "Zephyr" she made 10.2 MPHW, and 

in her second reading she made 5.5 MPHW. In the 

"Palace" text, read midway through the 

7.5 MPHW. Accompanying this reduction 

marked increase in the percentage of 

study, she made 

in MPHW is a 

miscues which 

suggest no 

to 78% in 

percentage 

loss in meaning--from 

"Palace," to 80% in 

of miscues likely to 

55% in "Zephyr (#1)," 

"Zephyr ( #2 ) . " Irhe 

resul t in a loss of 

meaning has concurrently daclined from 34% in "Zephyr 

(#1 )," to 12% in "Palace," and 17% in "Zephyr (#2)." 

Gloria's control over grammatical relationships 

also strengthened across time at this Group 2 level of 

difficul ty (Table 5.2). Miscues demonstrating weakness 

in controlling syntactic structures declined from 21% in 

"Zephyr (#1)," to 13% in "Zephyr (#2~." The interim 

"Palace" text shows weakness in only 8% of miscues. A 

steady increase across time in miscues demonstrating 

strength is also revealed in Table 5.2. Fifty-six 
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per cent of Glor i a's mi scues in "Zephyr ( # 1 )" r efl ected 

strength in controlling syntactic relationships. In 

"Palace" the percentage rose to 67'/0, and in "Zephyr 

(#2)" 74'/0 of Gloria's miscues reflected her ability to 

control the syntactic relationships within the text. 

Gloria's use of graphic cues remained stable 

across time in the Group 2 texts (Table 5.3). There 

was, however, a sUbstantial lowering of her reliance on 

phonic cues. The percentage of miscues with high 

similarity between the text and the miscue declined from 

60% in "Zephyr (#1)" to 47% in "Zephyr (#2)." In 

"Pal ace," only 42% of Gl or i a's mi scues wer e highly 

similar in sound to the text, and 39% of her miscues 

showed no sound similarity whatever. 

Group 3. The texts in Group 3 contain one 

researcher-selected text, 

three reader-selected 

"My Brother is a Genius," 

texts from an anthology 

and 

of 

children's stories: "The Boy and the North Wind," "The 

Goosegirl," and "The Ci ty Mouse and the Country Mouse." 

Each of these texts was at the seventh grade level, 

according to the Fry readability formula. 

Before describing the miscue analysis findings 

for these four texts, it is important to describe the 

context in which one of the readings took place. 

"Goosegirl" was the sixth text read by Gloria during 

this study, and it was the only reading performed under 
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obviously stressful conditions. The researcher and 

Gloria typically met at Gloria's house, and the readings 

and miscue analysis sessions were conducted at Gloria's 

kitchen table. At the session during which "Goosegirl" 

was read, Gloria's. boyfriend, the airline pilot with 

whom she lived, was at home, rather boisterously 

preparing himself a late breakfast. He gave every 

indication that he resented the time Gloria was spending 

at the table, while he was preparir.i.g his own meal. 

Ki tchen pots and pans slammed onto counter tops and 

stove burners as Gloria attempted to read "Goosegirl" 

aloud into the tape-recorder. Al though the researcher 

offered to leave and return at another time, Gloria 

insisted that she would not "give in" to his childish 

behavior. The session was unpleasant, and Gloria's 

reading of "Goosegirl" no doubt reflects the anxiety she 

was feeling: she made 9.9 MPHW and 45% of her miscues 

reflected a probable loss of meaning (Table 5.1). 

Thirty-seven percent of her miscues demonstrated a 

weakness in controlling syntactic relationships--the 

highest percentage of "weakness" she showed at any level 

of difficul ty (Table 5.2). It is tempting to disregard 

this text, because there is a sense in which it is 

unrepresentative of Gloria's usual reading style; but it 

serves as a reminder that, perhaps for adul ts 
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especially, the stress of everyday life will affect the 

success of any instructional technique. 

The remaining three texts show a steady 

strenghtening of strategies across time. In reading 

"Genius," Gloria made 6.2 MPHW, declining to 5.7 MPHW in 

"North Wind," and further declining to 4.9 in "Mouse." 

Her ability to construct meaning as she reads also 

improved over time: 57% of the miscues in "Genius" 

resul ted in no loss of comprehension; 75% of the "North 

Wind" miscues showed no loss of comprehension; and the 

"Mouse" no-loss percentage rose to 85%. 

Strength in controlling syntax also reflected 

Gloria's growing proficiency in reading. In "Genius," 

50% of her miscues demonstrated "strength"; in "North 

Wind" and "Mouse" the percentages rose to 68% and 78%, 

respectively. A scant 5% of miscues suggested weakness 

in "North Wind," and the weakness percentage was only 8% 

for "Mouse." 

Reliance on graphophonic cues 

across time at this level of difficulty. 

also reduced 

Percentages of 

high graphic similarity were reduced from 71% in 

"Genius," to 60% in "North Wind," to 57% in "Goosegirl," 

and, finally, to 53% in "Mouse" (Table 5.3). The 

percentages of high sound similarity were reduced also, 

from 53% in "Genius," to 31% in "Mouse." These 

reductions in a focus on the graphophonic cueing system 
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parallel the increases in her focus on semantic and 

synta.ctic cues, as described above. Gloria's growing 

control over the reading process is obvious when these 

seventh grade texts are compared over time. 

Group 4. Both of the Group 4 texts were 

nonfiction articles selected by Gloria, and both are in 

the college-level range o:f difficul ty. They were the 

second and seventh texts read by Gloria during the 

study. Her growing competence is not as clearly 

demonstrated in these texts as in the Group 2 and 3 

texts, but there are defini te indications that she is 

becoming more proficient. For example, perhaps the 

most significant sign that her strategies are improving 

is the reduction in miscues per hundred words from 11.7 

in "Window Seat" to 6.4 in "Over fat " (Table 5. 1 ) . 

Al though the percentage of "no-loss in meaning" miscues 

was the same for both readings (39%), Gloria was in the 

second text able to reduce her percentage of loss from 

53% to 43%. Keeping in mind that she was now making 5.3 

fewer miscues per hundred words, she does indeed appear 

to be strengthening her strategies, even at this most 

difficult level. Her ability to control the grammatical 

relationships also demonstrates an increase in 

"strength" from 37% in "Window Seat" to 43% in "Overfat" 

(Table 5.2). 
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It is typical :for readers to rely more heavily 

on graphophonic cues as reading material becomes more 

di:f:ficult, and Gloria demonstrates a similar tendency. 

In "Window Seat" 72% o:f her miscues showed high graphic 

similarity, and 57% showed high sound similarity (Table 

5.3) . In "Over:fat" high graphic similarity declined to 

66%, while high sound similarity remained stable at 57%. 

However, there was an increase in the percentage o:f 

miscues which bore no sound similarity to the text, :from 

11% in "Window Seat" to 19% in "Over:fat." 

Discussion. At every level o:f di:f:ficulty, 

Gloria displayed an improvement in the quality o:f her 

miscues, accompanied by a decline in the number o:f 

miscues she made. Her reading ability was strengthened 

as she moved :from a text reproduction model o:f the 

reading process to a meaning' construction model. But 

was retrospective miscue analysis responsible :for these 

shi:fts in atti tude and abili ty? At least TWO other 

:factors may be cited as contr-i.IJuting to her success. 

First, Gloria was extremely moti vated in her desire to 

become a better reader. Second, she lived in a literate 

environment, and it is recognized that any strategy 

which would encourage her to increase her reading o:f 

whole texts would contribute to an improvement in 

reading ability. 

research, Gloria 

However, dur ing the cour se o:f 

was not participating in any 

this 

other 



instructional setting, and no 

rocused on encouraging her 

ability. 
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previous instruction had 

to revalue her reading 

In evaluating cause-and-errect relationships in 

naturalistic research, Guba and Lincoln (1981) state 

that the researcher must consider rival hypotheses which 

could explain the resul ts. When no convincing rival 

theories are apparent, it is likely that the independent 

variables in question have brought about any documented 

changes in dependent variables. In this instance, it 

certainly seems plausible that retrospective miscue 

analysis, as described in Chapter 4, precipi tated the 

changes in Gloria's attitudes and abilities. It is 

acknowledged, however, that an absolute cause-and-errect 

relationship has not been established. 



CHAPTER 6 

THE DEVELOPMENT AND REEVALUATION OF MARIANNE 

This chapter will present qualitative and 

quantitative analyses in the use of retrospective miscue 

analysis as an instructional strategy with a second 

adult reader. It includes the quantitative presentation 

of miscue analysis data and the descriptions of 

interviews and retrospective miscue analysis sessions. 

The data is presented as a case study, structured around 

the research questions outlined in Chapter 3. 

Introduction 

Marianne is a contrast to Gloria in nearly every 

respect. Her appearance contrasts dramatically--Gloria 

is 41, blonde, and glamorous. Marianne is 21, brunette, 

and heavy-set. Gloria lived with an airline pilot in an 

exclusive, foothills horne in Reno. Marianne lives with 

her parents and two younger brothers in a modest 

dwelling in Sparks, Reno's lower- and middle-income 

residential suburb. 

two exist, however. 

"expose" herself 

More subtle differences between the 

At 41, Gloria was just beginning to 

and what she believed were her 

inadequacies to her friends and the world at large. For 

more than twenty years Glor ia had survived because, as 

173 
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she described it, she "faked it"--never allowing those 

with whom she.worked and lived to realize the extent of 

her difficul ties. Marianne has been in special 

education classes since junior high, and almost proudly 

boasts that she has had dyslexia since first grade, 

though she reports having begun to cure herself. Gloria 

avoided applying for any kind of position which required 

her to complete an application--Marianne writes on her 

applications that she has a reading disabili ty. Gloria 

is in the throes of deciding whether to pursue a 

"course" at a college--Marianne has been going to 

Truckee Meadows Community College for two years, taking 

classes in automotive mechanics and electronics. 

Marianne works two part-time jobs: one as a 

dishwasher for a nursing home and the other as a night

time j ani tor for a fabric store. She began her four

month participation in this study during July of 1986. 

Her English and reading instructor at Truckee Meadows 

Communi ty College referred her as a possible subj ect, 

stating that Marianne was a "classic dyslexic" who had 

overcome some of her difficulties. Marianne's two 

courses in reading instruction at Truckee Meadows were 

comprised of individualized workbook activities, 

combined with remediation using Slingerland's 

kinesthetic approach. 
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Like Gloria, Marianne has vivid memories about 

her schooling. She relayed the following experience 

during her initial session: 

Researcher: Do you have any memories of being 
in junior high school and what you did about 
reading then? 

Marianne: They had me read into a tape recorder 
to see if I had any feeling, and when I didn't 
the teacher stuck her fingernai I s in my leg. I 
got her back. I threw a desk at her. 

Researcher: What do you mean by "feeling"? 

Marianne: It's like when you get to the end of 
a sentence you're supposed to go lower or 
higher, and with me it was all the same thing. 
When she listened to my tape she said, "This 
sounds like a broken person trying to read 
this." 

And, also like Gloria, Marianne feels victimized 

by an educational system which did not recognize nor 

properly treat her dyslexia. There was unmistakable 

bitterness in her voice as she shared her thoughts about 

her failure to learn to read well: 

Marianne: Teachers were playing God, lawyer, 
doctor, everything, saying, "Oh, she's going to 
die when she's eighteen. You might as well take 
her out of school and put her in the state 
insti tution. " I was heal thy, it's just that 
they did not know what the word "dyslexia" was 
and they fought all the time with my mother when 
she said "She has dyslexia. It is a reading 
problem." 

Marianne openly discussed how dyslexia has limited her 

job opportunities: 

Researcher: How do you feel about the dyslexia 
at this point in your life? 



Marianne: It's hard to fill out an application 
to get a job when you put down you have a 
reading problem. "Oh, let's tell her we don't 
have any jobs." It is hard to get jobs. The 
only job that comes halfway decent to me is 
dishwashing. But what if I want enough money to 
1i ve on? What if I want something else? It's 
hard to find a employer to take you. They won't 
hire me and give me a chance. That's the whole 
problem. Nobody gives you a chance. 

Researcher: Do you still feel plagued by 
dyslexia, or are you working through it? 

Marianne: Part 
other part says, 
let it go." 

of me feels, 
"Life's that 

"Why me?" 
way, I guess. 

The 
I 
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Marianne demonstrated in these and other 

comments that years of being considered a "broken 

person" by teachers had resu1 ted in convincing her that 

she is indeed broken by her disability. She has been 

hindered in her attempts to find meaningful work, and 

there is resignation in her voice when she states 

~ILife's that way, I guess." She believes that the "whole 

problem" is that "nobody gives you a chance," but 

Marianne must first learn to give herself a chance. In 

July of 1986, Marianne seemed to be precisely the kind 

of reader who might benefit from the confidence-building 

aspects of retrospective miscue analysis. 



Research Question No.1: 
How do adu~ts who contact a college remedial 

reading center for assistance describe the 
reading process and their strengths and 

weaknesses as readers? 
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The Burke Interview Modified for Older Readers 

was used to gather information about Marianne's 

perceptions of the reading process and her abili ty to 

read. Her responses to the following questions were 

tape-recorded during her first session on July 5, 1986. 

In general, she was ini tially more reticent to discuss 

her reading than Gloria had been. 

Marianne's Strategies 

Marianne describes the reading strategies she 

uses in the following way: 

Question: 
something 
do? 

When you are reading and you come to 
that gives you trouble, what do you 

Marianne: Skip over it. Sometimes I write the 
word down and ask my parents what it means. 

Although skipping words might seem like the kind 

of psycholinguistic strategy one might recognize as a 

strength, it is merely one Marianne resorts to when she 

is unable to execute the strategy she believes is 

better--Iooking up words in the dictionary. And her 

statement that she would ask others to provide meanings 

for words is indicative of a very "dependent" strategy 

as well. 
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Reading Strategies or Good Readers 

Although Marianne claims to "skip over" words 

that are dirricult, her mother, whom Marianne describes 

as a good reader, uses a strategy Marianne reels unable 

to execute: 

Question: Who is a good reader that you know? 

Mar i anne: Msr mom. 

Question: What makes her a good reader? 

Marianne: She reads a lot. She helps me. 

Question: Does she ever come to something she 
doesn't know? 

Marianne: Yeah. 

Question: What does she do? 

Marianne: She looks up words in the dictionary. 

Question: Do you ever do that? 

Marianne: Not really, because I can never rind 
the words. 

Marianne seemed completely immobilized by her 

dirriculties with word recognition. She believed that 

consulting a dictionary was the right strategy to use--

it's just that she could never find the words. Her only 

other apparent alternatives were to ask someone what the 

words meant--not very helprul when reading alone--or to 

skip them. She never claimed that when skipping words 
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she could frequently discern their meanings from the 

contexts. Reading for meaning was not the primary focus 

of Marianne's reading. 

Marianne's Instructional Model 

Marianne recalled that she learned to read in 

first grade by memorizing words: 

Question: How did you learn to read? 

Marianne: Going home to ask my parents to help 
me memorize the page. Then I could si t in 
class and if the teacher called on me I could 
read. 

This recollection is clearly focused on the accurate 

production of text when called upon by teacher. And in 

Marianne's mind, the reading had to be so accurate that, 

in fact, memorization was necessary. The instructional 

technique she would recommend for readers having 

difficulty is a familiar one: 

Question: 
difficulty 
them? 

Marianne: 

Question: 

Marianne: 
somebody. 

If you knew someone who was having 
with reading, how would you help 

Tell them to practice. 

How? 

Sit down and read a book with 

Question: How does that work? 

Marianne: You sit down and read along with 
someone and if you get in trouble you have them 
say the word and keep going on. But if you keep 
missing that word, stop and spell the word, and 
say it, and go through that way. 
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Not surprisingly, Marianne would assist others in the 

ways she was assisted as a child, through "practice." 

Her description of' those practice sessions is probably 

similar to practice sessions she has participated in 

herself'. It is interesting to note in her explanation 

of' the practice routine that she assumes the role of' the 

"reader having dif'f'icul ty," rather than the role of' 

teacher, i.e., "You [meaning her] have them [meaning the 

helper] say the word but if' you [meaning her, 

again] keep missing that word " 

Marianne seemed convinced that learning to be a 

better reader required the direct assistance of' a 

teacher who would monitor and correct every word 

Marianne read. And the researcher had the def'ini te 

sense that Marianne would be reluctant to assume 

ownership of' her reading--that a teacher who ref'used to 

"say the wor ds" woul d once again be someone who was 

abdicating responsibili ty for truly helping her. 

Marianne did, however, possess the characteristics of' a 

reader f'or whom retrospective miscue analysis might be 

usef'ul , and so wi thout undue concern about her 

reluctance to do so, 

"The Wreck of' the 

recorder. 

the researcher asked her to 

Zephyr," unaided, into a 

read 

tape-



Research Question No.2: 
What are those adults' strengths and weaknesses 

in reading as revealed through analysis using 
the Reading Miscue Inventory? 

During Marianne's first meeting with 
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the 

researcher, she was asked to read "The Wreck of the 

Zephyr" in order to analyze her strengths and weaknesses 

at the outset of the study. Despite her belief that 

teachers should help readers by "giving them the words," 

she wi 11 ingly read this 1,270-word story without 

assistance from the researcher. She made 77 miscues 

while reading "Zephyr "--an average of 6 miscues per 

hundred words. Her reading was analyzed using Procedure 

I of the Reading Miscue Inventory, and findings from 

that analysis are presented below. 

Graphic and Sound Similarity 

Marianne's miscues were analyzed to determine 

the extent to which they looked and sounded like the 

text. For graphic similarity, 83% were highly similar 

to the text and 11% had some similarity. Six pecent 

were not at all similar. Sound similarity analysis 

revealed that 60% of Marianne's miscues were highly 

similar to the text, 36% were somewhat similar, and 4% 

bore no sound similarity. 
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Syntactic Acceptability 

Marianne's miscues were analyzed to determine 

the extent to which she was producing structures that 

were syntactically acceptable wi thin the text. Fi:fty-

one percent o:f her miscues were :fully acceptable 

syntactically. Examples include: 

He seemed to be reading my mind 
&.LcL 

when he said, "Odd, isn't it?" 

Figure 6.1 
Marianne's Miscue No. 1 

Marianne produced 32% o:f miscues that were partially 

acceptable; that is, they were acceptable with a portion 

o:f the sentence, or acceptable within the 

sentence but inconsistent wi.th the entire 

Following is an example o:f this kind o:f miscue: 

'There's the only sailor who can go 
~ 

out on a day like this.' 

Figure 6.2 
Marianne's Miscue No.2 

entire 

text. 
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Seventeen percent of' Marianne's miscues produced 

unacceptable syntactic structures, including 

f'ollowing: 

There was a boy who could sail aGo~ 
better than any man in the harbor. 

Figure 6.3 
Marianne's Miscue No.3 

Semantic Acceptability 

the 

This category evaluates the extent to which 

Marianne was producing miscues that made sense wi thin 

the context of' the story. Twenty-one percent of' her 

miscues were f'ully acceptable, both at the sentence 

level and within the entire story. For example: 

Partial 

An old man was sitting ~ the broken 

timbers, smoking a pipe. 

Figure 6.4 
Marianne's Miscue No.4 

acceptability was determined in 40% 

Marianne's miscues. That is, the miscues 

of' 

were 

acceptable with a portion of' the sentence in which they 

occurred, or were acceptable within the entire sentence 
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but inconsistent wi th the text considered as a whole. 

An example follows: 

~ 
The boat was far from the water's edge. 

Figure 6.5 
Marianne's Miscue No.5 

Thirty-nine percent of miscues were 

unacceptable, including the following: 

t~ 

semantically 

It was surrounded by a treacherous reef. 

Meaning Change 

Figure 6.6 
Marianne's Miscue No.6 

Meaning change is analyzed only when miscues 

produce structures that are fully acceptable in syntax 

and semantics. Marianne produced 15 such miscues. 

Twelve resulted in no change in meaning, including: 



Finally the sailor said he would try to 
~b~ 

teach him i~ the boy promised to leave the 

next morning. 

Figure 6.7 
Marianne's Miscue No.7 
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Three created a change in minor characters or events, 

~or example: 

-hUWncL 
The Zephyr rested beside him, carried there 

by the storm. 

Figure 6.8 
Marianne's Miscue No.8 

None o~ Marianne.'s miscues changed major events or 

characters. 

Correction 

Marianne was success~ully able to correct 30% o~ 

her miscues, and she unsuccess~ully attempted to correct 

7%. No overt attempt was made to correct 61 % o~ her 

miscues. 
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Meaning Construction 

The extent to which Marianne's miscues indicated 

a loss of comprehension was analyzed by considering the 

relationships among semantic acceptability, meaning 

change, and correction. Forty-seven percent of her 

miscues appeared to result in "no loss" of 

comprehension. The following miscue is indicative of 

this pattern: 

~~ 
HeLinvited me to have a seat and listen 

to his strange tale. 

Figure 6.9 
Marianne's Miscue No.9 

"Partial loss" was suggested by 8% of her miscues, 

including this example: 

~ 
The Zephyr rested behind him, carried there 

by the storm. 

Figure 6.10 
Marianne's Miscue No. 10 

Forty-fi ve percent of her miscues appeared 1 ikely to 

result in a "loss" of comprehension. For example: 



~d 
Now the boy was certain he was truly the 

greatest sailor or all. 

Figure 6.11 
Marianne's Miscue No. 11 

Grammatical Relationships 
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Marianne's relative strength in contolling the 

grammatical relationships inherent in text was analyzed 

by evaluating the patterns among syntactic 

acceptability, semantic acceptability, and correction. 

She demonstrated "strength" in maintaining grammatical 

relationships in 51 % or her miscues. Following is an 

example: 

..t:ho-
The risherman pointed to a sea gull 

gliding overhead. 

Figure 6.12 
Marianne's Miscue No. 12 

"Partial strength" was apparent in 22% or Marianne's 

miscues. Instances or this kind or miscue include: 



When the clouds blocked the boy's 
;S~d 

view of the stars, he trimmed the 

sails and climbed higher. 

Figure 6.13 
Marianne's Miscue No. 13 
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Marianne exhibited "weakness" in controlling grammatical 

relationships in 27% of her miscues. Following is an 

example: 

I~ 
Surely the men of the island never dared·'] 

fly so high. 

Figure 6.14 
Marianne's Miscue No. 14 

No miscues indicative of " over correction" behavior were 

noted. 

Discussion 

Marianne possessed many of the same strengths 

and weaknesses Gloria did at the outset of the study. 

Her reading strategies were effective in only about half 

of her miscues, and her self-confidence about her 

reading ability was very low. In some ways, her 

negative attitudes were even more entrenched than 
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Gloria's--she almost seemed to say, "Try to help me. I 

dare you." But her motivation was high; indeed, she had 

contacted the researcher about participating in the 

study. It is just that her de:fenses against another 

:failure were :firmly in place as she began the study. 



Research Question No.3: 
What changes occur in the adults' perceptions 
and processes described in questions 1 and 2 

over the period of this research? 
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Three sources of information will be used to 

describe the changes which occurred in both the 

strategies Marianne employs as she reads and her 

perceptions about the readir..g process. Details from 

retrospective miscue analysis sessions will document 

Marianne's gradual shift from believing she possesses no 

strength in reading, to believing that she is in control 

of her own reading process. Secondly, her responses to 

questions in the Closing Interview will be presented to 

support, in her own words, the impact of retrospective 

miscue analysis on her growing independence as a reader. 

And third, that growing independence in reading will be 

documented through an analysis of her reading throughout 

the course of this study. 

Changes in Perceptions 
About the Reading Process 

The Retrospective Miscue Analysis Sessions 

Marianne's shifting and strengthening model of 

the reading process will be documented in the following 

section. There is an important difference, however, 

between the RMA sessions conducted with Gloria and those 

conducted with Marianne. The difference is not in how 

the sessions were structured but, rather, in how the 



1 91 

reader responded. Gloria's responses to the RMA 

questions were largely predictable. She began by 

focusing on text features and moved toward explor ing 

semantic and syntactic quali ties of text. Seldom did 

she respond unpredictably to the question "Does the 

miscue make sense?" The extent to which her answers 

were predictable, of course, paralleled the extent to 

which they matched the researcher's judgments of what 

made sense. 

Marianne, on the other hand, rather frequently 

made judgments which did not coincide wi th the 

researcher's, and she vigorously and elaborately 

justified her evaluations of those miscues. In so 

doing, she caused the researcher to reexamine her own 

model of the reading process, placing a premium on the 

reader's judgment of what makes sense and clarifying the 

role of the teacher in helping readers improve their 

reading. This issue will be discussed further in 

Chapter 7. 

RMA Session No.1. Fifteen miscues were 

selected from Marianne's reading of "The Wreck of the 

Zephyr" for her fir st RMA session. Ten of them were 

selected as evidence of effective and efficient reading 

strategies; five were examples of ineffective 

strategies. Marianne was less tentative than Gloria in 

assserting that her miscues made sense, but, in this 
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ini tial RMA session, she :frequently did not elaborate 

about her reasons :for believing miscues made sense. 

When she did o:f:fer an explanation, it was usually to 

argue that the miscue made sense with the text leading 

up to it, even though subsequent text rendered the 

miscue untenable. Following are examples o:f these 

remarks: 

Question: Does the miscue make sense? 

Alread~a ~ wind was blowing. 

Marianne: 
"wind." 

Figure 6.15 
Marianne's Miscue No. 15 

Yeah. Until you get to the word 

~~he was done with 

~ the boy to bed. 

his song, the sailor 

Figure 6.16 
Marianne's Miscue No. 16 

Marianne: I was thinking about the sailor going 
to bed, but it :falls apart at "went the boy to 
bed. " 



~~ 
Surely the men of the island never dared 

fly so high. 

Figure 6.17 
Marianne's Miscue No. 17 

Marianne: No. Falls apart at "never." 
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Marianne quickly realized that prediction was a 

component of the reading process, al though it was not 

yet clear whether she recognized the value of this 

strategy. She also, in this first session, coined the 

term "stopper" to refer to the point in the text which 

signals that a miscue has been made and correction is 

necessary. 

Despite frequent assertions that her ~ffiiscues 

made sense, Marianne's belief that text should be 

flawlessly reproduced was revealed in her responses to 

the question "Was the miscue corrected? Should it have 

been?" Consider the following comments: 



Question: Should it have been corrected? 

He seemed to be reading my mind when he 
&-lcL 

said, "Odd, isn't it?" 

Figure 6.18 
Marianne's Miscue No. 18 

Marianne: Yeah, because the way the guy 
the book it said "odd" instea.d of "old," 
switch small words like that. 

When the boy opened his eyes, he found 
.:i::hL 

himself lying on a beach. 

Figure 6.19 
Marianne's Miscue No. 19 

wrote 
and I 

Marianne: Yeah, because it's 
author put there. I usually, 
small words, put in the one I 
one they write. 

not the wor d the 
when it comes to 
want and not the 

194 

In response to the question "Why do you think 

you make the miscue?" Marianne frequently stated that 

she was "trying to rush through," or that she- was 

"skipping words." She had not yet recognized that many 

of her miscues were the result of legitimate, but 

inaccurate predictions, and that prediction was an 

essential component of proficient reading. 
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Like Gloria, Marianne was able early in the RMA 

sessions to point out the redundancy in text, often 

stating that meaning was not affected, even by miscues 

which were not semantically acceptable and were not 

corrected: 

Question: Did that miscue affect your understanding of 
the text? 

l!.~u.u-v 
One morning, under an ominous sky, he 

prepared to take his boat, the Zephyr, 

out to sea. 

Figure 6.20 
Marianne's Miscue No. 20 

Marianne: No. 
sky was like. 

Because I already knew what the 

-i~ 
It was surrounded by a treacherous reef. 

Figure 6.21 
Marianne's Miscue No. 21 

Marianne: No. Because they keep bringing up 
the same thing through the story. If you don't 
get it there you'll get it later on anyway. 



~cL 
He steered for the open sea, but the 

trees at the cliff's edge stood between 

him and the water. 

Figure 6.22 
Marianne's Miscue No. 22 
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Marianne: No. The sentence before said he 
wanted to head back to sea. 

The researcher's NOTES after this session 

included the following: 

1. Where Gloria almost always said 
doesn't make sense," Marianne tends 
"Yeah"--affirming sometimes the strategy 
as the quality of the miscue. 

"No, it 
to say 
as much 

2. Marianne's concept of "stoppers" is a good 
one. A metacognitive strategy??? 

RMA Session No.2. This session was based on 

Marianne's reading of' "My Brother is a Genius, II a 1 ,873-

word short story. In this session, Marianne began to 

strengthen her resolve that many of her miscues made 

sense. The miscues in this session were selected from 

the first two pages of the text because they 

demonstrated a chronological progression from low- to 

high-quality miscues. She offered the following 

rationales for why her miscues made sense: 



Question: Does the miscue make sense? 

7~ 
"Philosophical: showing calmness and 

courage in the face if ill fortune." 

Figure 6.23 
Marianne's Miscue NO. 23 

Marianne: At the time it did ... Going over it 
now it doesn't make that much sense. 

40 AGo ahead and cry! Cry all you want to!" 

Marianne: 

Figure 6.24 
Marianne's Miscue No. 24 

Sounds better with "So." 

Andrew stopped crying and tried to take 
~ 

hold of the dictionary. 

Figure 6.25 
Marianne's Miscue No. 25 

Marianne: Yeah, because he's holding it and I 
think it sounds like it's his. 
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£Y]7i'~ 
I guess they do have a soothing sound. 

Figure 6.26 
Marianne's Miscue No. 26 

Marianne: Yeah. 
they're meaning 
you're reading. 

The two words sorta seem like 
the same thing at the time 

You don't have to be a genius to win 

the prize, just smart enough to plan 
'of--

something really interesting and ~l. 

Figure 6.27 
Marianne's Miscue No. 27 

Marianne: Yeah. You said earlier "original" 
but you also want a project that's organized and 
interesting. 

198 

Furthermore, she no longer insisted that all of her 

miscues should have been corrected: 



Question: Should the miscue have been corrected? 

Andrew stopped crying and tried to take 

hold of ~ dictionary. 

Figure 6.28 
Marianne's Miscue No. 28 

Marianne: Didn't really matter. 

I guess they do have a ~ sound. 

Figure 6.29 
Marianne's Miscue No. 29 

Marianne: Sounded pretty good. 

Besides, our teacher says if you know 
~¥L.a.Ju 

how to think and know enough words to 

express your thoughts, there isn't 

anything you can't say or do. 

Marianne: 

Figure 6.30 
Marianne's Miscue No. 30 

I made it come out making sense. 
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I don't know about that, but I know we 
~ 

get a good education in our school. 

Marianne: 
schools." 

Figure 6.31 
Marianne's Miscue No. 31 

The kid could be saying "all the 
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And, Marianne continued to respond with the entire story 

in mind when asked the following question: 

Question: Did that miscue affect your understanding of 
the text? 

~~ 
"If it bothers you to think of it as 

baby sitting," my father said, "then 

don't think of it as baby sitting. 

Figure 6. 32 
Marianne's Miscue No. 32 

Marianne: Not that much because it goes on and 
tells what's happening in the story. 



You just happen to do your studying in 

the room where your e brother is 

sleeping. 

Figure 6. 33 
Marianne's Miscue No. 33 

Marianne: Not that much because it talks more 
in the story about the baby brother. 
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Researcher NOTES contained the comment that Marianne and 

Gloria both seemed to react to grammatical acceptability 

when answering the question "Does the miscue make 

sense?" They often mention whether miscues "sound 

right" in the context of the sentence. 

RMA Sessions Nos. 3 through 11. Examples from 

several RMA sessions will be cited to confirm Marianne's 

growing sense of ownership over the reading process. 

Beyond the second session, Marianne seldom insisted she 

needed to correct miscues which were fully semantically 

acceptable. Even when miscues had no apparent 

justification, Marianne frequently rationalized her 

judgments about making sense, and her rationales were 

usually convincing. 



Question: Does the miscue make sense? 

Wood accused his step-mother of duplicity 
~ 

and unorthodox conduct as a married woman. 

Figure 6.34 
Marianne's Miscue No. 34 

Marianne: Something's that's 
probably also be unauthorized. 
same thing. 

unorthodox would 
It's saying the 

The James boys deemed it unwise to linger 

even within the confines of their native 

state of Missouri, even though they knew 
-I~ 

every trail and hideaway, and had countless 

friends to depend upon. 

Figure 6.35 
Marianne's Miscue No. 35 

Marianne: Yeah. Because if they used 
regular trails [instead of the highway] 
would run into lawmen looking for them. 

their 
they 
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~ 
He looked across the room and discovered 

that one of his students was dozing off 

in his class. 

Figure 6.36 
Marianne's Miscue No. 36 

Marianne: Yeah. The teacher could be looking 
at him and saying "I don' t know if he's already 
asleep or if he's falling asleep," and then 
decide he's asleep ... 

He decided to take some time off to find 

out who or what was committing these 
(!aA..eA.-

strange crimes. 

Figure 6.37 
Marianne's Miscue No. 37 

Marianne: Yeah. The police officer could !::>e 
looking at crime files, but you commi t crirIle and 
somebody makes a case out of it. 

But look, the indoors is for raising 
~) 

hamsters, not cattle. 

Figure 6.38 
Marianne's Miscue No. 38 

Mar ianne: Yeah. Athletes are in indoor 
pavillions, doing stuff like strengthening their 
hamstrings. 
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What is important to note is that retrospective miscue 

analysis as an instructional technique was teaching 

Marianne that she is in control of what makes sense, and 

that it is her obI igation to moni tor understanding as 

she reads. Any attemt to dissuade her in her judgments 

about vrhether miscues made sense would have once again 

made her 

whether 

dependent 

what she 

upon someone else 

was reading made 

to 

sense 

determine 

to her. 

Retrospective miscue analysis was designed to make 

readers less, not more, dependent on others. 

Even if a particular miscue didn't perfectly fit 

the sentence in which it was found, it was often 

conceptually in line wi th the text as a whole, and 

Marianne would justify it on .those grouh&3. For 

example: 



Question: Does the miscue make sense? 

Happily, this outdoor rodeo is still more 

down-home than uptown, and there isn't a 
ALL: 

bad seat in the house. 

Figure 6.39 
Marianne's Miscue No. 39 

Mar ianne: Yeah. They could be talking about 
the way they run the show--what they're going to 
do and how they're going to do it--how they set 
it up. 

~ 
Suddenly he was basking in greater 

~ame than he had ever known. 

Figure 6.40 
Marianne's Miscue No. 40 

Marianne: Yeah. Sounds just the same. 
talking about the same thing. 

They're 
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~(L/ 
It's not fancy, but the arena was built 

for rodeo and there isn't a bad seat in 

the place. 

Figure 6.41 
Marianne's Miscue No. 41 

Mar ianne: Yeah. The rodeo arena is in the 
rodeo area so they refer to the same place. 

Major Rite was an uncle of the two James 

Boys, Frank and Jesse, having married the 

sister of the Rev. Robert James, father of 
~ 

the two outlaw brothers. 

Figure 6.42 
Marianne's Miscue No. 42 

Marianne: They're both boys--means about the 
same thing. 
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It is said that Mrs. Hite hated her 

step-son and did everything possible to 
~ 

increase that hate. 

Figure 6.43 
Marianne's Miscue No. 43 

Marianne:' She's really trying to build up hate, 
and trap him. She could use hate as a trap, 
like a weapon. 
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Several o~ Marianne's responses to the question 

"Does the miscue make sense?" reveal her ever-increasing 

con~idence in reading. So sure o~ hersel~ had Marianne 

become that she made the ~ollowing comments in the midst 

o~ RMA sessions: 

~ 
He missed his ~irst shot andS second) 

Figure 6.44 
Marianne's Miscue No. 44 

Marianne: I didn't think it 
author already said it in the 
They oughta send their books 
know how they should sound. 

needed "his." The 
~irst part. Hey! 
to me ~irst! I 



A lot of money has been pumped into thBf 

professional rodeo circuit, which attracts 

a lot of cowboys who not only love what 

they do, but also can make a decent 

living doing it. 

Figure 6.45 
Marianne's Miscue No. 45 

Marianne: They're talking about the same thing. 
I still say the author should've used my word! 

Mexico is known as the refuge where 

the James brothers found sanctuary from 
~ 

the lawmen who hounded their outlaw 

trail. 

Figure 6.46 
Marianne's Miscue No. 46 

Marianne: Hounded doesn't really sound like it 
would fit. 
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Fe was going to teach something to his 
~ 

stupid students. 

Figure 6.47 
Marianne's Miscue No. 47 

Marianne: I think it sounded better wi th the 
students being "stubborn." 

~ 
One child, in particular, Wrondel McMillian, 

loved his Cabbage Patch doll and treated 

his doll, Dexter Jones, like one of his 

very own brothers. 

Figure 6.48 
Marianne's Miscue No. 48 

Marianne: "Kid" makes more sense--more personal 
than "child." 
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Discussion. Marianne had become very personally 

invol ved in analyzing her own reading and in making her 

own evaluations about which strategies were working well 

for her and which were ineffective. She invented the 

notion of "stoppers" and learned that if she were 

monitoring comprehension, the text itself would usually 

signal when a semantically or syntactically unacceptable 
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miscue had been made. Marianne's own evaluation of 

retrospective miscue analysis is presented in the 

following section. 

The Closing Interview 

During the final session conducted with 

Marianne, she was interviewed extensively about her 

reactions to RMA used as an instructinal strategy. Also 

explored were her self-perceptions about her reading 

ability and her potential for continuing to improve her 

reading. Several questions from the Burke Interview 

Modified for Older Readers (Appendix B) were asked in 

order to compare her responses wi th those she provided 

at the outset of the study. Also asked were questions 

from the Closing Interview (Appendix C). Several of 

Mar ianne' s resonses to these questions are presented 

below. 

Question: 
something 
do? 

Marianne: 

Question: 

Marianne: 

When you are reading and you come to 
that gives you trouble, what do you 

Try to put a word I know into it. 

Anything else? 

Skip it. 

Question: Are those helpful strategies, 
so helpful strategies? 

or not 

Marianne: Some of it's good because if you skip 
one word you can pick up in the story what 
they're talking about and understand it. 
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Marianne has recognized that words can be understood 

from their context; not knowing an individual word is no 

longer a sufficient cause for her to stop reading. She 

does not stress the importance of consulting a 

dictionary when in trouble, as she did at the beginning 

of the study. However, she has not abandoned her notion 

that getting help from another source is valuable: 

Question: If you knew someone who was having 
difficulty reading, what would you do to help? 

Marianne: 
reading. 

Encourage them to read, practice 

Question: What if they came to something 
didn't know? 

Marianne: Tell them to ask someone to 
them. 

Question: What if they 'vere all alone? 

Marianne: Tell them to skip it. 

they 

help 

Question: What should they be thinking about 
the whole time they're reading? 

Mar ianne: Just making sense of the story 
understanding what the author wants them 
understand. But it's okay if they have 
switch some words and stuff. 

and 
to 
to 

She asserts the value of consul ting some other person 

when readers have difficulty, but she seems to have lost 

her belief in the absolute value of a dictionary. She 

stresses that "making sense" is the most important 

strategy a reader can use continuously, and she' realizes 

that in the process of focusing on "making sense" the 

reader will make miscues. 
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By her own admission, Marianne felt more 

confident about her reading than she did in the 

beginning: 

Question: Is there anything you would like to 
change about your reading at this point? 

Marianne: No. I'm better at it. 

Question: Describe yourself as a reader. 

Marianne: Pretty good, getting better. 

Marianne was also asked specifically about any changes 

in the reading strategies she employs: 

Question: Have there been changes in how you 
read as a result of what we've been doing? 

Marianne: I slow down on what I want to 
and I try to understand. Before I used to 
just to get to know the wor ds . But now 
like "read this and try to understand it." 

read 
read 
it's 

Question: What kinds of miscues do you make 
now, as compared with the beginning? 

Marianne: In the beginning I was making them 
with non-words. Now I'm putting more words in 
which make the sentence sound better, or pretty 
close to what the author wanted. 

These responses further confirm that Marianne has moved 

to a "meaning construction" model of the reading 

process. And it is clear that the "good reader" myth 

she has believed in has been somewhat disconfirmed. She 

no longer berates herself for failing to know all the 

words or for failing to look them up in dictionaries. 

Rather, she now concentrates on understanding what she 



213· 

reads, and believes that a focus on meaning will hold 

the key to improving her reading: 

Question: How do you feel about your ability to 
continue to improve your reading? 

Marianne: I can do it, it will take a lot of 
practice and reading a lot on my own. 

Once again, the importance of "practice" has been 

emphasized, but not the kind of practice which requires 

assistance from a teacher. Marianne knows she must read 

"a lot" on her own. 

At the outset of her participation in this 

study, Marianne stated that teachers never helped her 

very much as she tried to learn to read. There was 

apprehension on the part of the researcher, who 

suspected that Marianne might be resentful of yet 

another "teacher" who would not help--at least not in 

the ways Marianne would recognize as "help." As 

Marianne evaluated the usefulness of retrospective 

miscue analysis as an instructional strategy, she was 

clear in her differentiation between "teachers" and the 

researcher in this case. 

Question: In general, how do you feel about 
these kinds of sessions? 

Marianne: I'm coming here and getting help. 
But if you said "Now, here's your homework, take 
it home and do it" it woul d be I ike "Oh gee, 
we're back in school wi th all this stuff. " 
You'd be sort of turning them off because you'd 
be handing them alot of homework. I think this 
way is alot better because the person will feel 
I ike "Oh gee, I just read this and I won't have 



to be pressured by all the questions to answer." 
Here, you say "Well, read this and we will talk 
about it next week. Just remember what you 
read." Which to me is a Ii ttle more personal, 
more :fun. It's like she's getting you to learn 
something, but in a whole di:f:ferent way. 

Researcher: What I've really tried to do is not 
have me teach you anything, but have you learn 
something :from doing your own analysis. You've 
decided :for yoursel:f :for each miscue which 
things are positive about them and which things 
aren't use:ful. 

Marianne: Your way is di:f:ferent :from a 
school teacher's. Their way is "Okay, read 
Chapter 1 and we'll talk about it tomorrow." 
But you only see me once a week. And I have a 
whole week to think about the story and the way 
it a:f:fected me whtm I was reading it, and the 
way I thought the author should have written it, 
or what I thought it should have sounded like. 

Then I come back the next time, and we get to 
talk about it. You come up with all these 
mi scues, and I'm thinking, .. Can we :fix these or 
does this make sense?" I:f I was wi th a 
school teacher, she would say, "This is a miscue. 
This is wrong. Why don't you read what the 
author put there?" They automatically say, 
"This is what the author wrote and I want it 
said just this way." 

Researcher: 
wrong. 

The author's right. The reader's 

Marianne: Yeah. The way your method goes, I 
think "This is what the reader wanted it to be, 
not what the teacher or the author wanted, but 
this is the way the reader is reading, and this 
is how the reader :feels about it." 

Researcher: You are so articulate. It has 
taken me a long time to learn what you just 
said. No matter what anybody thinks, reading 
happens all alone, up inside our heads. There's 
nobody else in there. The text is only 
marginally in there. I:f we don't like it, we 
change it. 
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Marianne: 
does it. 

We change it. I do it. 

215 

Everybody 

Discussion. Marianne has assumed ownership of 

her reading in the most complete sense. She places 

herself firmly among the community of readers ("I do it. 

Everybody does it. II ), no longer an outsider in a 

literate society. 

Changes in Strategies Utilized 
in the Reading Process 

Marianne was able by the conclusion of this 

study to verbalize a model of the reading process which 

stresses that reading for meaning is the key to reading 

effectively. Miscue analysis data collected for the 12 

texts she read during this research will demonstrate how 

her changes in beliefs about the reading process were 

reflected in changes in her reading ability. 

The Procedure 

Procedure I of the Reading Miscue Inventory was 

used to analyze the 777 miscues Marianne generated. 

Unassisted by the researcher, Marianne read 12 complete 

texts and for each text provided a retelling of what she 

had read. Each miscue was then analyzed using the 

method described in Chapter 3. Details from the miscue 

analysis data are provided below. 
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The Texts 

Mariann~ read a total of 12 texts throughout her 

participation in this study. During her initial 

interview, she stated that her favorite reading material 

(when she chose to read) was "Westerns"; consequently, 

several of the stories she selected to read were from 

copies of "Real West" magazine. A her gr andmother ' s 

second group of stories she brought to read were 

an anthology of stories written by a 

from the high school her brother was 

only story she had ever attempted to 

contained in 

sophomore class 

attending. The 

read from that anthology was the one written by her 

brother, so it was not selected for a miscue analysis 

taping. Four of the texts ("The Wreck of the Zephyr," 

"My Brother is a Genius," "The Reno Rodeo," and "The Man 

Who Kept House") were selected by the researcher. Like 

Gloria, Marianne was asked to read "Zephyr" as both her 

first and last story. 

A list of the texts Marianne read throughout the 

research is presented below. The relative difficulty of 

the 12 texts is indicated by levels computed according 

to the Fry readability formula. 



Session 
Sequence Abbreviated 
No. Title No. Words 
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Readability 
Level 

Zephyr (first reading) 1,270 5 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

1 0 

1 1 

12 

(7-5-86) 

Genius (7-11-86) 

Rodeo (7-18-86) 

Gun (8-8-86) 

Scandal (8-29-86) 

Mexico (9-5-86) 

Clan (9-26-86) 

Kept House (10-10-86) 

Brain (10-17-86) 

Game (10-24-86) 

Cabbage (11-7-87) 

Zephyr (second reading) 
(11-13-87) 

1 ,873 

727 

346 

593 

628 

1 ,032 

750 

1 ,898 

1 , 1 61 

889 

6-7 

9 

9 

College 

College 

5 

3 

7 

7 

9 

These texts have been grouped into the following 

fi ve levels so that texts of a particular level of 

difficul ty may be compared to texts of similar 

difficulty. 
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Group Readability Session 
No. Level Title Sequence No. 

1 3 Kept House 8 

2 5 Zephyr (first reading) 

Clan 7 

Zephyr (second reading) 12 

3 7 Genius 2 

Brain 9 

Game 1 (2) 

4 9 Rodeo 3 

Gun 4 

Cabbage 1 1 

5 College Scandal 5 

Mexico 6 

The Analyses 

Marianne made a total of 777 miscues during her 

reading of the 12 texts referred to above. Each of 

those miscues was analyzed using Procedure I o:f the 

Reading Miscue Inventory, and the results are summarized 

in the follo\ving tables. Though the texts are grouped 

according to relative difficulty, within each group the 

texts are listed in the order in which Marianne read 

them. 
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Table 6.1 
Marianne's Meaning Construction 

Miscues Per 
Hundred Meaning Construction 

Title Words No Loss Partial Loss Loss 

Grou12 1 (Readability = 3) 

Kept House 3.2 92% 8% 

Grou12 2 (Readability = 5) 

Zephyr (#1 ) 6 47 8 45 

Clan 5.4 70 1 29 

Zephyr (#2) 4.3 72 6 22 

Grou12 3 (Readability = 7) 

Genius 7.7 59 10 31 

Brain 4.9 58 8 35 

Game 4.7 60 9 31 

Grou12 4 (Readability = 9) 

Rodeo 9. 1 27 12 61 

Gun 8.4 45 3 52 

Cabbage 6.7 59 2 39 

Grou12 5 (Readability = College) 

Scandal 8.7 1 5 17 68 

Mexico 8.6 32 4 64 
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Table 6.2 
Marianne's Grammatical Relationships 

Miscues Grammatical Relationshi12s 
Per Over 

Hundred Partial Correc-
Title Words Strength Strength Weakness tion 

Grou12 1 

Kept House 3.2 84% 8% 8% 

Grou12 2 

Zephyr (#1 ) 6 51 22 27 

Clan 5.4 71 9 20 

Zephyr (#2) 4.3 72 13 13 2 

Grou12 3 

Genius 7.7 64 19 14 3 

Brain 4.9 58 14 23 5 

Game 4.7 69 1 6 15 

Grou12 4 

Rodeo 9 . 1 32 38 27 3 

Gun 8.4 45 41 14 

Cabbage 6.7 60 26 12 2 

Grou12 5 

Scandal 8.7 28 54 18 

Mexico 8.6 36 38 26 
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Table 6.3 
Marianne's Graphic and Sound Similarity 

Graphic Similarity Sound Similarity 

~ji tIe High Some None High Some None 

Group 1 

Kept House 58% 21% 21% 21% 36% 43% 

Group 2 

Zephyr ( # 1 ) 83 1 1 6 60 36 4 

Clan 71 23 6 52 37 1 

Zephyr (#2) 65 27 8 45 37 18 

Group 3 

Genius 73 21 6 58 31 1 1 

Brain 68 27 5 52 38 10 

Game 56 36 8 40 36 24 

Group 4 

Rodeo 64 27 9 55 30 15 

Gun 81 15 4 52 48 

Cabbage 64 34 2 45 45 1 0 

Group 5 

Scandal 75 21 4 56 40 4 

Mexico 70 30 49 49 2 
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Group ~. The eighth text read by Marianne 

during the course of this study was "The Man Who Kept 

House," estimated to be at third grade level according 

to the Fry readabili ty formula. It was the only text 

Marianne read at this level of difficulty, and the 

miscue analysis data points to the ease with which 

Marianne was able to read this particular text. Her 

number of miscues per hundred words was 3.2, the lowest 

at any point in the study (Table 6. 1 ) . Ninety-two 

percent of her miscues were likely to result in no loss 

of comprehension (Table 6.1), and 84% of her miscues 

demonstrated strength in controlling the grammatical 

relationships in the text (Table 6.2). These two 

percentages are higher than any other percentages in 

their respeotive categories. 

Fifty-eight percent 

graphic similarity to the 

similar in sound (Table 6.3). 

of her mi scues showed high 

text, and 21 % were highly 

These two percentages are 

among the lowest in their categories, demonstra.ting that 

as Marianne moved toward making miscues which make sense 

she also moved away from an overreliance ,on the 

graphophonic cueing system. 

Group 2. The three texts in this group, each 

calculated at fifth grade readability, consist of two 

readings of "The Wreck of the Zephyr," and a third text, 

a short story ti tIed "The Clan Revj,si ted. " The "Clan" 
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text, along with three others Marianne selected, is from 

an anthology of short stories wri tten by a sophomore 

high school class. Across time at this level of 

difficulty, Marianne has reduced her miscues per hundred 

words from 6 in "Zephyr (#1 )," to 5.4 in "Clan," and, 

finally to 4.3 

increase in 

comprehension: 

72% in "Zephyr 

to resul t in 

(#1)"; 29% in 

6. 1 ) . 

in "Zephyr (#2)." Ther e 

miscues which suggest 

47% in "Zephyr (#1 )"; 70% 

( #2) "; and a decr ease in 

was a steady 

no loss in 

in "Clan"; and 

miscues likely 

loss of comprehension: 45% in "Zephyr 

( Table " Clan" ; and 22% in "Zephyr ( #2) " 

C0ncurrent with the increase in "meaning 

construction" strategies was an increase in miscues 

which reflect strength in maintaining structures that 

are syntactically acceptable: 51% in "Zephyr (#1 )"; '11% 

in "Clan"; and 72% in "Zephyr (#2)" (Table 6.2). 

Weakness in controlling syntactic relationships in text 

decreased from 27% in "Zephyr (#1 )," to 20% in "Clan," 

to 13% in "Zephyr (#2)" (Table 6.3) 

Marianne's declining reliance on the 

graphophonic cueing system is apparent in the 

percentages of high graphic and sound similar i ty. In 

"Zephyr (#1)" 83% of miscues showed high graphic 

similarity and 60% reflected a high sound similarity. 

Those percentages were lowered to 71% and 52%, 



224 

respectively, in "Clan," and to 65% and 45%, 

respectively, in the second reading o:f "Zephyr." 

Group 3. The three texts in Group 3 contain one 

selected by the researcher, "My Brother is a Genius," 

and two selected by Marianne :from the high school short 

story anthology. Each o:f these texts was estimated to 

be at seventh grade reading level. Marianne reduced her 

level o:f miscues per hundred words :from 7.7 in "Genius," 

to 4.9 and 4.7 in "Brain" and "Game," respectively 

(Table 6.1). This nearly 40% reduction in miscues was 

accompanied by only slight increases in miscues which 

reflect no loss of comprehension: 59% 

in "Brain"; and 60% in "Game" (Table 

in "Genius"; 58% 

6 • 1 ) • Slightly 

greater improvement in reading strategies was indicated 

in Marianne's control over grammatical relationships. 

Sixty-four percent o:f miscues showed "strength" in 

"Genius," 58% in "Brain," and 69% in "Game." 

Marianne's focus on graphophonic cues declined 

in this group of texts. Graphic similarity was high for 

73% of the miscues in "Genius," 68% in "Brain," and 56% 

in "Game." Sound similarity decreased as well, :from 58% 

o:f miscues highly similar in "Genius," to 52% in 

"Brain," and 40% in "Game" (Table 6.3). 

Group 4. This group o:f texts, each estimated to 

be at ninth grade readability, contain a magazine 

article ti tIed "Reno Rodeo," a short story by Louis 
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L' amour ti tIed "A Gun for Kilkenny," and a short story 

from the high school anthology, "Revenge of the Cabbage 

Patch Dolls." Each of these texts was chosen by 

Marianne. 

More so than the Group 3 texts, this group 

provides solid evidence of improvement in Marianne's 

reading strategies. She made 9.1 miscues per hundred 

words in "Rodeo," lowering that rate to 8.4 in "Gun," 

and 6.7 in "Cabbage" (Table 6.1). 

In the category of "Meaning Construction" 

Marianne increased the percentage of miscues likely to 

resul t in no loss of comprehension from 27% in "Rodeo" 

to 45% in "Gun"· and 59% in "Cabbage" (Table 6.1). 

Miscues likely to resul t in a loss of comprehension 

declined from 61% to 39% in these same three texts. 

The category of "Grammatical Relationships" 

shows an increase in miscues which demonstrate 

"strength" from 32% in "Rodeo," to 45% in "Gun," and, 

finally, to 60% in "Cabbage" (Tab 1 e 6.2). Mi scues ","hi ch 

syntactical suggest "weakness" in controlling 

relationships in text decl ined from 27% in "Rodeo," to 

14% and 12% in "Gun" a.nd "Cabbage," respectively (Table 

6.2) . 

Marianne's reliance on 

decreased--55% of miscues sho'ved 

phonic 

high sound 

cues also 

similarity 

in "Rodeo," and 45% showed high similarity in "Cabbage." 
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A particularly high percentage o:f miscues in "Gun" 

showed high graphic similarity to the text; the other 

two texts were stable at 64% (Table 6.3). 

Groul) 5. "Jesse James in Mexico" and "The 

Missouri Scandal" were 

each was published in 

These 

both selected by Marianne, 

an ear ly 1960' s issue o:f 

stories, along wi th the 

and 

"Real 

"Reno West" 

Rodeo" 

magazine. 

article and "A Gun :for Kilkenny" re:flected 

Marianne's interest in learning to read Westerns. It is 

important to note that both "Mexico" and "Scandal" were 

estimated to be at the college level, and, indeed, they 

were particularly di:f:ficult. Archaic vocabulary and 

unpredictable syntax resul ted in Marianne' s relatively 

high 8.7 and 8.6 miscues per hundred words (Table 6.1), 

but she was able to improve the quality o:f those miscues 

over time--in this instance, a two-week span. A mere 

15% o:f miscues in "Scandal" suggested no loss in 

meaning; that percentage rose to 32% in "Mexico." Only 

a slight decline in miscues resulting in loss o:f meaning 

was evident, :from 68% in "Scandal" to 64% in "Mexico" 

(Table 6.1). 

Marianne showed some improvement in her ability 

to control syntax. Twenty-eight percent o:f miscues in 

"Scandal" re:flected strength in controlling grammatical 

relationships, rising to 36% in "Mexico. II However, 

there was an accompanying increase in miscues which 
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suggested "weakness," from 18% in "Scandal" to 26% in 

"Mexico" (Table 6.2). 

Seventy-fi ve percent of miscues in "Scandal" 

were highly similar in graphic features to the text; 70% 

were highly similar in "Mexico." Sound similari ty was 

also reduced, from 56% in "Scandal" to 49% in "Mexico" 

(Table 6.3). 

Discussion. At every level of text difficul ty 

Marianne encountered, she was able to demonstrate 

increasing effectiveness in at least one aspect of her 

reading. Miscues per hundred words frequently declined, 

while the numbers of high-quality miscues increased. 

The improvement in reading strategies was paralleled by 

her movement from a model of the reading process which 

emphasized accuracy in word recognition, to one which 

:focuses on the construction of meaning. Like Gloria, 

Mar ianne was very motivated in her desire to become a 

better reader, and she also lived in a print-rich 

environment. But all the instruction she received prior 

to working with the researcher was aimed at using skill

and-drill or a kinesthetic approach to cure her 

dyslexia. During the course of this study, she was 

recei ving no other instruction of any kind. No rival 

hypothesis exists to explain her 

and although a cause-and-effect 

reading development, 

relationship between 
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retrospecti ve miscue analysis and her improved reading 

strategies cannot be positively stated, it appears 

likely that one exists. 



CHAPTER 7 

REVALUING READERS AND READING 

Summary of the Study 

This study was concerned wi th an analysis of 

retrospecti ve miscue analysis used as an instructional 

strategy with adult readers. Retrospective miscue 

analysis procedures were piloted wi th an adul treader', 

and protocols for questioning and recording 

retrospective data were developed. The technique was 

then studied in-depth with two other research subjects, 

one a forty-one year old woman and the other a twenty

one year old woman. Each subject participated in 

approximately weekly sessions wi th the researcher, and 

during those sessions they analyzed tape-recordings of 

the previous week's reading. Comments from their 

analyses were recorded on the "Retrospective Responses" 

protocol, and each text read was analyzed using the 

Reading Miscue Inventory Procedure I. A total of twenty 

retrospective miscue 

and analyzed, and 

analyzed. The two 

analysis sessions were 

twenty-two texts were 

subj ects combined made a 

conducted 

read and 

total of 

1,520 miscues, and each miscue was analyzed 

Procedure I of the Reading Miscue Inventory. 
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using 

These 
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analyses were performed in order to explore the 

following question: How does retrospective miscue 

analysis as an instructional strategy influence both the 

reading process and the perceptions readers hold about 

that process? This major question was investigated 

through answering several specific questions: 

1. How do adults who contact a college remedial 

reading center for assistance describe the reading 

process and their strengths and weaknesses as readers? 

2. What are those adul ts' strengths and 

weaknesses in reading as revealed through analysis 

using the Reading Miscue Inventory? 

3. What changes occur in the adults' 

perceptions and processes described in questions 1 and 2 

over the period of this research? 

a. To what extent can these changes be 

attributed to retrospective miscue analysis used as an 

instructional strategy? 

b. What other influences can be 

identified? To what extent can the changes in 

perceptions and processes be attributed to these 

additional influences on reading development? 



Discussion of Results 

Development of the Retrospective 
Miscue Analysis Strategy 
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A preliminary case study conducted wi th Carmen 

and described more fully in Chapter 4 led the researcher 

to revise the retrospective miscue analysis (RMA) 

procedures previously cited in the literature (Miller 

and Woodl ey, 1983; Stephenson, 1 980; Wor shop, n. d. ) . 

One question, "Does the miscue sound like language?", 

was eliminated, and two other questions were added: 

"Why do you think you made that miscue?" and "Did that 

miscue affect your understanding of the text?" 

RMA sessions were conducted in either the 

subject's or the researcher's home, on a one-to-one 

basis. Sessions were conducted one to two weeks apart, 

and the subjects were participating in no other 

instructional context. Reading material for the 

sessions was selected by both the researcher and the 

subj ects, al though the maj ori ty of texts were selected 

by the subj ects . The texts ranged in difficul ty from 

third grade readability through college level and 

included both fiction and nonfiction. 

RMA sessions usually lasted from between 60 and 

90 minutes. During those sessions, readers first 

analyzed their own reading from the previous week, and 

then read a new selection for the subsequent week's RMA 
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session. Following are some specific conclusions about 

the use of retrospective miscue analysis as an 

instructional strategy. 

First, it is important to rei terate that the 

researcher, in acting as a director of these sessions .. 

carefully selected the miscues which were to be the 

focus of RMA sessions. In previous research using the 

RMA technique, readers were allowed to listen to tape-

recorded readings and to select for themselves the 

miscues they wished to analyze. Research has 

documented, however, that lower quality miscues are 

frequently made in the beginnings of text, before 

readers have had an opportuni ty to adjust to the style 

of the writer and the content of the text. Furthermore, 

high-quality miscues are those which most frequently go 

unnoticed by listeners. Therefore, in or der that 

readers be given an opportunity to observe and analyze 

those strategies which were leading to high-quality 

miscues, the researcher pre-selected miscues for RMA 

sessions. The sessions themselves often took a 

particular focus, and miscues which were related to 

that focus were selected for analysis. For example: 

Gloria, RMA #2: 
mal{e sense. 

Substitutions that do/don't 

Gloria, RMA #3: When she does/doesn't correct 
omissions and substitutions. 



Gloria, RMA #4: Focus on efficiency--how she 
doesn't correct when unnecessary. 

Gloria, RMA #5: Focus on manipulation of syntax 
in insertions and omissions. 

Gloria, RMA #6: Focus on persistence--when it 
pays off and when it doesn't (depends on whether 
words are in her oral vocabulary). 

Marianne, RMA #2: Progression of quality in 
miscues as text progresses. 

Marianne, RMA #3: 
words. 

Marianne, RMA #6: 
corrections. 

Moving from nonsense to real 

Focus on effecti vel efficient 
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The researcher took an active role in organizing 

the sessions so that reader s might discover for 

themselves which strategies they were already using were 

in fact efficient and effective. The researcher also 

took advantage of so-called teachable moments during the 

retrospective sessions. As issues related to reading 

arose in the midst of discussions abou"t specific 

miscues, the researcher shared what she knew about 

reading, about reade.';·s, and about teaching, in much the 

same way that other professionals share what they know 

wi th their clients. Following is a sample of these 

contentions, along with portions of the RMA transcripts 

where the points were discussed. The· relevant miscues 

are presented as figures. 



ALL READERS MAKE MISCUES. 

;to 
All I have to do is~sit here. 

Figure 7. 1 
Miscue Example No. 1 

Gloria: ... AII I have to do is sit here .... 
Yes, I would say "to sit here." 

Researcher: Do you need to correct it? 

Gloria: No. 

Researcher: Why do you think you are doing all 
o:f these? Why do you say "housekeeping" instead 
o:f "keeping house"? Why do you leave out "so"; 
why do you say "I'll" instead o:f "I'd"? 

Gloria: I don't say "I'd," that's why. Really 
what I am doing is taking this story into my 
hands a bi t. Whether a school teacher would 
correct it or not I don't know. 

Researcher: A teacher who knew what she was 
doing would leave you alone. She would know 
that the best readers in her class do the same 
thing. You know what happens, Gloria? No one 
si ts down and reads one-on-one wi th the best 
readers. I:f you've got it mastered by 4th 
gr ade, no one ever listens to you read again, 
except when they ask you to read a story or 
passage to the class. Usually no one else has 
copies o:f what you're reading, so they don't 
know when you insert a "to" that makes sense. 
Sometimes teachers have this whole bag o:f stu:f:f 
they carry around, saying that bad readers make 
these mistakes, bad readers do this, and bad 
readers do that. They are spendtng all their 
recess time wi th the bad readers. They don't 
know that the good readers are also making 
mistakes, just di:f:ferent kinds. 
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IT IS THE VARYING QUALITY OF MISCUES THAT 
SEPARATES GOOD READERS FROM POOR READERS. 

~~ 
Already a\....strong wind was blowing. 

Figure 7.2 
Miscue Example No.2 

Researcher: Did you need to correct that one? 

Marianne: 
right. 

Yeah, to make the sentence come out 

Researcher: What else could you have done if 
you didn't want to correct it? Could you have 
made another miscue in order to make it work? 

Marianne: Yeah. 

Researcher: What would it have been? 

Marianne: Just left out "wind." 

Researcher: So you could have done two 
different things there and kept it all intact, 
had it make sense, and go on. I want you to 
remember that, because there's a time or two 
later on when you do just that. One miscue gets 
you to a point, so you go ahead and commi t 
another one in or der to make it go for you, 
which is what good readers do. They make a lot 
of substitutions, which is one word for another, 
and a lot of omissions. But they do it in such 
a way that they leave a sentence that has made 
sense. So that's a good kind of strategy. 
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MAKING PREDICTIONS AS WE READ IS WHAT ALL READERS 
DO; GOOD READERS ARE AWARE WHEN THEIR PREDICTIONS 
HAVE BEEN DISCONFIRMED. 

CR~ 
Already a\strong wind was blowing. 

Researcher: 
said? 

Figure 7.3 
Miscue Example No. 3 

Did it make sense to say what you 

Marianne: Yeah, until you got to "wind." 

Researcher: And reading works that way, 
Marianne. We're all making predictions about 
what we think is going to be in the text. 
Nobody has time to stop and think about every 
word as though it's a surprise. We're always 
predicting, guessing what we think the next word 
is going to be. And it's not until you come up 
against a word that makes it not work that you 
have to back ul-i and think again. Because we 
don't read letter by letter, we read thought by 
thought, basically, not even word by word. Here 
you are thinking about this angry sky and you 
know the boy is going to take some kind of big 
risk because that's what boys do in stories, so 
you made a really good prediction. 

When the boy opened his eyes, he found 
;(;h.p.. 

himself lying on a beach. 

Figure 7.4 
Miscue Example No. 4 

Researcher: Does that make sense? 

Marianne: Yeah. 
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Researcher: 

Marianne: 

Researcher: 

Marianne: 
put there. 
words, put 
they write. 

Should you have corrected it? 

Yeah. I think I should have. 

Why? 

Because it's not the word the author 
I usually, when it comes to small 

in the one I want and not the one 

Researcher: Do you know what's neat about that? 
So do I. So does everyone. "The" for "a" is 
probably one of the most common miscues made by 
anyone. And that's because of what you said, 
that there isn' t much difference in meaning. If 
you're thinking about making sense as you go 
along, it doesn't matter. There isn't anything 
that happens here that causes you to slam on the 
br akes and say, "Whooa, something's not making 
sense to me. I better back up." That's the 
kind of miscue good readers make. And they're 
not aware that they do it. 
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AS WE READ, WE OFTEN ALTER THE AUTHOR'S LANGUAGE 
TO FIT OUR HEAD, OUR DIALECT, OUR EXPERIENCES. 

~ 
"I'd be glad to," said the wife. 

Figure 7.5 
Miscue Example No. 5 

Researcher: Any difference there? 

Gloria: I'd ... 1'11 ... isn't the same. 

Researcher: Some kind of funny tense difference 
between I would and I will. 

Gloria: I'll be glad to ... I would say that more 
than I would say "I'd." I don't use the word 
"I'd." 

Researcher: So here again you're translating it 
into your own dialect, which is the right thing 
to do if you're paying attention to making 
sense. 
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THE PRIMARY STRATEGY USED BY READERS SHOULD BE 
"DOES THIS MAKE SENSE TO ME?" 

After all, it wasn't Andrew's fault that 
~ ~ 

I had to stay home with him. 

Figure 7.6 
Miscue Example No. 6 

Marianne: Well I changed "I" to "he" and "Him" 
to "me". So it made the sentence correct. 

Researcher: Uh .. huh ... 

Marianne: 
and not 
wrong. 

If I would have changed one of them 
the other one, the sentence would be 

Researcher: 
you did? 

So does it make sense to do what 

Marianne: Yeah. 

Researcher: [pointing to the marked miscues] Do 
these words look anything alike? 

Marianne: No (laughs). 

Researcher: Not a single 
ei ther one of them. So it 
paying attention to, is it? 

Marianne: No. 

letter in common in 
isn't letters you're 

Researcher: What are you paying attention to? 

Marianne: The way I fel t the sentence should 
have been, to what made sense. 
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EVERY TEXT GETS EASIER AS YOU GO ALONG. 

"You see," I said, "it helps me to 
~ 

remember the word definitions if I read 

them out loud." 

Figure 7.7 
Miscue Example No. 7 

Researcher: 
because you 
story. 

And I 
say it 

know you know that word, 
several times later in the 

Marianne: Yeah, I got it. 

Researcher: And that's how text works. 
hard in the beginning is easier later 
you know what it is now? 

Marianne: M ..... . 

What's 
on. Do 

Researcher: Well, what's the character doing? 
Think about what would make sense. What's he 
got in front of him? 

Marianne: Dictionary. 

Researcher: And what's he doing? 

Marianne: Looking up definitions. 

Researcher: Yeah. Well, the farther you get 
into the story the more clear that becomes, and 
that's why that word becomes easy for you, even 
though it's not easy for you there. 

Marianne: 

Researcher: 
enough yet. 

Yeah. 

Because the text hasn't helped you 
It hasn't given you enough clues. 
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Through discussions like these about specific miscues, 

issues about reading in general were often raised, and 

the researcher used those opportuni ties to attempt to 

redirect many of the misconceptions that tr.e readers 

possessed about reading; e. g. , 

all the wor ds, they never make 

that good readers know 

miscues, they remember 

everything they read; that poor readers like themselves 

need to pay closer attention to the letters within words 

and practice reading wj .. th another person who can "tell" 

them the words. 

For both readers, the RMA questions were quickly 

internalized, and the opening question "Does the miscue 

make se.I1se?" usually prompted a full discussion of 

whether the miscue made sense, whether it was corrected, 

why the reader might have made it, and what the effect 

was on comprehension. The specific structure and order 

of RMA questions as proposed in this research was 

abandoned in order that the researcher could follow the 

lead of the readers in discussions about their miscues. 

Certainly, the same issues raised by the RMA questions 

were covered, though not in precisely the same order as 

outlined in the questioning protocol. 

Conclusions regarding the specific RMA 

questions are presented below: 

1 . The question "Does the miscue make sense?" 

prompted readers to respond not only to the semantic 
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qualities. 

o~ the miscue, but also 

Frequently, they made 

to 

such 
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it.::: syntactic 

comments as 

"Doesn't sound right" or "Sounds good to me," indicating 

that they were considering whether the miscue had 

syntactic qualities that were acceptable in their 

dialect of English. These remarks confirmed the 

researcher's original decision to eliminate the question 

"Does the miscue sound I ike language?" since that issue 

as an overt question appeared to con~use readers. 

2. The question "Was the miscue corrected? 

Should it have been?" very o~ten pointed out whether the 

reader was preoccupied with the ~lawless reproduction of 

text. It was in the context o~ these discussions that 

readers were helped to realize that all readers make 

miscues, and that one di~~erence between good and poor 

readers is whether they correct miscues that do not make 

sense. Issues o~ e~~iciency in reading were also 

discussed in this context; readers were encouraged to 

consider that it is ine~~icient to correct miscues which 

are syntactically and semantically acceptable, and which 

do not a~~ect meaning. It was emphasized, however, that 

the readers themselves must learn to monitor 

comprehension and be in control o~ deciding when what 

they are reading is making sense to them. 

3. The question "Why do you think you made this 

miscue?" also served to illuminate the reader's model of 
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the reading process. In early RMA sessions, both 

subjects tended to respond to this question with 

criticisms of their abilities: "I'm careless"; "I'm not 

looking at the word closely enough"; "I always mix up 

small words"; "Those letters scare me." As RMA sessions 

progressed, however, both readers began to suggest that 

it was their processes of thinking and predicting which 

led them to miscue: "I was thinking about the ti tIe of 

the story"; "The previous sentence said "height" and 

height and weight go together"; "I was getting into the 

story and it didn't matter yet what I said." 

4. Al though the questions "Did the miscue look 

like the text? Sound like the text?" were originally 

proposed a,s part of the RMA questioning routine, they 

were iLfrequently asked. It was very clear in beginning 

RMA sessions with these two readers that each believed 

they needed to focus more intensely on graphophonic 

cues. The researcher calculated that asking the look 

like/sound like question might inadvertently serve to 

reinforce their beliefs that this cuej,ng system needed 

more attention. Therefore, the issue of graphophonic 

similari ty was discussed when it naturally arose as a 

response to "Why do you think you made this miscue?" and 

not often as an isolated issue. 

5. It was in the context of responding to the 

question "Did that miscue affect your understanding of 
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the text?" that both readers began to realize the 

relative unimportance of anyone word in a text. 

in her ini tial readj_ng interview stated that 

Gloria 

if she 

encountered a word she didn't know, she would "close the 

book up." Both she and Marianne, however, gradually 

began to argue that a particular miscue seldom affected 

their understanding of text--that the redundancy in text 

combined wi th their extensive life experiences usually 

compensated for a difficul ty wi th a particular term or 

concept. What is important to note is that redundancy 

as a feature of text exists only when texts are whole 

and when readers are allowed to interact fully with that 

whole text. These readers seemed to suggest that when 

reading whole language, the meaning somehow transcends 

the words, going beyond their specific defini tions and 

grammatical functions to a conceptual understanding that 

exists not on the page but in the mind of the reader as 

an integrated whole. When asked whether miscues made 

sense and whether they affected meaning, both readers 

displayed a tendency to respond to chunks of meaning, 

not to the specific meanings of the words. They 

considered entire portions of the texts when discussing 

issues of meaning, seeming to suggest that in WHOLE 

LANGUAGE readers are constructing WHOLE MEANINGS. 

Miscue analysis as a research tool has long been 

sensitive to this aspect of comprehension; it is 
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recognized in the recommendation that readings for the 

purpose of conducting miscue analysis be accompanied by 

the reader's retelling of the text. Furthermore, the 

recently revised Reading Miscue Inventory restricts the 

analysis of "meaning change" to only those miscues wh:ich 

are syntactically and semantically acceptable. 

Estimating meaning change, especially for low-quality 

miscues, is extremely difficult. 

The Development of the Readers 

Perceptions about the reading 

individual strengths and weaknesses. 

Interview Modified for Older Readers was 

process and 

The Burke 

used to gain 

insight into the readers' models of the reading process 

and their evaluations of their reading abili ties. At 

the beginning of the study, both readers held models of 

the reading process which placed accurate text 

reproduction at a premium. They possessed 

misconceptions about good readers, and believed that 

their own strategies were totally unlike those used by 

good readers. It was apparent that Gloria and Marianne 

needed to revalue the strategies they used in reading in 

order to recognize that much of what they did was 

similar to what proficient readers do. 

Throughout the retrospective miscue analysis 

sessions, those initial beliefs about the reading 
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process and about their strengths as readers underwent a 

transf'ormation. Data f'rom RMA transcripts document a 

shif't f'rom "text reproduction" models of' the reading 

process to "meaning construction" models f'or both 

readers. Early in the sessions, Gloria and Marianne 

stated that all their misoues needed to be corrected, 

and that the miscues were the result of' careless 

reading. Over time, they began to assert justifiably 

that many of' their miscues required no correction, that 

meanir.ig was constructed despi te the miscues, and that 

the interaction between the text and the reader had 

prompted most of' their miscues. They became sensi ti ve 

to miscues which so distorted text that a need f'or 

correction was signaled, and they also were sensitive to 

nuances in text which should be preserved, even when 

miscues did not disrupt meaning in a major way. 

Finally, both showed evidence of' growing control over 

the reading process as they f'ound the conf'idence to 

assert that in many instances the miscues they made were 

"better" than the words used by the authors. 

Closing Interviews were conducted to compare 

attitudes Gloria and Marianne held at the beginning of' 

the study with the attitudes they possessed at the end. 

Those interviews conf'·irmed that indeed each reader had 

grown more conf'ident of' her reading ability and had 
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decided that "making sense" was the essential component 

in reading for meaning. 

Development of Reading Strategies. In initial 

readings of "The Wreck of the Zephyr" both Glor ia and 

Marianne provided evidence that approximately half of 

their miscues reflected ineffective and inefficient use 

of reading strategies. Over the course of this study, 

each reader improved the quali ty of her miscues and 

lowered the 

difficulty. 

semantically 

number of miscues at every level of 

As miscues which were syntactically 

acceptable increased, there was 

text 

and 

an 

accompanying decrease in miscues which were highly 

similar to the text in graphophonic characteristics. 

A posi ti ve relationship had been established 

between perception and process--one where the 

strengthening of the reader's perceptions about her 

abilities as a reader led to more risk-tal-cing and more 

reading, which in turn reinforced her self-perceptions. 

This cycle of enhancement can be visualized in the 

following model: 



Figure 7.8 
Revaluing Cycle 
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The model recognizes that, ultimately, the most natural 

way to improve reading is by reading; but adult readers 

are often so lacking in confidence that they are unable 

to proceed. When low levels of confidence are 

influenced by a model of reading that stresses accuracy, 

the reader is even more greatly immobilized. This 

research has suggested that retrospective miscue 

analysis is an effective strategy for assisting adul t 

readers in improving their reading. 

Implications and Recommendations 

The case studies in this research have provided 

the researcher wi th an opportuni ty to investigate and 

describe in-depth the ways in which retrospective miscue 

analysis was developed as an instructional strategy, as 

well as the possible results of its use with adult 



readers. Case 

research that 

studies are 

is pr imar i ly 

frequently recommended 

exploratory in nature, 

not experimental, as was the case in this study. 
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for 

and 

The case study approach also maximizes natural 

and flexible contexts for learning, and both Gloria and 

Marianne commented about the value of RMA as distinct 

from traditional instructional techniques. The 

requirements for conducting research in a tradi tional 

experimental design often force researchers to strictly 

and somewhat artifically control variables such as text 

selection, reader /teacher interaction, and RMA session 

routines. Such artificiality would obviously have been 

inappropriate in this research; but the result is that 

the study cannot be statistically generalized to a 

larger population of readers. What it provides, 

however, is sufficient detail so that the procedure 

could be replicated, and perhaps a triangulated data 

base may yet be amassed. 

Many questions about retrospective miscue 

analysis remain for further exploration, for example: 

1. What are the long-term effects of 

retrospecti ve miscue analysis used as an instructional 

strategy with adults? How will readers fare if and when 

they once again encounter an instructional setting which 

focuses on accurate text reproduction? 
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2. Is the technique useful with younger 

readers? Used in what ways? 

3. What other variations on retrospective 

miscue analysis session routines, other than those 

described in this study, are possible? 

4. Are there othe:r:' instructional strategies 

which, when used in combination with retrospective 

miscue analysis, might strengthen its effect? 

It is recommended that in-depth, longi tudinal 

studies be made of these and other questions which might 

be generated from this research. 

In the closing chapter of her study of the 

effects of process-oriented instruction on adult 

readers, Curtis (1984) made the foIl m{ing 

recommendation: 

Educators cannot hope to broaden the content or 
context of adult literacy skills by employing 
methods wi th which they have failed previously. 
The search for al ternati ve methods that address 
their adultness and builds on the competencies 
they already possess is critical (p. 130). 

Retrospective miscue analysis is an al ternatjve method 

compatible wi th these recommendations, but it is 

certainly not the only one. There remains a need to 

search for a combination of instructional strategies 

which give readers in trouble the confidence to take 

control of the reading process, revalue their strategy 
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utilization, and become readers who read for meaning. 

For many educators, this kind of instruction will 

necessitate changes in their classrooms, their 

materials, and their approaches. And, ul timately, it 

may necessitate a change in their models of the reading 

process. 

The Evolution of Teacher-Researcher 

When Marianne pointed out the many ways in which 

the instruction she received was different from "what a 

school teacher" would do, I began to analyze my own role 

in the process of using retrospective miscue analysis as 

an instructional technique. I'm not certain how often 

research has a very powerful effect on the researcher, 

but the two women with whom I worked have dramatically 

al tered some of my previously held notions about the 

reading process, and have helped me to clarify what I 

believe about teaching, and, more importantly, learning. 

This section is devoted to sharing what I learned from 

two unsuspecting teachers. 

A number of years ago, my classroom at Tol tec 

Elementary School in Eloy, Arizona, boasted a large 

yellow poster with bright, orange print advising my 

students: "A Tip For Toltec Tiger Readers: When you're 

reading and you come to something you don't know, read 

on and think about what would make sense. It usually 
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works!" That advice was rooted in my belief that 

"making sense" was the ultimate in reading strategies-

if readers would focus on making sense of text they 

would remediate for themsel ves much of the difficul ty 

they often experienced. And a classroom rich with 

literature, drama, newspapers and 

provide a natural incentive to read. 

magazines would 

I believed that 

language was easiest to learn when it was presented in 

"wholes" complete wi th beginnings, middles, and ends, 

and existing for some real purpose. These beliefs have 

not been mitigated by my work with Gloria and Marianne. 

Rather, they have been greatly strengthened. 

My understanding of psycholinguistic theory also 

led me to believe that for the reading process to be 

most "accessible" to students, they must be allowed the 

time and flexibility within a text to fully sample, 

predict, confirm and correct. That meant I had a 

classroom where children were not allowed to "give one 

another the word" when plays were read and all had 

copies of the text (although they were allowed to give 

semantic "clues"). But when students were faced with 

something they didn't (apparently) know, I advised "Can 

you think of a word that would make sense?" and 

encouraged the substi tution of words that made sense 

wi thin the context. And when no words that made sense 

occurred to the reader, I said "Skip it. Go on." I 
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knew from research that "giving readers the words" is an 

ineffective strategy--teachers find themselves giving 

the same word repeatedly throughout a text. The 

"remedial readers" in my classroom were used to teachers 

who corrected every miscue and provided words when 

readers were unable to do so. Years of "remediation" 

had made many of them completely dependent upon their 

teachers, unwilling to take risks, and unsure of the 

purpose for reading. 

I wanted to shatter these misconceptions. I 

wanted to remind them continually that reading for 

meaning was the only real reason for reading. I wanted 

them to assume control of making sense of text. But 

there was at least one flaw in my approach. I believed 

that I could control their judgments of what made sense; 

that my intrusion into their thought processes as they 

read was based on an accurate perception of what they 

were thinking. Let me share an example: 

It is 11: 15 a.m. and 3rd grader Joe Russell is 
spending 15 minutes at the "reading conference" 
table with me. He is reading aloud from 
"Rumplestil tskin," and makes a miscue which 
apparently makes no sense. I allow him to 
finish the sentence before saying, "Hum, you 
said, . Does that make sense?" Joe looks up 
at me, thinks fer a moment, and rationalizes his 
miscue. He continues reading. 

Scenes such as this were commonmplace in my classroom. 

I felt justified in calling attention to miscues which 

didn't make sense, but what I failed to understand is 
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that in so doing, I was continuing to impose "my" notion 

of what makes sense on the readers. My question "Does 

that make sense?" was merely 

to me. 

a 

You doesn't make sense 

correction." My intention to help 

understanding text was not at fault, 

disguise for "That 

need to make a 

children focus on 

but I needed to go 

one step further and help them internalize the question 

"Does this make sense TO ME." 

This realization became most clear to me in two 

consecuti ve RMA sessions conducted wi th Mar ianne. RMA 

Session No. 2 focused on Marianne's miscues made in her 

pr evi ous week's reading oi' "My Br other is a Geni us. " At 

the conclusion of that session, I included in my NOTES 

the remark "I'm creating a Frankenstein," referring to 

her exp 1 ana t ions for why many of her "Genius" mi scues 

made sense, even when they appeared to me to make little 

sense. 

At the end of her second session, she read an 

article, "The Reno Rodeo," into the tape-recorder. Many 

of her miscues appeared 1 ikely to disrupt meaning (I 

calculated 61% probable "loss" of meaning), and I looked 

forward to the next session when we would discuss her 

miscues. Up to that point, she had been adamant in her 

insistence that most of her miscues made sense. I 

thought she would be forced to admit that the miscues in 

the "Rodeo" text did not make sense, and that she would 



begin to recognize the value o:f monitoring 

comprehension. But Marianne did not react 

anticipated. Consider her justi:fications :for 

:following miscues, each :from the "Rodeo" text: 

Question: Does the miscue make sense? 

Happily, this outdoor rodeo is still more 

down-home that uptown, and there isn't a 
,,:l..Vt 

bad seat in the house. 

Figure 7.9 
Miscue Example No. 8 

as 

Marianne: Yeah. They could be talking about 
the way they run the show--what they're going to 
do and how they're going to do it--how they set 
it up. 

But look, the indoors is :for raising 

~ hamsters, not cattle. 

Figure 7.10 
Miscue Example No. 9 

Marianne: Yeah. Athletes are in indoor 
pavillions, dOing stu:f:f like strengthening their 
hamstrings. 
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her 

I 

the 

Her unpredictable (though perhaps de:fensible) 

responses led me to realize that only the reader is in 

the posi tion to judge whether miscues disrupt meaning. 
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Furthermore, a teacher attempting to control those 

determinations may only reinforce dependence on others 

to monitor understanding. Marianne's persistence in 

believing she was right helped me see where I had been 

wrong. 

Although reading is a vehicle for social 

interaction, it is essentially a solitary activity, and 

its successful pursui t requires tha.t readers be helped 

to become more independent than dependent in their 

transactions with texts. This may sound trivj.~.l, but 

much of what we do encourages readers to rely on others 

to make sense for them. If they do this long enough, 

they forget that making sense was ever the purpose for 

reading. We cannot, in Gloria's words, 

the reader, point out the 

repairs. Instead, readers 

difficul ties for themselves 

that make sense to them. 

problems, 

must learn 

and resolve 

Even the 

sit along side 

and make the 

to find the 

them in ways 

self-described 

nonreaders in this study possessed effective strategies, 

and when they were allowed to determine for themselves 

the worth and usefulness of those strategies, they 

incorporated more of them into their reading. 

Ownership is the key to revaluing. But how can 

we foster the assumption of ownership of the process? 

Retrospective miscue analysis is one way we can take the 

mystique out of reading and let readers discover what 
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reading researchers have discovered: that all readers 

make miscues, that the strategies they use are 

legi timate, tha.t comprehending and comprehension are 

tentative, ever-shifting across a text, and shifting 

within the mind of a reader when the text is no longer 

present. We must engender a respect for the complexity 

of the process and their abi 1 i ties relative to that 

process. The revaluing in this research has been two

fold. Gloria and Marianne were revaluing reading: I 

was revaluing readers. 



APPENDIX A 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Name: Age: 
Address: Family Members: 
Phone Number: 

EDUCATION 

Any previous experience in college? 

Describe current experience in college? if any? 
Degree sought? 

Past courses? 

Current courses? Teaching Methods? 

Study plan at college? 

Previous experiences in reading programs? 

OCCUPATION 

Previous job experience? 

Current job? Responsibilities? 

INTERESTS 

Recreational interests? 

Other interests or hobbies? 
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APPENDIX B 

BURKE INTERVIEW MODIFIED FOR OLDER READERS 
(BIMOR) 

(Original by C. Burke, adaptations by D. Watson) 

1. When you are reading and you come to something that 
gives you trouble, what do you do? Do you ever do 
anything else? 

2. Who is a good reader that you know? 

3. What makes a good reader? 

4. Do you think that ever comes to 
something that gives him/her trouble when he/she is 
reading? 

5. When does come to something that 
gives him/her trouble, what do you think he/she does 
about it? 

6. If you knew that someone was having difficulty 
reading, how would you help that person? 

7. What would a teacher do to help that person? 

8. How did you learn to read? 

9. Is there anything you would like to change about 
your reading? 

10. Describe yourself as a reader. What kind of reader 
are you? 

11. What do you read routinely, like every day or every 
week? 

12. What do you like most of all to read? 

13. Can you remember any special book or the most 
memorable thing you have ever read? 

14. What is the most difficult thing you have to read? 
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APPENDIX C 

CLOSING INTERVIEW 

1. How do you feel about yourself as a reader? 

2. Do you have any different attitudes toward reading 
than you had at the beginning? 

3. Have there been any changes in your reading as a 
result of our sessions? Describe. 

4. How do you feel about your ability to continue 
improving your reading? 

5. Generally speaking, what do you think about the 
sessions we spent together? 

Note: Questions from the Burke Interview Modified for 
Older Readers will be asked again during the Closing 
Interview, where appropriate. 
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APPENDIX D 

READING MISCUE INVENTORY 
PROCEDURE I QUESTIONS 

Question 1: SYNTACTIC ACCEPTABILITY. Does the miscue 
occur in a structure that is syntactically acceptable in 
the reader's dialect. 

Question 2: SEMANTIC ACCEPTABILITY. Does the miscue 
occur in a structure that is semantically acceptable in 
the reader's dialect. 

Question 3: MEANING CHANGE. Does the miscue result in 
a change of meaning. 

Question 4: CORRECTION. Is the miscue corrected? 

Question 5: GRAPHIC SIMILARITY. How much does the 
miscue look like the text? 

Question 6: SOUND SIMILARITY. How much does the miscue 
sound like the expected response? 
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APPENDIX F 

RMA SESSION ORGANIZER 

Reader ________________________ __ 

Date -----------------------------
Text __________________________ ___ 

Tape
Recorder 
Counter 
Number 

Notes: 

Miscue 
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APPPENDIX G 

RMA RESPONSE FORM 

SESSION READER 
~~----~~---- ----------------Session focus, if any ---------------------

READER FOCUSES ON: 
RMA QUESTIONS: *Reproducing Text **Constructing Meaning 

1. Does miscue 
make sense? 

(each miscue is listed) 

2. Did/should 
correct miscue? 
(as above) 

3. Why did reader 
miscue? 
(as above) 

4. Miscue affect 
understanding? 
(as above) 

NOTES 

(reader comments are quoted) 

--------------------------.---------------------------------
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APPENDIX H 

RETROSPECTIVE MISCUE ANALYSIS TRANSCRIPT 

Gloria's RMA Session No.4 

Setting: Gloria and the researcher are seated at her 
kitchen table. A tape-recording of her previous week's 
reading of "The Boy and the North Wind" is being 
listened to at points where miscues have been selected 
by the researcher for discussion. The RMA session 
itself is also being tape-recorded for transcription at 
a later time. 

Gloria is able to hear herself reading on the tape
recording, and the typescript with her miscues marked is 
also in front of her on the table. 

"Go to the storehouse and bring me 
AjOUJv 

some meal for our porridge." 

Researcher: Does that one make sense? 

Gloria: It does make sense in a way; 
be like me being a mother and I'd say 
get some meal for your porridge." 

Researcher: Is that one you corrected? 

Gloria: No, I didn't. 

Researcher: Do you think you needed to? 

it could 
"Go and 

Gloria: 
get the 
mistake. 

Not really. 
gist of the 

I think you could still 
story. But it was a 
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Researcher: Do you think it affected the 
meaning of the story? 

Gloria: No. 

Researcher: What we're trying to focus on again 
is the efficiency with which you read--the fact 
that you don't need to correct things that make 
perfect sense the way they are. That's what 
good readers do. And you are beginning to make 
more and more corrections on things that don't 
make sense. 

~ ~ted walking toward the North, 

\where the Wind had his home. 

Researcher: Does it make sense to say "when the 
Wind had his home"? 

Gloria: 
there. 

No. I think that's why 
Did I correct that? 

Researcher: Yes. 

I went 

Gloria: Oh I did? Oh good. That was fine. 

Researcher: Did you need to correct it? 

slow 

Gloria: Yes. It didn't make sense at all. So 
that was good. 

Researcher ~ And you were able to back up and 
correct it because it doesn't make any sense. 
Why do you think you made this one? 

Gloria: They look so much alike, I think. I 
get "when" and "where" and "which" L1ixed up. 

266 



Researcher: I've tended to notice over time 
that you have more "when" and "then" as a 
subst i tution and then "when" and "wher e. " 
Occas i onally you subst i tute "when" and "ther e . " 
And Gloria that's because those words very often 
start phrases, start beginnings of sentences, 
and there are so many of them. And at the 
beginning it is hard to predict which one of 
them will turn out right. And of course you're 
not reading letter by letter ... 

Gloria: Not on that one I'm not. 

Researcher: You aren't ever. What we read is 
what is predictable for us. And you've seen so 
many of those occasions where what you did made 
perfect sense. We just talked about one--" your" 
f'or "our." It made sense so it was fine wi th 
you, even though they aren't exactly the same. 

Gloria: I see what you mean. 

Researcher: 
that was a 
able to. 

But you did correct that one and 
place where you needed to and were 

He walked and walked, and it was almost 
~ 

night when he reached the palace of the 

North Wind. 

Researcher: Do you see what that is now? 

Gloria: Palace? Oh, I just thought it was good 
to have "place" there. Palace would really put 
more glamour into the story. If I was telling 
it to kids I should have gotten that correct. 

Researcher: Did it affect your understanding? 

Gloria: In terms of meaning, I understood it. 
Wonder why I did that? Oh, it is because they 
look the same, you see. 
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Researcher: They do look a lot alike. 

Gloria: 
there. 

The whole spelling. .everything's 

Researcher: And "place" and "palace" are both 
nouns--they work the same, you see them in the 
same spots in sentences. A "palace" is a 
"place." And the North Wind lived in the 
"place" where the "palace" is. Later on there 
is one other instance o:f "palace" and there you 
say "place" wi th no stumbl ing at all. You just 
went right through it. By the time you got 
close to the end o:f the story--and I hope you've 
:figured out by now one o:f the things I've been 
trying to share with you is that as you get into 
stories things appear to you that don't appear 
to you at the beginnings. Near the end o:f the 
story you're into the glamour o:f the story, and 
all o:f a sudden "place" isn't working :for you 
anymore. And you repeat "place" three times 
be:fore you let it go and go on. So by this 
point you're bothered about it. The :first two 
instances you were satis:fied wi th "place"--the 
third you weren't satis:fied [clear :from three 
repetitions], and the author never gave you 
another chance at it. So you said you thought 
you should have corrected it i:f you were reading 
to children? 

Gloria: Yes. But maybe it's because I don't 
use the word "palace" very much. That's not in 
my memory bank. 

Researcher: And yet looking at it cold today 
and it occurred to you, and I know you haven't 
studied the word "palace" in the last month, so 
it must have been in the same place in your 
memory bank when you :first rea.d the story. It's 
just tha.t when you read you're into the words, 
you're making predictions, and you don't always 
see the words "cold." Your mind is working on 
lots of' things at once. 

268 



"I have no meal," said the North Wind, 

"but I'll give you a tablecloth that 
CVnd 

will be better than many bushels 

of grain." 

Researcher: Make sense? 

Glor ia: I think it makes sense. "Many" woul d 
be a lot mor e, and "any" coul d be any amount, I 
suppose. Don't really know whether I should 
have corrected that one. 

Researcher: 
is? 

Do you think it is fine the way it 

Gloria: Well, it is fine, but it could change 
the story a little bit. Well, it is actually 
about the same. 

Researcher: Do you have any sense of why you 
did that one? 

Gloria: I don't know. I think I was just 
getting into the story. 

Researcher: 
clues there? 

Are you picking up on any visual 
Can you tell? 

Gloria: I don't know if I am or not. They do 
look alike, one is just missing the "m." So I 
just obviously missed the first of the 
just looked at the "y" I expect. 

word, 

Researcher: Looked at it enough to make sure 
that "any" matched up enough and it was making 
sense to you. And that's what we do when we're 
reading. We never look at all the letters--we 
only see enough to make sure we're right, and 
then we keep going. 
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"When you want to eat, say to the cloth, 
c. .I'(n..(!/ 

'Cloth, cover the table and serveAa fine 

meal.'" 

Gloria: Oh. 
it. "Serve 

I put "me" 
me a fine 

in and then I corrected 
meal" woul d have been 

alright. 

Researcher: Would have made sense? 

Gloria: Yeah. But I corrected it because I was 
looking at the words there. 

Researcher: I think one other time you and I 
talked about how you can over correct. You can 
correct things that make perfect sense and that 
is not a very efficient thing to do. Good 
readers tend to leave alone things that make 
sense. They correct what doesn't make sense and 
they leave alone what does. Do you have any 
thoughts abo'lt this particular phrase and why it 
might be more important to make a correction 
even though it makes sense? 

Gloria: [repeats sentence] Maybe because it 
was a command, and that was the way it should be 
said. That's maybe why I corrected it. 

Researcher: 
Because it is 
get the wor ds 
do the correct 

Gloria: Yeah. 

That's 
a place 
exactly 
thing. 

what 
where 
right 

I was thinking. 
it is important to 
or the cloth won't 

That's what I think. 

Researcher: And you can also anticipate any 
time a command is given like that in a story 
that it is going to happen lat.er on too. I mean 
the kid is going to get home and try it out. So 
it is more important. 
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@~ 
\There was an inn nearby and the boy 

stepped inside. 

Gloria: That's because I was. 
those things muddled up. I think 

I do get 
I was just 

looking at those letters. 

Researcher: And there again, it happens at the 
beginning o:f a sentence. "Where" could have 
started out that sentence just as easily as 
uThere." What happens in language, Gloria, is 
that there are groups o:f words that can happen 
in certain places and can't happen in others. 
I:f you looked at this sentence, you might try 
"The" or "Where." You almost never would try 
something like "Tree" even though it looks a bit 
like "There" because "Tree" doesn't usually 
begin sentences. So there are a whole host o:f 
words you would rej ect--you' d never try those. 
But what you're doing is what we all do, and 
that is to try one that generally :fi ts in that 
slot. And the important thing is to develop the 
knack, and you're developing it, o:f :fixing it 
when you get one word in and realize it doesn't 
work. 

4a.;;t; 
He seated himsel:f and said, "Cloth, cover 

the table and serve a :fine meal." 

Glor ia: I sai d that [" serve a :fine meal" ] right 
thi s time. Except :for. . he " seated. " I 
didn't say that did I? 

Researcher: You said, "He sat himsel:f." 
that make sense? 

Does 

Gloria: 
correct. 
sense to 
grammar. 

"He sat himsel:f down" would have been 
"He sat himse l:f . " It might make 

me but I don't know i:f it is correct 
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Researcher: I don't know either. I think 
speakers of varying dialects of English would be 
able to say different things there. I think 
some speakers would even say "He set himself 
down." What a grammar book would say is really 
not the issue. What we tend to do is to 
manipulate text to suit our own dialect. 

Gloria: I think maybe you're right. 
said it how I would say it. 

I think I 

Researcher: 
at all? 

Does it have any meaning variation 

Gloria: No. 

The other guests in the inn were 

wonderstruck, and the innkeeper's wife 
~ 
determined that the tablecloth 

should belong to her. 

Gloria: [laughs as she listens to herself on 
tape] Well, "determined"--I think it is really 
stronger as "demanded." 

Researcher: You like your choice better? 

Gloria: Yes. She wanted it, she demanded it, 
instead of just determining it should be hers. 

Researcher: And you don't fal ter at all on 
that. I don't know if you paid attention as you 
hea.rd it on the tape, but you weren't struggling 
with how to pronounce this at all. 

Gloria: 
sentence. 

No, I just carried on with that 
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Researcher: You saw enough of the word that you 
could confirm "demanded" is possible, it makes 
sense, and you went on. On these kinds of 
words, you used to sometimes struggle and say 
something that would be nonsense, like 
"DETermined. " But now you're substi tuting wor ds 
that are similar in appearance but also make 
sense. 

Gloria: If I was reading that to somebody they 
wouldn't stop me. 

Researcher: Oh, .if they didn't see the book 
they would never stop you. 

Gloria: So it makes sense as long as it makes 
sense to me? 

Researcher: Uh huh. 

In the middle of the night she crept to 

the room where the boy was ~ and 

took the cloth from him. 

Gloria: [laughs as she hears 
"Asleep" "Sleeping" Well 
sense. I'm puttine; my own things in. 

the 
that 

tape] 
makes 

Researcher: Any reason to correct that one? 

Gloria: No. 

Researcher: Precisely the 11:ind of miscue good 
readers make and don't bother to correct. 
They're so adept at predicting and sampling the 
very fewest cues to confirm whether they're 
right. If we read letter by letter and then 
crunched it into words, we could never read as 
quickly as we do. 

Gloria: I guess not. 
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Researcher: So reading iSl1' t letter by letter, 
put it together, make a word, say what the word 
is, and then go on. 

Gloria: I think that's what I used to try to 
do. But I must be getting better at that. 

Researcher: Because now you're paying attention 
to sense, and that's the only thing that really 
matters in reading. 
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APPENDIX I 

TYPESCRIPT FOR uTHE BOY AND THE NORTH WIND" 

The Boy and the North Wind 

Long ago, in Norway, a boy lived with his 

mother. On.e day she gave him a bowl and said, "Go to 
-1::f~ 

the storehouse and bring me some meal f'or our porridge." 

The boy crossed the yard and f'illed the bowl in 

the storehouse. But the moment he came out of' the 

doorway, the North Wind came up with a roar and blew 

all the meal f'rom the bowl. 

So the boy went back into the storehouse and got 

some more meal, but as soon as he stepped out of the 

door, the Wind blew the meal away again. Once more he 

filled the bowl, and once more the Wind emptied it. 

Then the ooy was angry. He started walking 
~-~ 

toward the North,\where the Wind had his home. He 

walked and walked, and it was almost night when he 
-P~ 

reached the palace of the North Wind. 

"Good day," said the boy to the Wind. "Thank 

you f'or calling on me yesterday." 

"Good day," the Wind replied gruf'fly. 

"There's no need of' thanks. What has brought you 

here?" 
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"I came to ask you to give back the meal you 

blew from my bowl," said the boy. "We are very poor, 

and if you keep blowing our meal away, we are likely to 

starve." 

"I have no meal," said the North Wind, "but I'll 
M1!:J 

give you a tablecloth that will be better than many 

bushels of grain. When you want ~o e~~say to the 

cloth, 'Cloth, cover the table and \serve/la fine meal. ' " 

The boy thanked the North Wind and started home 

with the tablecloth, but darkness came upon him before 
~-tv.-f~ 

he had gone far. \ There was an inn nearby and the boy 

stepped inside. He seated himself and said, "Cloth, 

cover the table and serve a fine meal." Immediately a 

delicious dinner was before him. 

The other guests in the inn were wonderstruck, 
d.~ 

and the innkeeper's wife immediately determined that the 

tablecloth should belong to her. In the middle of the 
~g 

night she crept to the room where the boy was asleep and 

took the cloth from him. In its place she left one of 

her own that looked very much like it. 
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