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ABSTRACT 

Collaborative Retrospective Miscue Analysis (CRMA) is an instructional strategy 

designed to assist readelS who are struggling with reading within the school environment 

Procedures include the administration of the Reading Interview at four intervals, the creation 

of a baseline Reader Profile for each troubled reader using the Reading Miscue Inventory 

Procedure I, and the use of audiotapes of participants reading during a group discussions of the 

readeIS' miscues. The research group was compased of 4 girls. 

The research design incorporated individual case studies of two readers designated as 

troubled and a separate case study of the group interaction. A total of 15 discussions focused 

on 5 different audiotapes of each of the troubled readers. The researcher stayed with the 

group during the first 11 sessions, facilitating the introduction of tenninology, and helping the 

group develop new underaandings of the reading process. Transactional socio-

psycho linguistic reading process was introduced using appropriate tenninology for fourth 

graders, and the group was encouraged to help the troubled readers focus on meaning. Time 

was spent helping each reader develop positive strategies to move them toward the creation of 

meaningful text. Each discussion was audiotaped, transcribed, and analyzed for topics focused 

on monitoring text for meaning and building pa:dtive self-images. Changes in self-esteem and 

reading performance as measured by the Reading Miscue Inventory: Procedure I were 

analyzed. Statistics are displayed through a reader profile based on the Procedure I Inventory 

and analysis of changes in responses to the reading interview. 

Research findings indicate that each troubled reader was able to significantly improve 

her meaning construction, experience pa:dtive changes in self-esteem, and define her concept 

of reading as bringing meaning to text through personal transaction. 



~ONE: ThITRODUcnON 

A "Copernican revolution" in mderstanding reading starts with a new 
respect for language and for children as language learners, who have 
already learned to make sense of oral language in one or more 
languages before they come to school, and who use their language 
competence in learning to make sense of written language. In the pre
Copernican world of mderstanding reading we thought accurate rapid 
word recognition was the center of the process and somehow 
comprehension followed. When we understand that reading is about 
making sense of print - not accurately recognizing words - then we can 
see the miscues that readers at all ages and proficiencies produce as 
windows on the reading process. (K. Goodman, 1996, p. 56-57) 
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While the Copernican revolution Goodman describes is underway and gathering 

support, most reading programs in American schools are still tied to a basal reading 

program that breaks reading down into individual skills that are then taught 

sequentially. Smith (1985) contends that "breaking down reading makes learning to 

read more difficult because it makes nonsense out of what should be sense" (p. 6). 

Most American adults and children have learned to read in spite this teaching method 

because they already know that reading is making sense of print. They are able to 

look beyond the nonsense created by the philosophical and instructional methodology 

of basal programs and develop their own meaningful transaction with text. 

But what about the child who does not naturally acquire this mderstanding and 

is unsuccessful in a school setting? Virtually every American classroom has its share 

of students who believe that reading is breaking words apart and somding them out. 

The concept of bringing personal meaning to text is down-played by the plethora of 

right/wrong answer questions driving the basal reading programs and the readers' 



strategies for constructing meaning are underdeveloped. By the time these children 

reach second or third grade many have learned to hide shortcomings and failures in 

order to beat the system. Some children develop elaborate images of themselves as 

students by carrying out a procedmal display (Bloome, 1987) of going through the 

motions expected of students without actually doing the tasks. Others silently 

withdraw to avoid notice, rely on the work of others, or hide behind denials and "1 

don't knows." For these children reading to learn and making meaning from text are 

not part of the reading process; they have adopted a schoo1/textbook view of word 

recognition that limits the potential for a socio-psycholinguistic transaction with text. 
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For the pmposes of this study, I classify the readers described above as readers 

in trouble. They are able to read and comprehend familiar or predictable text, they 

may even be able to produce acceptable oral text of challenging materials, but they are 

unable to construct sufficient meaning from text to support them as they face the 

challenges of the school curriculmn. Ken Goodman describes these readers as those 

"not doing as well as they think (or someone else thinks) they should do in the 

development of reading proficiency" (Y. Goodman & Marek, 1996, p.20). Readers 

who do not conceptually understand that the meaning of the text is within themselves 

and not on the printed page, cannot move beyond the skill-drill school concepts of 

word attack, recognition, and reproduction. These are readers in trouble and they 

know it. 
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Ken Goodman's (1994) transactional socio-psycholinguistic model of reading 

has been developed through more than thirty years of research conducted by listening 

and recording readers taking part in the reading act. The model is based upon the 

premise that readers create their own text through their personal relationship with 

thought and language. Readers use a variety of strategies and cueing systems as they 

bring tentative meaning to their text. Goodman calls this "the psycholinguistic 

guessing game" (p. 1098). In this model, the schema of the reader influences the 

transaction with text and is subsequently changed by it as new meanings alter what is 

known. The vast diversity of social contexts and dialect variations found across 

readers prompted the introduction of sociolinguistics into the model. 

Sometimes by second or third grade troubled readers have been recommended 

for psychological testing, labeled learning disabled or dyslexic and pulled into a 

special education program in which they follow a prescriptive program designed to 

increase test scores so they may be declared "cured" and released. However, the tests 

administered to these children do not measure comprehension, the purpose of reading, 

only word attac~ vocabulary control, knowledge of phonics, and the ability to produce 

text that "sounds good." Ken Goodman (1996) has created a series of exercises that 

prove that all of these so called skills can be accomplished using text that is sheer 

nonsense. 

The methodology developed for this study focusses on readers in trouble 

participating in collaborative retrospective miscue analysis of their own reading within 
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a group setting. Miscue analysis is designed to illuminate the socio-psycholinguistic 

theory of reading by focussing on what readers do during the reading act. 

Collaborative Retrospective Miscue Analysis, a relatively new and innovative 

procedure designed to allow a group of readers to examine their own reading and 

improve personal performance relative to comprehension, provides the procedure for 

this analysis. 

Theoretical Rationale 

Ken Goocbnan (1965) conducted a research study in which he examined the 

reading ability of children faced with the task of reproducing a random list of 

vocabulary words versus children who encountered the same vocabulary within the 

context of an authentic, meaningful text. He found that the children given the task of 

reading authentic text identified more vocabulary than the children asked to reproduce 

the list. This study marked the beginning of thirty six years of exciting research into 

the reading process and the making of meaning through the alphabetic sign system. 

As K. Goodman (Y. Goodman, Watson & Bmke, 1987) created his socio

psycholinguistic model of reading to emphasize the relationship between thought and 

written language within a given social context, he framed his analysis around a 

complex taxonomy (K. Goodman, 1973). Through the taxonomy, he identified the 

language cueing systems, i.e. graphophonic, syntactic, semantic, and pragmatic, and 

the strategies readers use to produce text, i.e. initiating and sampling, predicting, and 

confirming, to illtnllinate the natural ways readers bring meaning to their personal 



transaction with text. Careful examination of the reader's control of both the cueing 

systems and reading strategies exposes the proficiency level of the individual reader 

and provides a window into the reading process of both the individual reader and 

readers in general. 
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Later, Y. Goodman, Watson, and Burke (1987) designed the Reading Miscue 

Inventory based upon the taxonomy. This system is simpler to use and was designed 

to help teachers examine the reading strategies of their students. The research was 

extended into Retrospective Miscue Analysis (RMA) and Collaborative Retrospective 

Miscue Analysis (CRMA) by the work of Marek (1987), Worsnop (1971) and Costello 

(1992) to study the impact of examination of miscues upon the readers within a 

situation mediated by social transactions. In Marek's case, adult readers were able to 

improve their reading performance significantly, while Costello's students gained 

valuable insights into their reading process. 

The work of Barnes (1992; Barnes & Todd, 1995) has had a powerful impact 

on our understanding of the role of collaborative talk within learning environments. 

Barnes states "The importance of language . . . is that it makes knowledge and thought 

processes readily available to introspection and revision" (1992, p. 19). It is the 

ability to reflect and revise thought processes about reading that is critical if readers 

are to revalue themselves and their knowledge about what reading is and is not. 

Barnes' work dermes the role of exploratory talk during a collaborative task as " one 

means by which assimilation and accommodation of new knowledge to the old is 



carried out" (1992, p. 28). His carefully constructed frame used for analysis of talk 

provided a clearly marked map to follow as I observed the group constructing new 

understandings of reading. 
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I was able to follow the children's exploratory talk through the development of 

hypotheses, the formation of new questions, the use of evidence and prior knowledge, 

and, fmally, reflection as new understandings were achieved. Given the sample size of 

one group, not all the cognitive strategies Barnes identifies emerge in my data, but 

there is enough evidence from the group interaction to support the intrinsic power of 

collaboration relative to readers expanding their knowledge of reading and their view 

of themselves as readers. 

The purpose of this research study is to discover if the CRMA process can help 

students marginalized by basal instruction programs revalue themselves as readers and 

develop the ability to maximize the meaning they create with text. 

Statement of the Problem 

When young readers are asked "what makes a good reader?" or "what do you 

do when you come to something you don't know?" their replies frequently focus on 

individual words. Statements like "sound it out," ''break the word up," or "getting the 

words right" are common descriptors of what school children think are good reading 

behaviors (Brown, 1993). K. and Y. Goodman and countless others have researched 

the reading process for over thirty years and have discovered that good reading has 

little to do with individual words and much to do with the interaction between 
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language and thinking (K. Goodman, 1973). Much of what is mown about how 

readers read is a product of this bcxly of research and K. Goodman states, "we learned 

everything we know from kids" (1973, p 93). The methcxlology K. and Y. Gocxlman 

use in this research, miscue analysis, is both qualitative and quantitative. The 

qualitative properties of this analysis procedure treat acceptable miscues as positive 

strengths found in the individual reader. This practice redistributes the quantitative 

weight of error in oral reading and allows for discovery of the strategies the reader 

brings to the process (Y. Goodman et a1, 1987). Miscue analysis is being used by 

some teachers as an assessment tool to evaluate reading abilities and design specific 

reading strategy lessons to help readers improve. 

Since my first formal encounter with miscue analysis in the spring of 1993, I 

explored the idea of miscue analysis as a tool for instruction as well as assessment. 

One earlier study (Brown, 1991) into metalinguistic and metacognitive awareness of 

fifth graders reveals very sophisticated levels of mowledge about language learning 

and thinking processes present in students at 11 years of age. In the 1993 study 

(Brown, 1993), I discovered that "getting the words right" was the primary concern for 

my reader, not the creation of meaning or new knowledge. These fmdings led me to 

question the children's existing understandings of reading process, the potential for 

change in performance if their knowledge of reading process was brought to a 

conscious leve1, and the students' ability to intentionally shift their focus away from 

individual word prcxluction toward meaning 
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Research Questions 

Retrospective miscue analysis, RMA, the process readers use to examine their 

miscues, and collaborative retrospective miscue analysis, CRMA, the process a group 

of readers uses to examine the miscues of each other, have led to reading improvement 

in adult readers (Marek, 1987), and middle school students (Costello, 1992), but what 

about 9 and 10 year olds? 

The general question driving this research is Can Collaborative Retrospective 

Miscue Analysis be used as an instructional tool with younger troubled readers to 

improve their reading performance and redirect their focus toward meaning, away from 

getting the words right? This general research question concerning the instructional 

potential for CRMA has led to more specific research questions: 

1. What do troubled readers 1.Dlderstand about reading at the outset of the 

study both consciously, as evidenced by their talk, and intuitively, as evidenced by 

how they read? The Reading Interview (Appendix A) and the Reading Miscue 

Inventoxy (RMI), Procedme I (Appendix B) (Y. Goodman, et aI, 1987) are used to 

determine baseline data for each participant. 

2. What do troubled readers 1.Dlderstand about the reading process that enables 

them to consciously monitor and improve their abilities as revealed by their RMI data? 

3. In what ways do small group analysis and discussion of miscues help 

individual troubled readers improve their reading performance as defined further in 

this chapter? A Procedure I R.MI was conducted five times for each reader and 
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analyzed for changes, particularly an increase in high quality miscues and some 

reduction in graphic and solIDd similarity. The data was also analyzed for changes in 

reading strategies among the individual readers. 

4. In what way does collaborative retrospective miscue analysis change 

troubled readers' attitudes and self-images as readers? The Reading Interview, 

developed by Carolyn Burke for the RMI text (Goodman, et al, 1987), was also 

repeated four times over the course of the school year. Analysis of questions #9 and 

# 10 (See Appendix A) on the Reading Interview was used to determine changes in 

self-image. Observational notes were analyzed for data appropriate to this question. 

In the Spring of 1994 I conducted a CRMA pilot study (Brown, 1994). The 

study lasted three months and included five fifth graders. Unfortunately, it had to be 

conducted on a pull-out basis that I fOlIDd most lIDsatisfactory. The findin~ and 

procedures helped me organize and conceptualize this study. Toward the end of the 

study I was asked to take a reader in trouble into the group. The rapid changes that 

occmred as he revalued himself and his ability guided my decision to focus on 

troubled readers for this study. 

In the fall of 1994, I began developing procedures designed to enhance 

students' understandings of the reading process with a general whole class discussion 

about reading for meaning. At the outset, two students already had the concept of 

making meaning dwing reading based on their responses to the Reading Interview 

(Goodman, et al, 1987) and one was invited to participate in the study. The first 
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discussion was followed by the introduction of the concepts of the cueing systems and 

strategies identified by Goodman, et al. (1987). I also pointed out my own miscues 

whenever I read to the class, which occurred at least once a day. Whole class 

participation ceased at this point because of parental influences (See Chapter 4), 

although I continued to discuss miscues in reference to my own oral reading. 

Subsequently, I shifted my focus to the selection of informants and had one-on-one 

discussions with potential participants. 

Throughout my group and individual discussions, I used the miscue 

terminology K. Goodman (1994) developed. However, the acquisition of appropriate 

terminology based on individual and group concepts was generally limited to the terms 

"miscue" and "prediction." The other concepts from the Goodman model appeared to 

be conceptually understood, but the girls designed their own language to describe 

them. As a result, regression became "the rewinding thing," absence of regression 

became "fast forwarding," semantics became "has meaning," and syntax "sounds like 

language." They described graphic/sound similarities through specific comparison of 

the substitutions letter by letter and phoneme by phoneme. One participant, Heather, 

was able to describe prediction and discOnflIDling strategies in her own terms (See 

Chapter 5, Heather's Conscious Process). The concept of schema, prior knowledge 

and experience, was often narrowly interpreted as a focus on specific word meanings. 
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Significance of the Study 

The significance of this study is multi-faceted. First, it represents the fIrst time 

Collaborative Retrospective Miscue Analysis has been used with readers yOlmg enough 

to allow for a positive impact on the bulk of their school experiences. Positive 

revaluing of abilities to learn at a YOtmg age carries a potential for participation in 

higher educational experiences as well as extending the time frame for improved self

esteem and positive attitudes about schooling in general. 

Second, this study examines the collaborative process as a problem solving 

methodology involving human behaviors rather than academic discoveries. It directly 

addresses the possibilities for change emanating from social transactions. 

Assumptions 

For the purposes of this study it is assumed that silent reading strategies are 

reflected in the oral reading behavior of the participants. This assumption is essential 

to miscue analysis research. 

It is further assumed that all the participants had a sincere desire to assist their 

troubled classmates as they worked to improve their reading strategies. It is also 

assumed that the participant readers were open and honest about their perceptions of 

the reading process. 

Limitations 

This study reports on the in-depth analysis of four fourth grade readers 

examining the reading strategies of two of the group members considered in trouble as 
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defmed previously in this chapter. The selection of participants was limited by the 

researcher's defmitions of a troubled reader as well as the defmitions of efficient and 

effective readers, the wj]]jngness of the students to participate, the gender of the 

students, and parental permission. 

A reader in trouble is further defmed as a reader who is intent upon accurate 

reproduction of the author's text and who does not appreciate their ability to bring 

personal meaning to the selection. The readers selected for this study are further 

identift.able by their elaborate attempts to mask their inabilities from the teacher and 

their peers. They also display a false representation of their perceptions of their 

reading ability. On the other hand, efficient and effective readers use the least amount 

of available text to gather the maximum amOlmt of meaning from that text. This 

efficient and effective behavior may be characterized by omission of ambiguities in the 

text, meaningful substitutions that contain little or no graphic/sound relationships to 

the text, and the production of meaningful retellings. 

The participants selected are all female for two reasons. First, a same sex 

composition of the group eliminated the possibility of conflict or discord based on 

gender variances, i.e. posturing, gender driven power struggles, and the rudiments of 

sexual interests. Second, objections were expressed by the parents of some of the 

male members of the class and it was desirable to avoid aggravating the situation 

(See Chapter 4). The willingness of the two informants described as in trouble may 

have affected the depth of participation in so far as it became necessary to expose 
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their shortcomings. This issue is discussed in the individual chapters devoted to these 

participants. Parental permissions were freely given provided some names are changed 

in any published discussion about the study. The names used here are the appropriate 

pseudonyms. 

Further limitations involve the unique personalities and attitudes of the 

individual participants and how well they trusted and interacted with each other. One 

participant was defensive and aloof at the beginning of the study (See Chapter 6). 

Additional limitations occurred because of the active nature of the greater classroom 

community. On more than one occasion a dispute arose in the classroom early in the 

day that affected the mood and tenor of the discussion participants. This usually took 

the form of worry about reasons for the erratic behavior of a peer (not a group 

member) and the possible consequences. On one occasion, the discussion session was 

stopped because an argwnent, begun dming lunch recess and left unresolved, erupted 

between participants. This was the only time there was direct open conflict within 

the group. The girls had successfully mediated their differences when discussions 

resumed. 

Definition of Terms 

To assist the reader's comprehension of this study and its implications, the 

following terms specific to this research are dermed: 

ACI10N RESEARCH: Action research or teacher research is dermed as the 

deliberate construction of a solution-oriented study personally owned by the researcher. 



The research fmdings usually result in modifications of the researcher's beliefs and 

practices (Boomer, 1987). 
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COLLABORATIVE RETROSPECTIVE MISCUE ANALYSIS: The process utilized 

when a group of peers come together to listen to and discuss the miscues of one of the 

group members. Accompanying on-going instruction is aimed at grOlmding this 

discussion in knowledge about language cueing systems and reading strategies. 

MARGINALIZED: The process of being ignored or not assisted to accomplish the 

task at hand, in this case, reading. The process is enhanced by behaviors developed 

by the student to mask problems and thus avoid exposure. 

MISCUE: A miscue is an unexpected response to a text. 

MISCUE ANALYSIS: The procedme developed by Ken Goodman that examines 

reader's miscues through the use of a complex taxonomy of linguistically based 

questions. 

PERFORMANCE: The measme of reading that is developed through analysis of 

semantically acceptable or corrected miscues, the use of strategies that demonstrate the 

readers effort to comprehend text, e.g. regression/correction, and the amount of detail 

and mderstandings demonstrated in the retelling. Performance is not a measure of 

reading competence because competencies are internal and are not evident or 

measmable. Performance, therefore, is limited to what is heard during and after the 

reading act. 
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READER PROFILE: PROCEDURE I: The smnmary of data collected during the 

RMI Procedure I process. This sl.DllDlarY quickly recognizes strengths the teacher can 

use to assist the reader. 

READING MISCUE INVENTORY (RMI): The procedure developed by Yetta 

Goodman, Dorothy Watson and Carolyn Burke that simplifies the miscue analysis 

process to enable teachers to assess the reading abilities of their students. 

READING MISCUE INVENTORY PROCEDURE I: The most detailed analysis 

procedures developed by Goodman, Watson, and Burke to assist teachers as they 

examine their readers' miscues. (See Appendix B for accompanying forms). 

RETROSPECfIVE MISCUE ANAL YSIS (RMA): RMA refers to the process a 

reader and a researcher/teacher undertake as they examine the reader's individual 

miscues relative to the whole selection. It involves reflection on tape recorded reading 

that occurred during the RMI session. 

REV ALUE: The changes in self-esteem that occur when a student realizes he is not a 

failure and can succeed at a given task. 



CHAPfER TWO: REVIEW OF 1HE LITERATURE 

A primary responsibility of educators is that they not only be aware of 
the general principle of the shaping of actual experience by environing 
conditions, but that they also recognize in the concrete what 
sUITOlmdings are conducive to having experiences that lead to growth. 
Above all, they should know how to utilize the surroundings, physical 
and social, that exist so as to extract from them all that they have to 
contribute to building experiences that are worth while. (Dewey, 1938, 
p.40) 
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The use of social SUITOlUldingS and experiences fonn the construct that supports 

the activities and experiences that are the heart of this study. This frame is composed 

of a social group of four fourth grade girls, audiotape recordings of the girls reading, 

and analysis of their subsequent discussions that led to growth. The purpose of this 

chapter is to establish the theoretical basis for creating a collaborative learning 

experience involving investigation of the reading process as a viable methodology to 

assist readers in the process of revaluing themselves and consequently improving their 

reading performance. Five main bodies of literature fonn the fOlUldation of this study: 

Learning theory, reading process, miscue analysis, retrospective miscue analysis, and 

classroom discomse. The purpose of the study is to examine the potential for 

Collaborative Retrospective Miscue Analysis as an instructional strategy that is 

beneficial to readers in trouble. To know whether this is even a pOSSibility, a 

combination of lUlderlying educational theories must be brought under scrutiny both 

individually and in combination to ascertain if, working together, the theories support 

a successful outcome. 



33 

Learning Theory 

Dewey (1938) set forth the theory that lea.rnmg is experiential. It is brought 

about not by the traditional practice of handing old knowledge down to new 

generations but by the creation of new knowledge through both objective and internal 

forces. This theoretical frame sets the stage for the creation of new knowledge by the 

learners themselves through interaction within a given situation. He maintains that the 

learner must live "in" the situation, interacting with the environment smrounding the 

situation. This environment includes the people, purposes, and objects involved in 

creating the experience. 

Dewey's theory considers the power and purposes of the learner as one of the 

fust considerations for a successful experience. It is not enough for an educator to 

create a certain set of circumstances where learning may have occurred previously, 

learning for others in that situation could have been purely accidental. Dewey 

considers instead the needs and capacities of each individual learner to attend to 

acquiring new knowledge for use in the present, not as preparation for some hazy 

futmetask. 

Dewey further supports the concept of learning within community life with his 

notion of the balance between individual freedom and social control. He maintains 

that social control is guided by the very nature of the purpose for interaction and is 

further formed around a certain situational code of manners. Individual freedom, 



according to Dewey, is freedom of intelligence, the right to observe and make 

judgements based on worthwhile purposes. 
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Dewey's learning themy supports the conceptual framework of this study in 

that it is planned arOlmd the social interaction of a group of students charged with the 

purposeful task of aiding readers in trouble. The experience is based on the 

development of understandings about reading process through examination of readers 

reading. 

Group interaction is also supported by Vygotsky's (1978) theory of a Zone of 

Proximal Development. Vygotsky states that "the zone of proximal development ... is 

the distance between . . . developmental level as determined by independent problem 

solving and the level of potential development . . . through problem solving . . . with 

more capable peers" (1978, p. 86). Selection of one effective and efficient reader for 

this study meets the requirement of a "more capable peer." Vygotsky follows his 

theory that a zone exists by establishing a measme of the distance between 

chronological age and successful assisted problem solving ability. He determined that 

the length of the zone is individualized from child to child. Y. Goodman and K. 

Goodman (1990) diverge from Vygotsky's need for a more capable peer by positing 

that a zone of proximal development is created within all collaborative learners 

regardless of ability. Findings of this study demonstrate the validity of the Goodman 

theory in that one troubled reader assisted the other troubled reader to develop positive 



reading strategies (See Chapter 6). In this particular instance, Heather temporarily 

asS1.DJled the role of more capable peer. 
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Harste, Woodward, and Burke (1984) view the child as informant for research 

and the changes in knowledge gained from the child should serve as self-correcting 

strategies for the profession. The children in this study are co-researchers, charged 

with the task of discovering the reading process for themselves and consequently 

assisting readers in trouble as they revalue themselves and their reading abilities. 

What they discover about reading process and how their discoveries affect their 

reading behaviors and images of themselves as readers are the main purposes of this 

undertaking. Harste et aI. continue by describing their language learning theory as one 

that explains all instances of language learning as a sound basis upon which to 

generate theory, and theory only exists until new knowledge generates new theory. 

Harste et aI. (1984) also hold to a transactional view of language learning 

where the learner is in a triadic relationship with the text, prior experience, and the 

environment. The effect of the social aspects of the environment through discussion 

of reading process is a major focus of this study. To return for a moment to 

Vygotsky's zone, this study examines what each learner can bring to the experience 

that enriches and expands the learning of all and what the group thought collective can 

create that no individual would probably do alone. 
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Reading Process 

The second body of knowledge drawn from is reading process. Historically, 

reading in schools has been a rigid sequence of skills that children must master before 

they can begin to learn to read, with more and more skills piled on as their reading 

progresses. Teachers have been indoctrinated to "word attacIC', phonics, decoding, 

controlled vocabulary, and isolated word lists by basal reading publishers operating 

from a shallow research base focussed on reading words accurately. The result is 

several generations of teachers and children who think reading is getting the words 

right. 

In contrast, K. Goodman's research career has focused on readers and reading 

process and forms the basis for miscue analysis, miscue analysis research, and 

retrospective miscue analysis. K. Goodman's (1994) model describes reading as a 

transactional socio-psycholinguistic process grOlmded in the relationship between 

thought and language. He describes reading as a "psycholinguistic guessing game" 

based on the readers' knowledge of the language cueing systems of syntax, semantics, 

and graphophonics working in combination with the cognitive strategies of prediction, 

confirming and disconfll'Dling as the reader comprehends text. His theory draws on 

sociolinguistics in order to understand and explain the vast social variants among 

language users. A search for unity across disciplines has led him to a transactional 

socio-psycholinguistic view of reading. Drawing on Rosenblatt (1983), Goodman sees 

reading as a transaction between the reader, the writer, and the text. This view 
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depends upon the guidance of the reader's schema, developed through prior experience, 

as meaning is created, and the alteration of the reader's schema subsequent to the 

reading act. 

Smith (1975, 1985, 1988) views schema as a "theory of the world in the head" 

that forms the basis for all learning and understanding. He maintains that this theory 

is the reader's only resomce and therefore forms the fOlmdation for all comprehension. 

Comprehension, according to Smith, "depends upon prediction" (1975, p. 72), and 

prediction is the elimination of other alternatives. Smith continues to support his 

theory by stating that readers can only predict based upon what they already know 

about the world and these predictions take the form of questions in need of answers. 

His defmition of comprehension follows this thinking by describing comprehension as 

"the state of not having any unanswered questions" (1985, p. 79). 

K. Goodman (1994) has identified the cognitive strategies of initiating, 

sampling, inference, prediction, confirming or disconfirming, correction, and 

termination. When these strategies were presented to the students in a pilot study 

(Brown, 1994) they were able to see and understand the viability of their behaviors 

and, in many cases, forgive themse!Yes for what would have previously been 

considered an error. When these strategies are viewed as part of the process of 

making meaning, children no longer see their reading as filled with error but, instead, 

begin to value their ability to think through the process of making meaning. 
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Camboume's (1988) model of literacy learning places a great deal of emphasis 

upon the motivation of the individuallearner. He believes that if the child does not 

see himself as a "doer" of the literacy task then engagement in the process of literacy 

learning does not occm. Engagement, according to Camboume, depends upon three 

basic criteria: that the child sees herjhimself as a potential performer of the task, that 

engagement will fmther the pmposes of herfhis life, and that effort will not result in 

physical or psychological harm if an attempt is incorrect. He further states that 

engagement is more likely to occur if the demonstrations are carried out by an 

individual with whom the child has bonded. His model is based upon immersion, 

demonstration, expectations, responsibility, approximation, and response. 

Camboume's (1988) model is significant to the study design because it allows 

the collaborative community to create hypotheses and experience disequilibrium if the 

hypotheses do not hold up. The model's respect for approximations also allows for 

the creation of new hypotheses that begins the cycle again. If the participants are to 

experience 1eanting about reading process they must be free to generate and discard 

their own theories. 

Miscue Analysis 

The most important body of literature pertinent to Collaborative Retrospective 

Miscue Analysis is, of course, the literature dealing directly with miscue analysis. 

Ken and Yetta Goodman (K.S. 1965, 1967, 1970, 1973, 1981, 1983, 1994, 1996 & Y. 

M. 1977, 1989, 1990 ), Y. Goodman and Burke (1980) and Y. Goodman et al. (1987) 



have written some of this body of literature and wdertaken nearly thirty years of 

research in the field The purposes of miscue analysis have been to help 

teachers/researchers gain their own insights into the reading process, to analyze the 

strategies readers brings to the reading process, and to evaluate the suitability of text 

materials available to be read (Y. Goodman et al, 1987). 

39 

Ken Goodman (1967) developed the process of miscue analysis by audiotape 

recording readers, marking each miscue (Goodman's term for an observed response to 

text versus the expected response that matches the text) the reader made, and, based 

on the individual miscues, generating a series of questions about the readers' use of 

language cueing systems and cognitive strategies in order to analyze how readers read 

From this data he formulated his transactional socio-psycholinguistic model of reading 

that emphasizes the relationship between thought and language. Miscue analysis has 

provided Goodman and other researchers with a "window" on the reading process that 

has led to a Copernican Revolution (Goodman, 1996) of new understandings and new 

teaching methodologies. 

Miscue analysis then has important implications for readers who, for whatever 

reason, are wahle to bring sufficient meaning to text to allow reading to become a 

method for learning or a form of relaxation and entertainment. Through miscue 

analysis, a teacher/researcher is able to examine the reader's knowledge of language 

and herfhis ability to use the cognitive strategies necessary to bring meaning to print. 

New knowledge gained from this analysis is then used to guide the reader's 
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development of appropriate strategies to enhance the process of comprehending and 

the fmal product of comprehension. This study brings miscue analysis one step further 

by placing the process in the bands of students and examining the power of the 

collaborative process to achieve improved performance. 

Miscue analysis procedures described in Reading Miscue InventOly: 

Alternative Procedures (Y. Goodman, et al, 1987) are based on both a qualitative and 

quantitative analysis of reading performance designed by K. Goodman (1973) and the 

subsequent simplification of the process that improves the accessibility to classroom 

teachers. The qualitative/quantitative balance allows for the strengths of the reader to 

be highlighted and informs the instructional aspects of retrospective miscue analysis. 

The procedure also provides teachers with valuable information about areas that need 

to be strengthened so each reader reaches his/her full potential. 

Retrospective Miscue Analysis 

Beginning in 1975, Chris Worsnop (n.d.), a Canadian reading consultant, began 

looking for a way to use RMI as a means to assist troubled readers in a way "that is 

economical in time, applicable to more than one student at once, and usable as a 

teaching as well as a diagnostic tool" (n.d., abstract). He studied the psycho linguistic 

model of reading K. Goodman (1973) was developing and fOlmd it to be far more 

plausible than the structmalist theory currently driving reading instruction in the 

Canadian schools. The structmalist theory emphasizes print decoding instead of the 



retention of meaning (assigning deep structure) that supports the psycholinguistic 

theory of reading. 
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Worsnop devised a program that involved pairs of students from remedial 

programs listening to and commenting on their own readings. He fotmd rapid progress 

in both reading ability and self-esteem and determined that both phenomenon were 

interdependent and "began to feed off each other." He continued and refmed the 

program over the next two years, hoping to encourage teachers to pick up the 

methodology and continue it 

It was Worsnop who ftrst introduced the idea of retrospective miscue analysis 

to Yetta Goodman at a conference. Since that time, Goodman & Marek (1996) have 

developed the theory and completed some extensive work one-on-one with students. 

In 1987, Marek completed a dissertation focussed on using RMA to help two 

adult readers revalue themselves and their reading abilities. She found RMA was a 

means of taking the mystique out of the reading process and allowing readers to make 

their own discoveries about reading. She found the strategies of her readers improved 

at every level of difficulty. She concluded that RMA is a viable process for readers to 

revalue the process and subsequently themselves as readers. 

In 1982, Weatheri11 wrote a treatise on RMA based upon a review of the 

literature in existence at the time. In it he states that RMA should be used with 

students above the elementary school level, with a few exceptions, because of 

advanced maturity and ability to develop metacognitive awareness of reading process. 
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If this limitation is to be applied to RMA procedures, teachers/researchers are 

eliminating a group of readers who could benefit from the process, upper elementary 

students experiencing difficulty handling increasingly complex text and falling victim 

to rapidly falling self-images. This study focusses on readers in the fourth grade, 9 or 

10 years of age, whose difficulty with written text began to impact all aspects of their 

school experience. There is no indication from this study to support Weatherill's 

recommendation. 

In 1992, Costello conducted a study of Collaborative Retrospective Miscue 

Analysis procedures with a group of four middle school students. Four instructional 

lessons preceded the group activities. Each participant read once and took part in 

discussions of the readings of the others. Findings from this study supported evidence 

that students were able to develop new tmderstandings about reading and that CRMA 

created an environment that fostered positive shifts in strategies. 

Discourse and Commtmication in the Classroom 

The final relevant body of literature is the literature on discourse and 

commtmication in the classroom. Since much of the data will be gathered from group 

discussion, a thorough tmderstanding of discourse and interactive learning behaviors is 

necessary for analysis of the data. Barnes (1992) states that: "The importance of 

language . . . is that it makes knowledge and thought processes readily available to 

introspection and revision. If we know what we know, then we can change it" (p 19). 
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He continues with discussion of the reflection process that allows students to not only 

receive knowledge but remake it for themselves. He further references Piaget's theory 

of assimilation to facilitate interpretation and accommodation to explain new 

information or events. 

Barnes, like Y. Goodman and K. Goodman (1990), appears to take issue with 

Vygotsky's notion of a more capable peer or adult as necessary for new learning to 

occtn'. He draws from Jerome Bnmer's (1966) discussion of re-coding as signs of 

growth but omits Bnmer's reference to an adult or tutor as an aide to the process. 

Barnes further states his belief that re-coding can occur with no auditor present and 

the learner talking to himself. Bnmer, on the other hand, believed in the dependence 

on a tutor-learner relationship for growth to occur but was beginning to expand his 

thinking on the potential of internal dialogue between the thinker and his written 

words that supports Barnes' current theory. 

Central to Barnes' learning theory is what he calls "exploratory ta!k" (p. 28). 

He describes exploratory talk as thinking one's way into a problem, marked by 

hesitations and frequent changes in direction. He considers this type of talk as one 

way for assimilation and accommodation of new learning to be carried out. 

Barnes further supports the notion of the absent teacher because it allows the 

students to set the tasks and control the questions. Working together without an adult 

facilitator also allows the students to formulate their own hypotheses and evaluate their 



own conclusions. He does not advocate abandonment to their own devices, rather 

guidance from a distance. 
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In a replication of the original study cited above, Barnes and Todd (1995) 

divided the process of exploratory talk into even fmer segments. The segments 

identified for study include constructing the question, raising new questions, setting up 

hypotheses, using evidence, expressing feelings and re-creating responses to literature, 

and reflection on the process. They fOlmd collaboration in small groups afforded "a 

means for the construction and reconstruction by learners of new views of the world 

... and can clarify a learner's existing understandings and help develop new ones" (p. 

21). 

Of even more significance to this study is the manner in which the students 

controlled progress through each task. Barnes and Todd (1995) noted that progress 

was accomplished by group members proceeding on to the next question when they 

felt it appropriate. They found that "when pupils do this they are usually not playing 

the role olthe teacher (emphasis in original), since ... they are not asking questions 

to which they know the answer" (p. 39). This situation is replicated in the progress 

from miscue to miscue pertinent to this study. Since the task originally set by the 

researcher was tutorial rather than mutually exploratory (See Chapter 4), Barnes and 

Todd's fIDdings are of particular interest. 

The work of Barnes and Todd (1995) has important implications for CRMA in 

that it supports the collaborative process as a viable means for developing new 
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meanings and tmderstandings. Collaborative talk provides a forum for students to 

explore new ideas, hypotheses, and conclusions without fear of error or criticism for 

false conclusions and allows for reflective thought to become a product of the 

collaborative process. If CRMA is to assist readers in their development of new 

understandings of the reading process then making meaning through talk is critical to 

this process. 

Ralph Peterson (1992) has also contributed a great deal to the body of 

knowledge supporting community and communal support in the holistic collaborative 

classroom. He argued that "commtmity in itself is more important to learning than 

any method or technique" (p. 2). Community strengthens learning by increasing the 

productivity of the learners. His belief in community draws upon the benefits derived 

from the insights and experiences of other learners making meaning from their world. 

Peterson's view of negotiation as the understanding of the interpretations of others 

provides opporttmities for examination of the tb;nking processes of the collaborative 

group members. Peterson also creates a distinction between conversation and 

dialogue by describing the former as combustible without direction and the latter as 

the coming together of ideas to create new tmderstand;ngs. Dialogue requires 

thoughtful listening and collaboration as new meaning is co-produced. Peterson also 

believes dialogue tmites critique and inquiry in a spontaneous interaction between 

group members that mirrors tb;nking in other life situations. 
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These notions of community support, respect for the thinking processes of 

peers, and the pwposes of dialogue bave important implications for CRMA. 

Peterson's thinking implies that if a sense of community is established through rites, 

rituals, ceremony, and celebration then the thinking of the individuals within that 

comnnmity will be respected, creating an environment that promotes positive dialogue 

to support new understandings. 

This chapter has explored the literature from the five main bodies of 

knowledge upon which this study is based, holistic learning theory, a socia

psychollnguistic model of reading process, miscue analysis, retrospective miscue 

analysis, and collaborative communication. The design of the study is supported by 

the fmdings from previous work discussed and implications for further research 

generated by this body of knowledge. The next chapter, Chapter 3, describes the 

design of the methodology and the environment in which the study was conducted. 
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CHAPTER 3: RESEARCH DESIGN 

This chapter describes the case study/action research design conducted with a 

small group of four fomth grade students. The case study research is focussed on two 

of the participants considered readers in trouble. Both readers had very different 

strategies for dealing with text, but both had serious difficulty constructing meaning 

from text. The two other students are capable readers charged with the responsibility 

of finding ways to help the troubled readers through Collaborative Retrospective 

Miscue Analysis discussions. Circumstances specific only to this study necessitated 

the shift to a tutorial hierarchy (See Chapter 4). Action research or teacher research is 

described here as another facet of the study designed to examine the potential for 

CRMA as an instructional strategy for troubled readers. This chapter also describes 

the environment surrounding the study. 

The Study Design 

The general question addressed in this research is Can Collaborative 

Retrospective Miscue Analysis be used as an instructional tool with young troubled 

readers to improve their reading performance and redirect their focus toward meaning, 

away from getting the words right? This general question led to the following more 

specific research questions: 

1. What do troubled readers tmderstand about reading at the outset of the 

study? 
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2. What do troubled readers tmderstand about the reading process that enables 

them to consciously monitor and improve their abilities? 

3. In what ways do small group analysis and discussion of miscues help 

individual readers improve their reading performance as defined in Chapter I? 

4. In what way does retrospective miscue analysis change troubled readers' 

attitudes and self-images as readers? 

The complexity of the over-reaching question, the instructional potential for 

eRMA, requires the use of action research. Boomer (1987) has defined action 

research as "deliberate, group or personally owned and conducted, solution-oriented 

investigation" (p. 8). His reference to "solution-oriented" is a guiding force in this 

study. The purpose of this research is to discover and examine ways to assist readers 

in trouble. For purposes of clarification, action research is referred to in this study 

as teacher research. 

Teacher research takes many forms, both quantitative and qualitative. In this 

instance, I chose qualitative case study methodology because it provides the 

opportunity to carefully examine the individual participants and the group interaction. 

I used quantitative analyses to evaluate the reading performance of individual 

participants. My study design involved a synthesis of the guidelines set out by 

Hubbard and Power (1993), Merriam (1988), and Goswami and Stillman (1987). The 

ftnal design is a nested case study where the collaborative group becomes a case study 

with the two readers in trouble, Heather and Christine, individual case studies 
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embedded within the group study. This allows for careful examination of the reading 

strategies of each troubled participant relevant to factors influencing reading problems, 

and intense scrutiny of the impact of the group upon subsequent reading behavior. A 

third component is my personal teacher research designed to examine the effectiveness 

of CRMA as an instructional tool. 

Methodology: Individual Case Studies 

The individual case studies used the same data collection instruments but the 

uniqueness of data necessitated different categories for coding and different 

subcategories in the reporting of the data. 

Selection of Participants 

The study spanned the entire 1994-95 academic year although formal data 

collection did not begin mtil January 1995 (See Chapter 4). During the second month 

of school, I began the selection process by listening informally to individual students 

read and retell self-selected text. I used a sociogram and the initial Reading Interview 

(Goodman, et al 1987) administered in writing to the entire class to begin the selection 

process. In this single instance, although the document is called an interview, it was 

administered as a survey to the entire class. Additional factors discussed in Chapter 4 

also impacted the selection of participants. After I began working with individual 

students in the class, I identified two readers who were experiencing serious problems 

and who might also be agreeable to group work for assistance. The individual case 

studies focus on these readers, Heather and Christine. Since their problems and 
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strategies were different and the group worked with each reader in a different manner, 

their cases are presented individually in Chapters 5 and 6 of this study. 

Data Collection Instruments for Individual Case Studies 

1. The Reading Interview 

I used the Reading Interview (Goodman, et a1, 1987) as a written survey to 

gather initial baseline data and assist in the selection of each participant. The 

interview was repeated three more times in a one-on-one situation over the comse of 

the study and used to assess changes in attitudes, self-image, and knowledge about 

reading process. 

2. Texts 

Each participant read five different fictional selections ranging from fantasy, 

realistic fiction, and historical fiction. Initially I selected the texts to be read but later 

text selection became more spontaneous decisions made by the readers. 1be 

participants read the same text, 'Wol to the Rescue" (Mowat, 1986), to establish 

baseline data. This provided an opportunity for me to examine areas of text that were 

problematic as opposed to the problems of the reader. Both troubled participants also 

read ''The Hare and the Orphan" (Banks, 1993) allowing the group to make 

comparisons and identify difficulties within the text itself. Later in the study, the 

readers chose their own materials for miscue analysis, but these selections remained in 

the fiction category. 
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3. Miscue Analysis Procedme I Coding Form and Reader Prome 

The forms available in the Reading Miscue InventOlY: Alternative Procedmes 

text (Goodman, et aI, 1987) were used to gather original baseline data and repeated 

five times each for both Heather and Christine at approximately one month intervals 

from January to May. The statistical analyses were not shared with the entire group, 

only between the researcher and the individual participant. This allowed the reader to 

become aware of areas that needed strengthening without exposure to the group. In 

most cases, however, the group recognized these areas without having to be told. 

4. Retelling Guides 

I designed holistic retelling guides for the initial Procedure I analysis based on 

the selected texts. The criteria used covered major characters and events with some 

attention to detail and character motivation. 

5. Anecdotal Records 

I kept some anecdotal records on each participant, noting teachable moments, 

and evidence of learning and growth. These records documented daily events that 

occmred outside the group or individual audiotape recording sessions. 

Methodology: Group Case Study 

The group case study is grOlmded in Barnes (1992) and Barnes & Todd's 

(1995) work with collaborative communication and problem solving. The interactions 

between participants and the subsequent impact on individual reading performance 
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were used to draw conclusions about the instructional potential of eRMA for troubled 

readers. 

Selection of Participants 

Group interaction with miscues made by individual readers is the heart of the 

study. Selection of the two participants designated as tutors was grounded in some 

preliminary assessment of reading ability through a baseline miscue analysis and the 

results of a sociogram administered to the entire class. A highly effective and 

efficient reader possessing strong leadership qualities (Audrey) and an effective but 

less efficient reader (Michelle) were selected to join the group. I was an integral part 

of the group in the beginning, providing instructional support and guidance. I allowed 

my role to diminish over time as the students became more adept at analyzing their 

miscues. 

Data Collection Instruments for Group Case Study 

1. Audiotape Recorded Readings 

The initial audiotape recordings of the readings for the RMI's were conducted 

in a private office between the participant and the researcher. Following each reading 

the participant was asked for an unaided retelling and then given the opportunity to 

expand through an aided retelling. On at least one occasion the audiotaping was 

interrupted by lunch or other schedule conflicts. As closely as possible, the taping 

was followed by a group discussion. Sometimes, this occurred the following day, at 

other times, several days later. 



2. Typescripts 

A typescript of the story the participant read was prepared for each group 

discussion and each group member had a personal copy. Through observation they 

learned some of the simpler miscue marking procedures and chose to mark their 

copies periodically. 

3. Audiotape Recordings and Transcriptions of Discussions 
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All group sessions were audiotape recorded and transcribed. Two tape 

recorders were used for each session: one to play the taped reading from the fll'st 

reading and one to record the group discourse. Any group member had control of the 

audiotaped first reading and could stop the tape for discussion when necessary. 

Methodology: Teacher Research 

The purpose of the teacher/research component of the study was to examine 

possible solutions that Collaborative Retrospective Miscue Analysis might hold for 

readers in trouble. With this purpose in mind and faced with a four month time 

constraint, I set the group task as tutorial. I began the fll'st session with a very general 

discussion about miscue analysis, what it is, what can be leamed from it, and how it 

provides a window on the strategies readers employ. This was mostly review because 

I had been talking about my own miscues and encouraging the class to think about 

their acceptability as the year had progressed The first discussion continued by 

focussing on the comprehension problems of each troubled group member and the 

similarities and differences between those problems. Within this fll'St discussion, the 



group began to hypothesize about possible reasons for the tmique difficulties and try 

out a variety of solutions. 
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In the early discussions, I introduced all of the terminology common to miscue 

research: the strategies of predicting, regressing, and confIrming and the cueing 

systems of graphophonic, syntactic, and semantic. With the exception of predicting 

and the term miscue itself, the group chose not to use the formal terminology and 

created their own descriptors for the reading behaviors they observed (See Chapter 1). 

Their colorful interpretations clearly indicate a conceptual understanding of the 

strategies. 

The group developed an active focus on what each reader was doing that was 

causing problems, and how they could implement changes in reading strategies that 

would solve the problem. Of interest here is the fact that they never considered the 

possibility that the troubled reader could not be helped; to the group (and this includes 

the troubled readers), reading was a natural behavior that all humans are capable of 

learning. 

In the beginning, the group tended to focus on individual miscues without 

consideration of the context in which the miscue occmred. I spent considerable time 

focussing on the larger segments of the text both at the sentence level and story level. 

This caused considerable difficulty as their orientation to "wordness" was firmly 

entrenched (See Chapter 4). 
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After a period of time, I left the group alone with typescripts and audiotape 

recorders. Barnes and Todd (1995) support this methodology because it limits 

available resources to the group members and materials on hand. The girls had seen 

the manner in which I marked their typescripts and, on their own, began to use this 

marking system when I was not present. This led to identification of patterns of 

miscues that produced some serious reflective thinking about solutions for the reader 

(See Chapter 5). 

Data Collection Instruments for Teacher Research 

I used a variety of instruments specifically designed to address the teacher 

research component of this study. 

1. Audiotape Recordings and Transcriptions of Discussion Sessions 

All group sessions were tape recorded and transcribed Coding of the 

transcripts of discussions was based upon the agenda the group followed each time. 

Some patterns appeared such as specific emotional support for the reader, praise, 

hypotheses about why the miscue occurred, and specific attention to individual 

defInitions of isolated words. Because the group patterns varied according to the 

reader, this information is examined within the individual cases. I also examined my 

role (See Chapter 4) and my personal impact upon the work of the group. 

2. Typescripts and Retelling Guides 

Throughout the study I prepared the typescripts of the material when I knew 

ahead of time what the participant would be reading. Frequently, selection of material 
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was at the spur of the moment, and I was not able to work with a typescript during the 

RMI audiotaping session. A typescript is helpful because the researcher can mark 

many of the miscues and use the markings to guide the questioning during the aided 

retelling. I did prepare typescripts for all the group discussions so the girls were able 

to follow the text exactly as it was printed in the original. 

3. Sociogram 

A sociogram (Hubbard & Power, 1993) was used to assist in the fmal 

selection of participants. Essential to the interactive aspects of the study is the ability 

of group members to get along with each other and feel safe exposing shortcomings to 

their peers. After the initial reading interview and the two troubled readers, Heather 

and Christine, were identified as potential participants, I constructed a sociogram to 

fmd students who might work well with them. Christine tmned up as an isolate on 

the sociogram, which was cause for concern. An isolate is a child with whom no one 

chose to work, even as a third choice. She also had extreme difficulty choosing three 

people with whom she would like to associate. 

Data Analysis 

The data collected for the study is comprised of the following: 

I. The Reading Interview (Goodman, et a1, 1987), administered to each 

participant on August 31, 1994 (all class written questionnaire), November 14, 1994 

(one-on-one with researcher), April 7, 1995 and May 23, 1995. The two fmal 

interviews were conducted privately with the researcher and audiotape recorded. I 
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used four interviews to examine answers for changes in perceptions of reading abilities 

and changes in knowledge about the reading process. 

2. A sociogram acbninistered to the entire class to identify compatible student 

groups. 

3. A baseline Reading Miscue Inventory established for Christine, Heather, 

and Michelle using the text "Wol to the Rescue" from Owls in the Family, (Mowat, 

1986) and administered on November 4, 1994. 

4. Marked typescripts and statistical analysis of five RMI sessions for each 

reader, recorded on Reading Miscue InventOlY Forms Procedure I and Reading Prome 

Form Procedure I (See Appendix B). 

5. Transcripts of 15 group discussion sessions held between January 11, 1995 

and May 3, 1995. 

6. Observational notes. 

Session Description 

The group sessions were held on an irregular schedule dictated by other 

classroom activities, absences of group members, and the group's desire to spend more 

or less time with a particular tape. The group generally met four times a month 

during January through March and only once a month in April and May. 
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Table 3.1 details the chronology and pertinent data for each discussion session. 

Table 3.1 DISCUSSION SESSIONS 

Session # Date Reader Text Date Read 

# 1 1/11/95 Christine Castle in the Attic 1/4/95 

#2 1/11/95 Heather Castle in the Attic 1/4/95 

#3 1/13/95 Heather Castle in the Attic 1/4/95 

#4 1/27/95 Michelle James and the Giant Peach 1/25/95 

#5 '1/15/95 Heather "Hare and the Orphan" '1/13/95 

#6 '1/16/95 Heather "Hare and the Orphan" '1/13/95 

#7 '1/23/95 Heather "Hare and the Orphan" '1/13/95 

#8 '1/24/95 Christine "Hare and the Orphan" 2/13/95 

#9 3/6/95 Michelle "Hare & the Black & White Witch" '1/24/95 

# 10 3{l/95 Michelle "Hare & the Black & White Witch" 2/24/95 

#11 3/17/95 Christine Strider 3/15/95 

* # 12 3/17/95 Christine Strider 3/15/95 

# 13 3/23/95 Heather "Hare and the Vampire 3/29/95 

# 14 4/1'1/95 Christine Little House on the Prairie 4/l1/95 

# 15 5/3/95 Heather Little House on the Prairie 4/13/95 

* NOTE: This session was privately held by Heather and Christine. 

A typical group discussion session began at 12:30 p.m., immediately after 

lunch. The sessions were usually held in the office adjoining the classroom. Since we 

shared the office with the neighboring pod, the girls put a sign on their door that said 
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"Taping - Do not Enter." The office is small and it was difficult to seat five people 

comfortably. Usually one girl sat on the desk and controlled the audiotape of the first 

reading session. I always provided each group member with a blank typescript of the 

text under discussion. The typescripts were triple spaced and the text appeared on the 

page exactly as it appeared in the original. Each line of text was numbered which 

facilitated discussion on many occasions. Two audiotape recorders were set up, one 

with the previously recorded first reading and one recording the discussion as it 

occurred. I typically began a session by reviewing the previous one and encouraging 

them to summarize their mderstandings of reading process at that point. 

They would start the audiotape of the fll'st reading and stop it when one of 

them heard a miscue. While all four girls shared responsibility for stopping the pre

recorded tape, Audrey most frequently asked for the tape to be stopped. In the early 

discussions, I stopped it when something occurred I wanted to discuss. I did not go 

into each session with a pre-conceived idea of what miscues I wanted the group to 

discuss. I tried to let the girls spontaneously decide when to stop for discussion. 

At 1:30 p.m. the class went out for a 20 minute recess and the girls typically 

chose to return to the CRMA session afterwards. They always had the option of 

stopping a session whenever they wanted and rejoining the regular classroom 

activities. Most frequently, they kept the sessions going until dismissal at 3:00 p.m. 

If discussion of an entire first taping was not completed in one session, they usually 

continued the following day or within 48 hours. 
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Coding the Data 

The transcripts for each discussion session were coded and analyzed according 

to the agenda of the group. The overall purpose of the group was to help the reader 

develop strong comprehending strategies and improved self-image; the form and focus 

of each discussion varied widely according to the individual needs of each reader and 

the complexity of the text under consideration. 

When I began coding the data for changes in Heather's self-image, I found very 

clear subcategories within the discussions, ie. direct praise, shared strategies, etc. I 

did not fmd these same categories in the examination of Christine's data. Instead, 

there were nlmlerous incidents where she needed support to develop vocabulaty. This 

dichotomy between readers was present throughout the data and necessitated the 

creation of separate indexes for each reader. The complexity of categories was also 

found within the data for one reader. Subcategories that were evident in one 

discussion did not necessarily carry over to the next. Instead, the group seemed to be 

moving forward to new categories as the readers became more proficient. As a result, 

each reader and each session is discussed separately in the detailed analyses of the 

discussions addressed in Chapters 5 and 6. 

Marking procedures for individual miscues are in accordance with procedures 

set down in The Reading Miscue Inventory (Goodman, et aI, 1987). Figure 3.1 

illustrates the most common markings. 



cold 
the chilly day 

a lwnplfwelleID 

4o.rJ,9st 
he was anxiOUS 

® 
Ihe sa!! the girl 

@ 
~LU1~riet' 

she was\llungry _ 

® 
the~;ade 

thlsenerous man 

Figme 3.1 Miscue Marking Key 

- substitution of cold for chilly 

- insertion of brown 

- omission of swelled 

- non-word substitution for anxious 

- regression and repeat of he saw 

- correction of hungrier 

- corrected partial for parade 

- pause before generous 

The bulk of the data analysis occurred dming the smnmer following the data 

collection. From the data, I constructed a descriptive case study for each troubled 
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reader (See Chapters 5 & 6). Each individual case details the five audiotape recorded 

readings for the RMI's on Heather and Cbristine, group discussions of those readings, 

and statistical analysis of the miscues. Patterns of miscues and changes in strategies 

are noted for each reader. Analysis of group dynamics, discomse, and individual 



contributions to group learning are included in the descriptive group case study 

addressed in Chapter 4. The study concludes with a detailed analysis of the 

conclusions for the original research questions, implications, and recommendations. 

The Environment 
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A description of the larger CODlDllmity surrOlmding the study participants, the 

school, class, and physical appearance of the classroom provide a background for the 

research. 

The Community 

The study site is a school located in a small southwestern city dominated by a 

large military base. The base is headquarters for military intelligence and 

commmlications and, most recently, has been designated a relocation site for personnel 

from other bases faced with closure by the Federal Government. Some of the parents 

of the study participants are part of this highly trained military community. 

Economically poor white families and closely knit Hispanic family groups, wealthy 

and economically challenged, are other distinct cultural groups within this community. 

The demographics of the school span the entire socia-economic status of the 

commmlity. 

A large percentage of families are involved in their children's learning and 

frequently visit the school. The commmlity's view of the school is positive and 

supportive, with many parents involved with PTO activities, parent volunteer 

programs, fund raising efforts, student programs, and parent/school committees. The 



school enjoys an excellent reputation within the larger community and cmrent 

residential development has prompted many families to move into the surrounding 

neighborhoods so their children can attend. 
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The neighborhoods close to the school contain houses ranging from 1200 sq/ft 

to 3000 sqfft, many having been built in the past four years. Most yards are small but 

neatly landscaped and maintained. Outlying areas also served by the school include a 

well-maintained mobile home park and an unzoned area of mobile homes, brick 

homes, rental properties, and campers: an area known for its high crime rate and drug 

trafficking activities. Another outlying area includes custom-built homes situated on 

2 + acres with horse privileges in the foothills of a mountainous area. 

The School 

Designed by some of the faculty employed there, the carpeted school is only 

eight years old. Twenty-eight classrooms, a large well equipped library, a video 

viewing room, a large art room, music room, multi-purpose gymnasimn/cafeteria, and 

ample play areas form the physical plant. The building houses Kindergarten through 

5th grades and the student population is approximately 630, with 30 more students 

bussed to a neighboring school because of overcrowding. Support staff include two 

special education teachers, a counselor, nurse, a part time speech therapist, and a part 

time ESL teacher. The building also has one Emotionally Handicapped (EMH) 

classroom whose students are main-streamed through some of the day. Each 



classroom has a minimmn of one computer with access to a school-wide network of 

interactive software. 

The Class and Cmriculum 
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The class was composed of twenty-eight fourth graders housed in a 

collaborative pod with a multi-age third/fourth grade. The group was equally balanced 

in ability, including both gifted and challenged learners. The parents of each student 

received a letter on the fll'St day of school asking them to describe their child's 

learning style, interests, and hobbies and to share any concerns they might have. They 

were also asked for their perceptions of the child as a learner. The responses were 

informative and thoughtfully written. The parents were very open and honest about 

difficulties in school and problems at home that might be reflected in academic 

performance. 

The general educational philosophy of the classroom was based upon a whole 

language thematic inquiry-based curriculum that heavily emphasized all genres of 

literature and writing. Learning in the content areas was centered around themed 

studies selected by the class, within broad parameters, and relied on student inquiry as 

the fOl.mdatiOn. Students experienced a wide variety of literature each day and were 

encouraged to react and respond to the literature in a collaborative manner. 

The Physical Plant 

The classroom contained 28 individual desks arranged in pods of four, a 

reading loft with a wall of bookshelves between the top and bottom levels and book 



shelves completely covering one end, two computers (one is a brand new top of the 

line Macintosh) and one printer, four additional bookshelves, a teacher desk and file 

cabinet, coat rack with bookshelves above it, house plants, and a sink and water 

fountain. 
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The bookshelves were stocked with just under 1000 titles ranging from 

informational books to the silliest of joke books. Two sets of encyclopedias, an 

expanded dictionary, thesauruses, and a science encyclopedia set were included in a 

special reference area. One long table held writing supplies and a round table with a 

lamp contained an array of periodicals and a basket of the children's published stories. 

There was a private office and closet off the rear of the room. The closet was 

home for a wide variety of math manipulatives including geoboards and pattern blocks 

available to the students. This office also belonged to the students for conferences, 

private talks, miscue taping sessions, or any other necessary private transactions. The 

walls of the classroom were generally covered with an assortment of visual materials 

related to the topics cmrently under investigation. Over the comse of the miscue 

study one wall was covered with a chart of the geological periods in the earth's history 

and the rocks and fossils that formed dming each period, other walls contained a huge 

map of Arizona, the flag of Arizona, maps of the Indian Nations, a matrix of tangrams 

the children were completing, a scene of a Pueblo village that included information the 

children had learned and written on the wall, a variety of posters, and a map of 



Narnia. Small table lamps and curtains on the window help to create a homey 

atmosphere. 
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This chapter describes the methodology and overall design of the study. It also 

includes a description of the environment smrounding the study. Chapter 4 addresses 

my multiple roles as a member of the collaborative group, as a teacher responsible for 

the learning of each individual child, and as a researcher looking for solutions to an 

educational problem that has serious consequences for a portion of the student 

population. The chapter also introduces each individual member of the collaborative 

group and highlights the roles Audrey and Michelle played within the group 

interaction. The chapter concludes with analysis of the group dialogue discussed 

within the framework of Barnes and Todd's (1995) categories of collaborative moves. 



CHAPTER 4: TIlE RESEARCH COMMUNITY 

Research, like teaching, is a complicated and messy process. You 
cannot divide the process into neat linear steps, no matter how hard you 
try. (Hubbard & Power, 1993) 

The first section of this chapter describes the time frame for data collection, 

introduces each participant with a physical description, a discussion of their initial 
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Reading Interviews (Goodman, et ai, 1987), and a detailed analysis of a baseline RMI 

conducted on all but one group member. The next section addresses the complex 

issues I faced throughout the data collection process, how I gained access to my 

informants, unexpected influences from parents, and the tmique situations created by 

my teacher/researcher role. The final section of the chapter begins with an 

examination of the individual roles of Audrey and Michelle within the group setting. 

The chapter concludes with an analysis of the group of four girls as an entity through 

an inside look at the ftmctioning of the whole. Analysis of their interaction is 

constructed arOl.md the framework set out by Barnes and Todd (1995). 

Time Frame 

The active nature of the general classroom population necessitated close 

supervision. This limited my ability to work with individuals or small groups for any 

significant length of time. Since the research design required my presence in and 

attention to the group for long periods, particularly in the beginning, I postponed the 



start of the CRMA sessions until after the winter holidays when my student intern. 

would be full time in the classroom. 
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The study group met a total of fifteen times between January II, 1995 and 

May 3, 1995 (See Table 3.1 for details). The sessions usually began after lunch and 

sometimes extended to dismissal, a two hour period (See Chapter 3, Session 

Description). The girls always controlled the length of the sessions and were free to 

terminate a session at any time. During these sessions Michelle was the reader on only 

three occasions and the other twelve were split between Heather and Christine. 

Audrey never read formally for the group discussion because she did not make a 

sufficient number of miscues to stimulate dialogue. 

Participants 

As discussed in Chapter 3, I wanted the make-up of the group to be balanced 

between two efficient and effective readers and two readers experiencing serious 

difficulty with reading in the school setting. These two troubled readers would 

become the focus of the individual case studies. 

I selected Heather and Christine as troubled readers. While extremely different 

in nann-e, they both appeared to have serious comprehension problems discussed later 

in this chapter. I had also identified Audrey as the strongest reader in the classroom 

and the most mature and cooperative. From the sociogram data, I was able to match 

Audrey with Heather as Heather's number one choice and Michelle and Audrey as 

mutual nmnber one choices. Christine turned out to be an isolate (See Chapter 3) and 
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was a poor risk for a collaborative study. However, I balked at eliminating Christine 

from the study on the strength of the sociogram. because I felt her problems were 

serious enough to warrant attention. I did not have time for one-on-one work with her 

and did not have an aide or volunteer, so asking her to join the group was the next 

best solution. 

In late October, I formally invited Audrey, Michelle, Heather, and Christine to 

become co-researchers with me. I initially met with each student separately and asked 

them to discuss their participation with family members and to decide if they wanted 

to use their given name or a pseudonym. I also asked them if they thought they could 

work with the other potential participants. This phase went very smoothly and I had 

all permissions and name changes in hand by early November. 

Audrey 

I met Audrey one hour before school started on the fll'St day. She and her 

mother arrived very early, video camera in hand, to look over the room and record a 

video of Audrey in her new surroundings. She was a transfer student from the local 

military base; the only child of a high ranking Army officer and a mother who held a 

highly ranked civil service position on post. The family planned to retire in Sierra 

Vista and had just built a house in one of its more affluent neighborhoods. 

I was immediately impressed by Audrey and her mother. Both were impeccably 

dressed, well organized, and ready to start their day. 
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Audrey is a very attractive child and was the major "love interest" of most of 

the boys as the year progressed. She has short brown hair, a rotmdish face with deep

set brown eyes, and a winning smile. She is of average height and weight and very 

athletic. The most notable characteristic Audrey possesses is her upbeat, cheerful 

attitude. She is nearly always looking on the bright side of every issue and is always 

the fIrst to come to the aid of a troubled peer. Academically talented as well, she was 

tested for and accepted into the program for gifted and talented students early in the 

year. Her vocabulary and speech patterns belied her YOtmg age and her academic 

performance provided a positive model for the class. 

I chose not to do a formal RMI on Audrey because I had difficulty fmding 

material that caused her to miscue a sufficient number of times for analysis. To be 

effective, RMI Procedure I analysis requires a minimum of 25 miscues in a given 

selection. I had Audrey read some sophisticated mythology, The Tale of Two Cities 

(Dickens, 1993), and my own dissertation proposal. She had some problems with the 

vocabulary in the proposal but gave me an excellent description of how I intended to 

conduct the study and could even discuss some of the theory upon which it is based. 

Her reading reflected serious attention to meaning and her retellings were excellent, 

rarely missing a detail or an inference. She was pure joy to have in class. Her initial 

interview, however, was an tmexpected smprise. 
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Initial Interviews 

Audrey participated in two initial interviews, one written open-ended 

questionnaire, achninistered to the entire class on August 31, 1994, and one oral 

interview with me on November 14, 1994. I chose to use the Reading Interview (Y. 

Goodman, et aI, 1987) with the addition of one question at the end of the oral 

interview designed to focus the participant on meaning. 

Interview: August 31, 1994 

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

Audrey: I skip it and read the rest of the sentence and try to figure it 
out. 

This fIrst response seemed to indicate that Audrey was a meaning centered reader, 

focussed on making meaning from her own transaction with the text. 

Question: Do you ever do anything else? 

Audrey: No. 

Question: Who is a good reader you know? 

Audrey: Heather. 

Question: What makes Heather a good reader? 

Audrey: Practice. 

At this point Audrey articulates another holistic approach to reading process. 

Readers become good readers by reading. 

Question: Do you think Heather ever comes to something she 
doesn't know? 



Audrey: Yes. 

Question: When Heather does come to something she doesn't know, 
what do you think she does? 

Audrey: Sound it out. 

Here Audrey switches her approach to reading by relying on the age-old 

strategy of accurate text reproduction. Her response may be a reflection of her 

educational history and anticipation of what she thinks I want her to say. 

Question: If you knew someone was having trouble reading how would 
you help that person? 

Audrey: Teach them what they didn't know. 
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Since this was a written whole-class experience, I did not have the opportunity 

to ask her to explain her answer. 

Question: What would yom teacher do to help that person? 

Audrey: Help them. 

Question: How did you learn to read? 

Audrey: My mom taught me. I sounded it out. 

Question: What would you like to do better as a reader? 

Audrey: Nothing really, maybe learn to read every word. 

Question: Do you think you are a good reader? Why? 

Audrey: Yes, because I have had lots of experience. 

In light of Audrey's outstanding control of the reading process, I was very 

smprised by her mention of sotmding out strategies. There was no evidence in her 
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oral reading that suggested that somding out strategies were of critical importance. 

She appeared to focus on making meaning. However, she rarely if ever miscued 

These reading behaviors seem to indicate that she had gathered excellent control of the 

graphophonic system of language as well as the syntactic and semantic systems. I 

began to realize that she may have several misconceptions about the reading process. 

Her initial response was meaning oriented but as the interview continued she appeared 

to rely more heavily on how she perceives she was taught to read - somding out and 

what teachers might expect - read every word Her second interview with me 

redoubled my suspicions that she was responding to questions asked in school by her 

teacher in ways that she thought teachers expected her to respond. 

Before I conducted the November interview, I had shared a great deal of 

knowledge about reading process and miscue analysis with the entire class. The four 

participants at least were reasonably informed about what I was trying to do and had 

done some thinkjng about their own reading strategies. Audrey was the only 

participant who had shared her strategies with other classmates. At the time of this 

interview, Audrey knew she was to be part of the study and all permissions had been 

signed. 

Interview: November 14, 1994 

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

Audrey: Sound it out. Skip and try to figure it out. 
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Here Audrey is ttying to take a middle of the road approach and mentions both 

sounding out which she seems to perceive as a teacher's fIrst strategy and trying to 

make meaning by skipping and reading on, which I believe is her fIrst strategy. 

Researcher: Do you ever do anything else? 

Audrey: Ask my parents. 

Researcher: Who is a good reader you know? 

Audrey: Stefanie. (Not a child in om class or school). 

Researcher: What makes Stefanie a good reader? 

Audrey: She practices,. she doesn't skip words. She figures words 
out and takes her time. She doesn't go on until she has 
it. 

Again she mentions good readers as those individuals who read a great deal. It 

is difficult to assess what she means here by figures words out and gets it. She could 

be referring to meaning or text reproduction. In light of some of her subsequent 

answers, I believe she is referring to text reproduction here but clearly meant making 

meaning in her answer to the fIrSt question. Germane to this conclusion is her 

reference to skipping words in order to figure them out when asked for a strategy for 

unfamiliar text and not skipping words until they are fIgmed out in this question. 

Researcher: Do you think Stefanie ever comes to something she doesn't 
know? 

Audrey: Probably. 

Researcher: When Stefanie does come to something she doesn't know, 
what do you think she does? 



Audrey: She takes her time, sounds out the words. She writes the 
word down, breaks it into syllables and sounds it out. 

For this response, Audrey has shifted completely back into her instructional 

strategy of breaking words apart and sounding out. What is interesting is that 

throughout the study she appeared to keep reading and learning to read somewhat 

separate. Sounding out strategies were always connected to learning to read Her 

75 

focus on surface features of the text becomes more intense as the interview progresses. 

Researcher: If you knew someone was having trouble reading how 
would you help that person? 

Audrey: I would use flash cards and words. First teach the 
alphabet, letter by letter and then through a word. 

Researcher: What would your teacher do to help that person? 

Audrey: I don't know. Spend extra time teaching how to sound 
out, maybe explain reading to them. Teach them letter 
solmds. 

Researcher: How did you learn to read? 

Audrey: My mom brought books out. She taught me the alphabet 
first, letter by letter, the short and long sounds. Then I 
learned to recognize words and then I memorized words. 

Audrey has clearly been exposed to a phonics approach to learning to read and 

believes this is how she learned to read Her answers here clearly reflect only concern 

for surface features of the text. 

Researcher: What would you like to do better as a reader? 

Audrey: I would like to take more time. Instead of reading 
words of unknown meaning I want to stop and learn what 



the word means. Then I would understand the book a lot 
better. 
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Again she switches back to reading for meaning, talking about what the words 

mean and relates word meaning to lIDderstanding of the entire text. 

Researcher: Do you think you are a good reader? Why? 

Audrey: Yes. I read big fat books and I learn new words. I know 
what the words are. 

(The following question is not part of the Reading Interview but I added it to 

see if the participants could differentiate between sOlIDding out words and making 

meaning). 

Researcher: When you come to something you do not understand, 
what do you do? 

Audrey: I try to think about the word, try to guess the meaning. 
Then I ask my parents, ''Does this mean whatever" and 
they tell me. 

While Audrey appears to be focussed on "wordness" and sounding out each 

individual word, she also attends to meaning as evidenced in her answers to these last 

questions on the interview. Her frrst conscious strategy still seems to be 

graphophonic and she believes that this is the instructional strategy that unlocks the 

secrets of reading for others. 

Michelle 

I knew Michelle slightly before the year began because I had her older brother 

as a flfth grader. I also knew her mother well from conferences and other necessary 
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contacts. The mother is Korean and the father is a Caucasian officer in the army. 

Michelle, like her brother, is very soft spoken and polite. Her long brown hair, 

expressive eyes, and pale skin give her a doll-like appearance. She is tall and slender 

and an excellent nmner. She is shy and rarely contributed to the discussions. It was 

Michelle, however, that seemed to be the most enthusiastic member of the group. 

Each morning she approached me with lIDcharacteristic enthusiasm and ask "Are we 

going to have the 'four study' today?" Her 'four study' nickname stuck throughout the 

year. 

Initial Interviews 

Michelle took part in the initial all class written questionnaire in August but 

was absent during the one-on-one interviews in November. For some unknown reason 

I never went back and collected this information. 

Interview: August 31, 1995 

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

Michelle: Skip the word 

Question: Do you ever do anything else? 

Michelle: No. 

Question: Who is a good reader you know? 

Michelle: Mrs Brown. 

Question: What makes Mrs Brown a good reader? 

Michelle: Practice. 
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Since this was a written questionnaire, I did not have the opportunity to ask 

what she meant by "practice." I asstmle, like Audrey, she believes that good reading 

comes from reading frequently. 

Question: Do you think Mrs Brown ever comes to so~ething she 
doesn't know? -

Michelle: No. (She first wrote sometimes, then erased and changed her 
answer to no. I suspect she was afraid she would insult me.) 

Question: When Mrs. Brown does come to something she doesn't 
know, what do you think she does? 

Michelle: Sound it out. (She chose to answer this part of question 5 
rather than the second part which would have matched her 
'no' answer above.) 

Question: If you knew someone was having trouble reading how would 
you help that person? 

Michelle: Tell them to solDld it out. 

Question: What would your teacher do to help that person? 

Michelle: Help them sound it out. 

Question: How did you learn to read? 

Michelle: By sOlDlding out. 

Question: What would you like to do better as a reader? 

Michelle: Read long, long words. 

Question: Do you think you are a good reader? Why? 

Michelle: Yes, because I can read lots of words. 
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Like Audrey, it seemed that Michelle's defmition of reading was focussed on 

reproduction of text rather than making meaning. Further evidence of her emphasis on 

wordness can be fOl.m.d in her references to long words and lots of words. Unlike 

Audrey, she never mentioned figuring anything out and appeared to believe that 

sounding out was the only strategy available to readers. 

Baseline Reading Miscue Inventory: Procedure I 

I selected ''Wol to the Rescue" (Mowat, 1986) as the text to use across readers 

as I established a baseline reader's proftle on Michelle, Heather, and Christine. 

Michelle made 23 miscues in 1173 word (1.96 miscues per 100 words). Of the 23 

miscues, she appropriately self-corrected 9, transformed text to be syntactically and 

semantically acceptable 4 times, for a total of 56% of her miscues. She lost partial 

meaning only once. Her retelling was also excellent. She described all five 

characters, the setting, plot or problem, and the resolution. Her only omission was a 

minor event that had nothing to do with the plot itself. Because of the low nmnber of 

miscues, I decided not to do a reader proftle on Michelle. 

At the end of the retelling I asked her the following impromptu questions: 

Researcher: Do you think about what you are reading when you read? 

Michelle: Yes. 

Researcher: Do you get pictures in your mind? 

Michelle: Not all the time. 

Researcher: Not all the time. Do you try to figure out what's going to 
happen next? 



Michelle: No. 

I guess Wol 

~w it was silly, too, but he couldn't figure out how to 

g~ l2.ut Of-lt11~ mess.t~e. was in. He kept ... 
1\ 

From "Wol to the Rescue", Mowat p. 378. 

Figure 4.1 Michelle's Miscue No.1 
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While Michelle believed she did not predict, analysis of this miscue indicated that she 

did Not only was she predicting the English expression get out of this mess, she was 

probably not expecting the sentence to end with a preposition or another clause. 

When she encountered a second pronoun/verb combination following in she realized 

her error and self-corrected She was a very slow and methodical reader, pausing 

every few words as she scanned ahead. She seemed to fear making mistakes and 

didn't speak mill she was sure she was reading acceptable text. 

Wol was@surprised.he didn't know what to do. 

" From "Wol to the Rescue", Mowat p.378. 

Figure 4.2 Michelle's Miscue No.2 
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In this miscue she transformed the first dependent clause into a complete sentence, 

adding only a slight pause which I coded as a semicolon before the second complete 

sentence. Her focus on meaning is further emphasized in the following. 

cara.\'hed 
The other big kid6n--ad-e-ygrab for me, but I 

slipped past him and was just starting to run€hew~~ 
A 

stuck his foot out and tripped me. 

From "Wol to the Rescue", Mowat, p.380. 

Figure 4.3 Michelle's Miscue No.3 

In the paragraph preceding the miscue, Mowat used the verb grabbed to describe the 

behavior of the other boy. Michelle appeared to be predicting the same verb form 

here. She also paused after nm and, by omitting when. turned the rest of the original 

sentence into a complete sentence of its own. While she consciously stated that 

sounding out was her only strategy, Michelle obviously used predicting and sampling 

strategies and was comfortable with her own text when it was syntactically and 

semantically acceptable. She even appeared to be unaware when her text differed 

from the authors. Evidence of her use of confirming and disconfmning strategies is 

found in the next example. 



82 

@ 

I It wag@scary 

sound, but we liked it because ..... 

From "Wol to the Rescue," Mowat, p. 379. 

Figme 4.4 Michelle's Miscue No.4 

Here Michelle first read ~ as a predicate adjective for it, the howling of the 

coyotes. But when she scanned ahead (K. Goodman, 1994) and found the noun somd 

she disconf1IIlled her prediction and realized she needed to go back and pick up the 

noun marker~. Goodman includes the visual (optical) cycle followed by a perceptual 

cycle in his reading model that explains this behavior. 

Michelle tended to read in chunks with long pauses between sections of text as 

she used her knowledge of the language cueing systems and her strategies of sampling, 

predicting and confIrming to guide her reading. It appears from these examples that 

she was creating her own text during these pauses, not simply reproducing text. 

Heather 

Heather is a likable, loving child brimming over with enthusiasm for school. 

She is the youngest of fIve siblings, all in their twenties and she is an aunt several 

times over. During the course of the year it was discovered that her mother had a 

form of bone cancer in her arm. This seriously alarmed Heather and affected her 
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emotional stability through the surgery and daily trips to Tucson for chemotherapy. 

Mother responded well to treatment and Heather's bubbliness retmned. 

Heather is tall and solidly built with long brown hair streaming down her back. 

She sports a few freckles and her smile lights her entire face. She frequently arrived 

at school wearing some bizarre outfit gleaned from her mother's closet and 

accessorized with her own white cowboy boots. Her bus was one of the first to arrive, 

and, after she had breakfast, she would come to the room to see if I needed any help. 

She took an early shine to Audrey and often copied what Audrey did, including 

selecting the same books to read. She informed me early in the year that her third 

grade teacher told her she needs to read faster and read harder books. 

Initial Interviews 

Heather's initial written questionnaire in August was difficult to decipher 

because of some serious spelling problems. My best interpretation follows: 

Interview: August 31, 1995 

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

Heather: Sound it out or ask 

Question: Who is a good reader you know? 

Heather: Audrey. 

Question: What makes Audrey a good reader? 

Heather: Practice. 



Question: Do you think Audrey ever comes to something she doesn't 
know? 

Heather: Yes. 

Question: When Audrey does come to something she doesn't know, 
what do you think she does? 

Heather: Sound it out! (ptmctuation is hers; the only other 
ptmctuation mark she used was a final period). 

Question: If you knew someone was having trouble reading, how 
would you help that person? 

Heather: Read with them. 

Question: What would your teacher do to help that person? 

Heather: (pat me on hock on ponsck) [My best interpretation of this 
answer is Pat me on the back and pronounce. I neglected 
to ask her to translate]. 

Question: How did you learn. to read? 

Heather: Sound it out. 

Question: What would you like to do better as a reader? 

Heather: Nothing. 

Question: Do you think you are a good reader? Why? 

Heather: Yes, because I have talent. 
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Like Michelle and Audrey, Heather'S conscious definition of reading appears to 

be focussed on sotmding out words. She also realizes that good reading requires a 

great deal of practice. She demonstrates knowledge of the social nature of reading by 
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stating she would read with a troubled reader and the teacher would pat her on the 

back. She exhibits a good image of herself as a reader by stating that she has talent. 

Heather was one of the readers I focussed on dming the preliminary screenings. 

The first few times I had her read for me she became so tangled up in her self-

selected text that it was impossible for her to continue. She often relied on non-

words or produced complex miscues that reduced the potential for making meaning. 

When this occurred, she would usually stop and look imploringly at me after just a 

few paragraphs. I easily guided her toward more manageable texts. During 

September and October we had many discussions about reading strategies including 

reading to the end of the sentence, inserting a word that makes sense, and re-reading 

the section. Some of these discussions are reflected in the formal one-an-one 

interview in November. 

Interview: November 14, 1994 

Researcher: When you are reading and you come to something you do 
not know what do you do? 

Heather: Read the rest of the sentence and try to figme it out. Or I 
try to fmd a word that fits or read on to fmd out what it 
means. 

This answer clearly illustrates a change in her thinking that reflects our 

discussions about focussing on meaning. Her first response in the fll'St interview was 

to sound the word out. Now, her answer suggests that she has accepted the notion 

that a different word may be substituted for the author's and authors frequently define 



86 

a concept after it is first introduced. This concept that text teaches is discussed further 

in the analysis of her baseline data. 

Researcher: Do you ever do anything else? 

Heather: Ask mom or dad 

Researcher: Who is a good reader you know? 

Heather: Audrey. 

Researcher: What makes Audrey a good reader. 

Heather: Practice and she reads lots of difficult long books. 

Like Audrey and Michelle, Heather realizes that reading often is somehow a 

key to becoming a good reader. She also recognizes the need to read challenging 

material if a reader is to improve. 

Researcher: Do you think Audrey ever comes to something she doesn't 
know? 

Heather: Yes. 

Researcher: When Audrey comes to something she doesn't know, what 
do you think she does? 

Heather: The same as I do or she sounds it out. 

Researcher: If you knew someone was having trouble reading how 
would you help that person? 

Heather: I would help them read Have them read to me. I would 
help like 1st graders, sound out or say the words they 
couldn't get. 
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Here she regresses again to her SOtmding out strategies or to simply telling the 

reader what the word is. She does recognize the social nature of reading and realizes 

that it is not an act that must be done in isolation. 

Researcher: What would your teacher do to help that person? 

Heather: Give them a sheet of words to sound out and change 
reading levels. 

Researcher: Have you ever experienced this? 

Heather: Yes, my second grade teacher did it. 

Researcher: How did you learn to read? 

Heather: Putting words together, sotmding out. 

Researcher: What would you like to do better as a reader? 

Heather: Read at a better (higher) level. Practice more by reading. 

At this point Heather appears to be reflecting on her instructional histmy of 

both sounding out and experiencing reading groups based on ability. Her reference to 

a change in reading levels for the troubled reader implies being placed in a lower 

group. Fortunately, she has not lost the idea of learning to read by reading. 

Researcher: Do you think you are a good reader? Why? 

Heather: Maybe. I have practiced a lot and I read half the day. 

Again Heather reaffmns what she believes about good readers - they read She 

is less sme of her abilities now probably because some preliminary work that we did 

revealed some troublesome comprehension problems. 



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

Heather: I use another word that means the same thing as the word 
I didn't understand or I read the rest of the page to figure 
it out. 

Obviously, Heather has been listening and remembering our discussions on 
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reading strategies. What she means in her last response is that she would find a word 

that fits the meaning of the passage, something we had been working hard to 

accomplish. Unfortunately, Rome wasn't built in a day and neither are effective 

readers. It would be many months before I had any real evidence of improvement in 

her reading comprehension. 

Baseline Reading Miscue Inventory: ProcedW'e I 

Again I used ''W 01 to the Rescue" (Mowat, 1986) as the text for the initial 

baseline analysis. Heather made a total of 87 miscues in 1173 words (7.4 miscues per 

100 words). See Table 4.1 for her reader profile. 



Table 4.1 
HEATHER'S READER PROFILE: PROCEDURE I 

November 4, 1994 

TEXT: WOL TO THE RESCUE 

MEANING CONSTRUCTION 
No Loss 
Partial Loss 
Loss 

GRAMMATICAL RELATIONS 
Strength 
Partial Strength 
Overcorrection 
Weakness 

GRAPInC/SOUND RELATIONS 
GRAPInC 

High 
Some 
None 

SOUND 
High 
Some 
None 

NUMBER OF WORDS 
NUMBER OF MISCUES 
MISCUES/100 WORDS 

31% } 
13% 44% 
55% 

32% 

6% } 
2% 40% 

58% 

62% } 
35% ffT% 

2% 

62% } 
36% 98% 

1% 

1173 
87 
7.4 

The elevated percentages for High plus Some Graphic/Sot.md Relations show 
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Heather to be extremely dependent upon graphophonic cues as she reads, an apparent 

reflection of her instructional history with word lists. Her relatively low percentages 

for Meaning Construction and Grammatical Relations indicates that she is not yet 

using, to the degree she should, the new strategies we had talked about (substitution of 

a meaningful word or regression and re-reading). Her scores show that her miscues 
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result in semantically and syntactically unacceptable structmes more than half of the 

time and indicate that work needs to be done with predicting and confirming strategies 

(Goodman, et aI, 1987). She used non-words on nine occasions and omitted words 

that resulted in unacceptable structmes on five other occasions. She corrected a total 

of 14 miscues or 16% of her total miscues. The majority of these corrections involved 

verb tense or form - was to were or were to would for example. Most distmbing to 

me as I analyzed her typescript was the fact that she seemed lmconcerned when 

meaning was lost, plodding ever forward. In the following example she never paused 

and regressed only once. 

® The sight of 

th b b $p':'E!r hi 1, I.,..,..." th' h ds e a 'Y prame c cA.ens~pmg err ea out 

~~~ a~ b~~ 
through W ol's feathers, and that great big beak of his 

, ~ 0-91'} 1 ' the "gh th ' h ds, snappmg anxiOUS y m a1! n t over err ea 

S"+illest 
was the silliest thing I have ever seen. 

From "Wol to the Rescue," Mowat, p. 378. 

Figure 4.5 Heather's Miscue No, 1 
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The miscues on prairie and through are understandable but the got big break and 

stillest represent a serious disruption to her meaning construction. Of even greater 

concern as I prepared to work with her was her ineffective use of 

confirming/regression strategies on this occasion and many others. She did regress on 

popping but not when she became more seriously mired in the text. She appeared to 

be unaware that the text she was prcxlucing was not making sense or she believed that 

it wasn't supposed to make sense. Yet, other places in the text she produced 

acceptable miscues along with syntactically and semantically unacceptable text. 

® ® 
Bro.ce. a.. t:i_ . 
Bruce and~ they were only trying tolscare 

\""ea.d~ 
us, but we were scared all right. 

From "Wol to the Rescue," Mowat, p. 381. 

Figme 4.6 Heather's Miscue No.2 

A closer look at her regressions revealed that she regressed a total of 35 times across 

this particular story. This would indicate evidence of some sampling strategies as 

many of her regressions occurred four or five words prior to a difficult or troublesome 

word, some of which resulted in miscues. Others occmred before hyphenated words 

or compound words. And one occurred before an awkward construction. She rarely 
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regressed for pmposes of self-correction and most of her regressions were on words 

not phrases and clauses. 

They 

feo.r\ 
went right through the poplar woods like a couple of 

C 

cha.V\~e 
char fig buffaloes and we could still hear them 

R 
II brus~~s 
pbreakins bush when they were a half a mile away. 

From "Wol to the Rescue," Mowat, p. 382. 

Figure 4.7 Heather's Miscue No.3 

The phrase breaking bush is probably not one that she or I have ever encountered 

before. Her correction to breaking brushes demonstrates her understanding that the 

boys are crashing through the woods and her appropriate use of grammar and 

graphophonic information. 

In her everyday speech Heather substitutes came for come and uses a bad 

went construction. I consider this a local dialect as it is common among children in 

this area. These constructions turned up in her reading as she created text for herself, 

although on other occasions she substituted the more formal representation of speech 

in the text. 
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® 
Either these kids tell us wh~ Ithe cave is, or we tie 
them o){ ~ +heM 
"em to Ole Hanging Tree and leave '~ there all 

night with the ghost. .. " 

From nWol to the Rescue,n Mowat, p. 381. 

Figure 4.8 Heather's Miscue No.4 

Here she substituted 'em with them both times it occurred. She first regressed on 

cave which may indicate some sampling of the comma after the verb is or concern for 

'em four words ahead. The regression on leave appears to be a direct indication of 

her concern about 'em. 

One area of concern I had from this baseline data was an apparent 

inconsistency in confuming and disconfuming strategies. Evidence of some 

disconfirming strategies surfaced in the text as follows. 
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@ But now it was too 

I. uJ~re 
late to nm -Lthey would have caught us before we 

could go ten feet. 

From "Wol to the Rescue," Mowat, p. 379. 

Figure 4.9 Heather's Miscue No.5 

While the pronoun verb combination of they were is perfectly acceptable within the 

fll'st part of the sentence, the were have combination is not and she disconfll'med her 

prediction and corrected. However, her disconfuming strategies were inconsistent and 

she allowed the following to go uncorrected. 

®B~ 
risk L b~i~ 

fmally he seemed to resign himself~o bems. 
~ 

a mother, and he fluffed his feather~and 

himself very gently to the ground. 
From "Wol to the Rescue," Mowat, p. 378. 

Figure 4.10 Heather's Miscue No.6 

\o..'dt:rEtd 
lowered 
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It appears that at the outset of the study, Heather had a notion that reading is sounding 

out words and she did not make the most effective use of the natural strategies of 

sampling, predicting, and confrrming. She had a reasonable grasp of how language 

works by producing syntactically acceptable verb for verb and noun for noun 

substitutions. Her sense of semantics, however, was weak as she frequently produced 

sentences using English words that held no meaning in and of themselves or as an 

integral part of the story. 

Retelling 

At the end of the ''Wol to the Rescue" (Mowat, 1986) reading I asked 

Heather to tell me what it was about. 

Heather: These two kids went to a cave and urn and took two dogs and an owl. And 
two other bigger kids came and they asked them where the cave was 
and if they didn't tell them they would twist their arm and tie them 
to a tree. And the owl made an owl scream and it scared the two 
big kids and both little kids and the two bigger kids ran and urn they 
also urn saw the ten eggs hatch in the nest and tml that's pretty much 
it. 

Her retelling is a skeleton of the main parts of the story. She did have all five 

characters (the owl is considered a character here) but she was tmable to describe the 

boys beyond bigger. She mentioned the subplot with the hatching prairie chickens 

almost as an afterthought. Events like hiking, camping, cooking dinner, watching the 

S1m. go down and listening to a coyote howl were not included. She also omitted the 

parts about ghosts and the threats the older boys made. 
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During the aided retelling she related a good strategy she used to fmally get the 

word coyote. She first read coyotes as $cloets. The text continued to describe their 

behavior of climbing a hill and howling. When she encountered the word again two 

pages later she read it correctly. She describes her strategy in the following section of 

the aided retelling: 

Researcher: Did anything startle the owl to make him hoot like that? 

Heather: The coyotes. 

Researcher: When you got to the word coyote the fll'St time what did 
you think of! 

Heather: I thought of all sorts of animals and nothing really made 
the place so I skipped the word. 

Researcher: How come you got it the next time? 

Heather: It (the text) had told me a little bit. It had walked up the 
little hill and that helped ... the coyote the most only 
animal that howls besides the owl. 

In the first paragraph about the coyote, Heather only made three miscues, 

partially correcting one. She had a good sense of the animal and its behavior. When 

she saw the word the second time she knew it. Also, living in rural Arizona makes 

the coyote part of her personal schema. 

Heather's desire to improve her reading ability was a topic of discussion 

between us nearly every day, as she constantly asked for reassurance that she was 

doing better. I began the data collection phase of this dissertation determined to help 

this troubled reader. 
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Christine 

Christine is the middle child of seven siblings in a low income family. Her 

long brown hair was frequently tangled or yanked back into a pony tail. She has one 

shock of pme white hair coming from the center of her scalp. I have been told that 

this is common among prematme babies but I have not investigated to see if she fits 

this category. Her clothes, while clean, were often tom hand-me-downs from older 

brothers, pinned together to fit her small frame. She is usually a serious child, 

showing little emotion on her pixieish face. When she is upset however her pale skin 

flushes to bright red. She has developed many smvival skills common among students 

considered at risk. Asking peers to do her work for her and shading the truth are 

among these skills. She also possesses a stubborn streak which on more than one 

occasion created problems within her regular collaborative group in the classroom. 

At the beginning of the year, Christine was among several of my students who 

went to the Resomce room for part of the day. She had been tested and labeled 

Learning Disabled in math and reading in fll'st grade and had spent fom years in the 

resomce program. The Resource room is staffed with two full-time special education 

teachers and two aides. Students are pulled out of their regular classrooms for one or 

more 45 minute periods per day for intensive work in areas considered below grade 

level. They usually meet as a small group, 4-6 students at a time. Based on their 

individual test results, a prescriptive, skills-based program is designed to meet annual 

goals. Some of the work they do is independent computer directed practice, round-
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robin reading, and phonics drills. They are retested annually and new goals are 

established. Christine was required to go for two 45 minute periods each day. She 

didn't seem to mind the separation from her peers and seemed to enjoy the extra 

attention she received from the special education teachers. 

She appeared to enjoy reading and was always content during SSR. She self-

selected some chapter books, but frequently she read from my collection of picture 

books. 

Initial Interviews 

Christine's initial questionnaire appears to reflect some of her instructional 

history both at home and in school. She seems to be overly dependent on others to 

solve her problems; a strategy she has learned to control to her advantage. 

Interview: August 31, 1994 

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

Christine: Skip it and then go back. 

Question: Do you ever do anything else. 

Christine: Look it up. 

Both of these answers suggest that she is meaning oriented and illustrate a 

willingness to re-read or take out a dictionary to enhance her comprehension. 

Question: Who is a good reader you know? 

Christine: Cora. 



Question; What makes Cora a good reader? 

Christine: She reads slow. 

Question; Do you think Cora ever comes to something she doesn't 

know? 

Christine: Yes. 

Question; When Cora comes to something she doesn't know, what do 

you think she does? 

Christine: Tries to pronOlmce it. 

Question; If you knew someone was having trouble reading, how 

would you help that person? 

Christine: Read for them. 

Question; What would your teacher do to help that person? 

Christine: Read the word. 

Question; How did you learn to read? 

Christine: My mom helped me. 

Question; What would you like to do better as a reader? 

Christine: Help people. 

Question; Do you think you are a good reader? Why? 

Christine: No, because I don't know that many words. 

When I f11'st listened to Christine, I was impressed by the flow of her reading 

and her skill with more difficult text. For this reason, I was surprised by her last 
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answer. I was to fmd out later that her perception of knowing words was knowing the 

meaning not the prommciation. 

Christine's initial questionnaire is more meaning oriented than the other three, 

but she seems to be dependent on the available assistance of others rather than a 

repertoire of her own strategies. This is evident in her notion that helping is reading 

the word for the other person. By the November interview she still held the same 

notion about helping but was beginning to absorb other strategies we had discussed. 

Interview: November 14, 1994 

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

Christine: I try to see what fits in, what sounds the best and fits into 
the sentence. 

Researcher: Do you ever do anything else? 

Christine: No. 

Researcher: Who is a good reader you know? 

Christine: Audrey. 

Researcher: What makes Audrey a good reader? 

Christine: She knows all the words. 

These answers again demonstrate a concern for meaning but eclectic or skills 

oriented in terms of models. She has now changed her perception of a good reader 

from one who reads slowly to one who knows all the words ( at the point of this 
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writing, I believe she is referring to knowing the meaning but I didn't realize this at 

the time of the interview). 

Researcher: Do you think Audrey ever comes to something she doesn't 
know? 

Christine: Sometimes. 

Researcher: When Audrey comes to something she doesn't know, what 
do you think she does? 

Christine: Asks her group and then asks you. 

Researcher: If you knew someone was having trouble reading, how 
would you help that person? 

Christine: Ask them what word is best for the sentence. 

Researcher: What would your teacher do to help that person? 

Christine: I don't know, maybe tell them the word 

Researcher: How did you learn to read? 

Christine: My mom - I forgot. My mom read to me. 

Researcher: What would you like to do better as a reader? 

Christine: Know most of the words so I could be a better reader. 

Researcher: Do you think you are a good reader? Why? 

Christine: Sort of, I know some of the words. 

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

Christine: Ask Jordan (another student) or ask you. 



102 

As a researcher, I made a very important incorrect assumption at the end of 

these interviews. Because the other three girls were so focussed on wordness and 

sounding out, I assumed that Christine's desire to know all the words meant to be able 

to sound them out. After several readings and retellings, I realized that what she was 

actually telling me was that she needed to know what the words meant. Four years in 

the Resource room had made her an excellent "word caller", she was reasonably fluent 

and often read with expression. She did have a tendency to read through ptmctuation 

early in the study, sometimes anticipating different structures other times simply 

rushing onward. Several Collaborative Retrospective Miscue Analysis sessions 

increased her awareness of the ftmction of punctuation and enabled her to improve her 

monitoring strategies, resulting in a reduction in miscues on ptmctuation. Her 

retellings, however, revealed a lack of knowledge about what some specific words 

mean and impacted her comprehension. During early screenings I missed the 

significance of what she was trying to say about "knowing words.". 

Baseline Reading Miscue Inventory: Procedure I 

Again Mowat's tWol to the Rescue" (Mowat, 1986) was used to collect the 

baseline data. Christine made a total of 41 miscues across the 1173 words for a total 

of 3.4 miscues per 100 words. Her reader profile is in table 4.2. 



Table 4.2 CHRISfINE'S READER PROFILE: PROCEDURE 
November 4, 1994 

TEXT: WOL TO THE RESCUE 

MEANING CONSTRUCTION 
No Loss 
Partial Loss 
Loss 

GRAMMATICAL RELATIONS 
Strength 
Partial Strength 
Overcorrection 
Weakness 

GRAPlllCISOUND RELATIONS 
GRAPlllC 

High 
Some 
None 

Sound 
High 
Some 
None 

NUMBER OF WORDS 
NUMBER OF MISCUES 
MISCUES/HUNDRED WORDS 

41% 
12%} 53% 
46% 

48% 
17% } 

4% 69% 
29% 

67% 
22% } 89% 

9% 

67% } 
22% 89% 

9% 

1173 
41 

3.4 
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Christine demonstrates a very strong reliance on graphophonic cues but a loss 

in Meaning Construction on 46% of her miscues. At one point in the reading she 

skipped an entire line of text and didn't realize it The resulting text read: (the dogs) 

had gone off on a hlUlting trip [lot of crashing in the trees behind us. She neither 

paused nor stumbled or regressed at this point, and I began to question if she was 

sacrificing the story line for correct reproduction of the text. 
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Christine only corrected seven of the 41 miscues and two of these were over 

corrections. One of the overcorrections appears to be a clear indication of predicting 

strategies combined with over attention to graphic characteristics of the text. 

© The sight of 

l,.the babY\~-;irie chickens popping their heads out 
~of 
lthrough Wol's feathers, ... 

From "Wol to the Rescue," Mowat, p.378. 

Figure 4.11 Christine's Miscue No. 1 

Christine predicted the phrase out of before her eyes ever dropped to the next line. 

When she saw the configuration of the word through. she disconfmned her prediction 

of of and corrected it to through. While the slight shift in meaning did not interfere 

with comprehension, correction may reflect her concern for accurate reproduction of 

text. 

There is further evidence in this reading of her effective use of both predicting, 

sampling, and confirming strategies as the next two examples demonstrate. 



I guess Wol 

knew it was silly, too, but he COU1+'t figure how to 

@."'e his 
get out of the mes~'he was ill:) He kept ... 

1\ 
From "Wol to the Rescue," Mowat, p. 378. 

Figure 4.12 Christine's Miscue No.2 

@ 

''But did you havet; scare me right out of 

my skin too?" 

From "Wol to the Rescue," Mowat, p. 382. 

Figure 4.13 Christine's Miscue No.3 
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In the first example, Christine predicted that the sentence would end with mess, 

appropriately added a period after mess, and shifted her intonation on the word he to 

indicate the beginning of a new sentence. She continued with the syntactically correct 

phrase He was in his, eliminating the period after in. When she reached the verb kept 

she realized syntactically a nom of adjective should follow her pronoun his not a verb. 
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At this point, she regressed back to mess, changed her intonation to match the close of 

the sentence with in and the beginning of the next sentence with He. 

In the second example she predicted a nom following the word have and 

inserted the nom marker~. When confronted with the infinitive verb to scare, she 

again disconfrrmed and corrected the miscue. 

The following miscue added further to my worries about Christine's lack of 

attention to comprehension. 

sit where we were and hope they would leave us 

7 alonq;;, • 

From "Wol to the Rescue," Mowat, p. 379. 

Figme 4.14 Christine's Miscue No.4 

To leave the nonsense string They were only winging we could do appears to show 

some confusion about how to effectively deal with syntactically and semantically 

unacceptable miscues beyond the phrase level. 

Analysis of this typescript brought out some sincere concerns I had about her 

ability to comprehend the text. In an effort to tmderstand her vocabulaIy 
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comprehension problems, I focussed on the semantic acceptability of sentences where 

she inserted well-known words. 

hopeJ 
He opened his beak and gave the 

Owl Htmting Scream. 
From "Wol to the Rescue," Mowat, p. 381. 

Figure 4.15 Christine's Miscue No.5 

They 
Pcp~lQ.r 
p-

went right through the poplar woods like a couple of 

cheer"ng 
~harging buffaloes, and we could still hear them 
brt'Q.~ busnl's 
breaking bush when they were half a mile away. 

from "Wol to the Rescue," Mowat, p. 382. 

Figme 4.16 Christine's Miscue No.6 

In the first example, he hoped his beak is a syntactically acceptable substitution of a 

verb for a verb. However, when beak was not followed by something he could hope 
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for relative to his beak, she produced a semantically tmacceptable construction. The 

presence of the word and may have been enough to convince her that she was reading 

a compOlmd sentence and the two parts need not be that closely related. The second 

example, however, appears to be more serious. While she did produce two acceptable 

miscues in the sentence - popular for poplar and bushes for bush. the presence of 

cheering buffaloes in this realistic fiction piece is too much of a stretch. I find it hard 

to believe that this fomth grader didn't know the meaning of the word cheering within 

the context of buffaloes, and I was disttn'bed that she made no attempt to correct the 

miscue. It would appear from these examples that her personal defmition of reading 

prioritizes text reproduction over semantically acceptable meaningful text This would 

become increasingly clear and prove very difficult to change as the study progressed. 

Rete11ing 

Like Heather's, Christine's unaided retelling was a reasonable gist statement but 

only revealed a skeleton of the plot. 

Christine: It's about these kids, they have a cave and tun there was a 
nest with ten little eggs in it and three of them hatched and 
they went in the woods to eat llmch and then they went back 
out hiking and those two boys came and said if you don't 
show me the cave I'll hang you to the tree and urn the owl 
scared them away. 

Christine clearly brought her own interpretation to the text. Seven of the eggs 

hatched, the boys ate supper, and the hiking occurred before the meal She also 

omitted the scene where they watch the sun go down and the coyotes howl, and the 

scene where the older boys threaten them with ghosts and physically subdue them. 
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During the aided retelling she recalled that the owl's scream has something to do with 

rabbits but she related it as the owl seeing the rabbits. The text stated that they 

scream to scare the rabbits out into the open. The only name she recalled was Mutt, 

which she first attributed to one of the boys but then remembered it was one of the 

dog's names. She had not remembered the dogs in the tmaided retelling. During the 

aided retelling she responded '1 don't mow' on four occasions. For a reader who 

made only 3.4 miscues per one hundred words, the sketchiness of the retelling was 

cause for alarm. 

My concerns led me to continue interviewing her after the aided retelling. I 

asked her what reading is and how we read. She was unable to give any answer 

beyond "reading what the words say". She did say she enjoys reading but could tell 

me very little about the two most recent books we had read in class. She had Mrs 

Frisby and the Rats of NIMH (O'Brien, 1971) in her hand and I asked her to tell me 

what was happening so far. All she could recall was that someone went to the 

marketplace and was caught and put in a cave ( I believe she means cage here but 

may have been confused by the cave in the story she just read). She told me the 

chapter she was reading was called "At the Desk"; it was actually titled "Air Ducts". I 

explained what air ducts were and what had happened to the rats so far. It was at this 

point that I clearly realized that she had learned to pay attention to surface features of 

the text and expended little effort on bringing meaning to her text. I even began to 

question if she mew how to bring meaning to text. 
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In late November, Christine was re-evaluated by the school psychologist and 

released from resource. I argued that she was not comprehending what she was 

reading but my concerns fell on deaf ears. I decided I could probably be of more 

value to her than continued "word attack" drills and promised myself I would do all I 

could to help her. 

She is currently in a whole language fifth grade with Audrey and continuing to 

improve. Her teacher is still getting some under-the-table support from the resource 

teacher and has succeeded in getting the mother involved in Christine's achievements. 

At this point, the teacher is contemplating recommending her for Chapter One 

services at the middle school to give her some additional support. 

Teacher/Researcher 

When a researcher enters another teacher's classroom, it is with the illusion of 

a detached observer intent on answering personal research questions about teaching 

and learning. Theoretically, the researcher exerts minimal control over the participants 

and the data collection does not deeply impact the classroom outcomes. However, this 

is rarely the case because of the sensitivity of children to any changes in routine or 

people in their community. However, when the researcher is also the classroom 

teacher the situation takes on an entirely different character. The individual cast in the 

role of teacher/researcher has control over the behavior Wlder study as well as a 

double responsibility to both the students and the research. For me, this created a 

moral dilemma I needed to solve before the study began. 
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Teacher or Researcher 

I viewed the problem as an issue of loyalty. As a teacher, should the best 

interests of my students come first or, as a researcher, should the purity of the research 

be protected in spite of the effect on the participants? I struggled with this problem as 

I developed the proposal for this study. I grappled with questions about detached 

observations versus a more active manipulative role, the scope of student involvement, 

(i.e. whole class versus small group), the amount of direct teaching necessary to 

accomplish my goal of introducing students to reading process strategies, and the 

wisdom of raising cognition of the reading process to a conscious level. Smith 

(1988) strongly suggests that this latter issue confuses readers and causes unnecessary 

problems. As I struggled with these questions, I was on sabbatical leave, away from 

children. The participants in my study did not have names, faces, personalities, or 

problems. During this period, I answered the questions more from the stance of a 

researcher. I resolved to step back as much as possible and observe the process and 

outcomes. I also decided to involve the entire class, as one of my purposes was to 

study the feasibility and effectiveness of Collaborative Retrospective Miscue Analysis 

(CRMA) as a whole group instructiona1/collaborative strategy. This would not be a 

long stretch for me because I routinely discussed reading strategies, my own miscues, 

and the reading cueing systems with my students in whole group or small group 

sessions. 
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Gaining Access 

The first day of the 1994-95 school year each of my student's parents received 

a persona11etter from me explaining my background, teaching philosophy, classroom 

agenda, and research goals. I informed the parents that I would be conducting 

research on reading process dtning the course of the entire year, and that the research 

would involve some whole class activities as well as more intense work with two 

groups of four students each. I let them know that if I wanted to study their child in a 

small group they would be contacted for appropriate permissions. I also asked the 

parents to respond by telling me about their child and their perception of her/him as a 

learner. I received warm and supportive responses from about 50% of the parents. 

As the school year began, I talked with my students about my work, about 

reading process, miscue analysis, and collaboration. I had the entire class fill out an 

initial Reading Inventory (Goodman, et a1, 1987) as a written questionnaire, and I 

conducted a sociogram to find compatible students. I was looking forward to teaching 

the entire class about CRMA and observing their response. The children were excited 

and peppered me with questions nearly on every day. 

During the preliminary screening process, I discovered several students 

experiencing difficulty comprehending text as well as I would expect for fourth grade. 

As a consequence, I began to rethink my research goals, shifting away from a general 

observation of CRMA groups in action toward the potential goal of ffiMA as an 

instructional strategy to assist these troubled readers. 
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Parental Influence 

Toward the end of September, I was summoned into the principal's office and 

informed that he had talked with one of my student's mothers and there was a 

problem. She told him she represented a group of concerned parents who felt that the 

only reason I returned to the classroom for the year was to gather data for my personal 

research. They believed I had no vested interest in the cunicultnn or the individual 

learners, their children, in the classroom. She labored under the assumption that I 

viewed each class member as a guinea pig and she would never permit her son to be 

examined in any way, nor did she want the cuniculmn modified to suit my purposes. 

The principal reassured her of my commitment to my profession, refused to transfer 

her son to a different class as requested, and told her I would call her in for a chat. 

This kind of situation is a potential hazard for any teacher/researcher who is 

deliberately setting up a situation in order to study it I had done many studies over 

the previous years, but these only involved studying methodologies already part of the 

classroom routine. Furthermore, the prior studies did not require formal parental 

permissions because I was not planning on publishing the results, only using them to 

inform my own teaching. I had always made it a practice, however, to touch base 

with parents any time I planned to audio or videotape their child; I was never turned 

down. 

Not wanting to jeopardize my entire study, I called the mother in, listened to 

her concerns, and assured her that I would not involve her son or the entire class in 



the project. This satisfied her and I altered my plans accordingly. Since she had 

mentioned other parents of some of my male students were also upset, I decided to 

limit my study to one group of female students. One fmal change involved the 

decision to work with my group in the adjacent office rather than in the classroom. 

This meant data collection could not formally begin until January when my student 

intern became a full-time member of our comun.mity. This shortened time-frame 

impacted other subsequent research decisions. 

The Question of Loyalty 
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Two of the four students I selected for the study, Heather and Christine, were 

readers in trouble. Their strategies for dealing with printed text were dissimilar, but 

both suffered from serious comprehending and comprehension problems. K. Goodman 

(1996) differentiates between the two terms by defining "comprehending (as) the 

process of making sense of written language and comprehension the meaning that 

results from the reading" (p.I03). In miscue analysis, the process of comprehending is 

measmed by the percentage of semantically acceptable miscues added to the 

percentage of unacceptable miscues successfully corrected. The comprehension score 

is obtained from the retelling. 

Heather's reading was characterized by frequent non-word substitutions when 

she encountered difficult or unfamiliar text. She was able to read comfortably from 

the Babysitter series, but she had deep desires to read more challenging materials. She 

was also at a point where her reading ability was having a negative effect on her 
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ability to succeed in school. Her retellings were more detailed than a listener would 

expect, which indicated some orientation to making meaning from text. Her 

comprehension, as defined by K. Goodman (1996), was better than her apparent ability 

to comprehend during reading. 

Christine had been labeled learning disabled and placed in special education in 

f11'st grade because of problems in both reading and math. She was able to read orally 

with some proficiency, although the flow of her language fluctuated somewhat 

erratically, rushing through some segments and using excellent expression for others. 

Her retellings, however, were bare-boned gist statements that typically omitted the 

richness of detail and description. She also confused characters and their roles and 

had difficulty inferring character motivation. In spite of acknowledged comprehension 

problems, she was released from the special education program in October, 1994 

because she met the standards for reading set by the state of Arizona at that time. 

I was now faced with several serious questions involving my responsibilities as 

a teacher toward these two participants. To what extent was I responsible for 

teaching them more complex reading strategies outside my regular reading curriculum? 

Considering the shortened time frame, did I have enough faith in the collaborative 

process to allow it to flourish without modification? If I modified the research 

methodology, how would that impact the readers, my fmdings, and future research? 
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Responsibilities to the Student 

As my proposal had taken shape the previous year, I developed a strong belief 

that the CRMA process would be an effective way to help readers grow and improve. 

Now I was faced with real children with real problems. They had faces, names, and 

personalities, and they trusted me to help them learn and mature over the year. I have 

spent 18 years of my life working with 25-30 children per school year, six hours a 

day, nine months of the year. My sense of responsibility and loyalty to each 

individual learner was far too ingrained to trust their learning to a relatively new 

process, CRMA, no matter how firmly I believed in it. Neither participant could bring 

sufficient meaning to text to meet their needs as learners in a school setting, and I 

found the shortened time-frame tmdemtined my trust in the collaborative element of 

the CRMA process to produce effective change. As a result, I set up the group task as 

tutorial rather than purely collaborative. 

When the group first met, I discussed some preliminary opinions I had of each 

girl's problems with text. I relayed to the whole group that Christine word calls well 

but does not always read with appropriate expression. I also stated that she 

remembers basic elements of text but sketchy details. I described Heather as a reader 

who struggles through text, creating non-words in order to proceed, but gathers more 

meaning from the experience than a listener would expect. I asked the group to think 

about how we could help them improve their overall comprehension. It is important 

to clarify here that I did not ask Audrey and Michelle to become active reading 
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instructors and Heather and Christine to assume the role and passive learners. Instead, 

I charged the entire group with the responsibility of puzzling through various strategies 

that would achieve results. Accordingly, both Heather and Christine played a 

reciprocal role in explaining and developing new lmderstandings of their own reading 

processes as well as contributing to the group interaction. 

Modification of Procedures 

By deciding to set the task as tutorial, I modified the intent of CRMA and 

created a need for some modification of procedures. When Y. Goodman (1996) and 

Costello (1992) flISt began working with Retrospective Miscue Analysis and 

Collaborative Retrospective Miscue Analysis, the reading behavior of the participant 

was to be examined against the backdrop of reading process as described by K. 

Goodman (1994). Similarly, I began working with the group by explaining the 

cueing systems of semantics, syntactics, and graphic sOlmd relationships. I described 

the strategies readers use to comprehend text: predicting, sampling, confimting, 

disconfirming, regressing, correcting, and terminating. I tried to give them the 

necessary language to discuss reading process. During periods when I was absent 

from the discussion, the group, now charged with helping rather than examining, 

developed their own agenda that strayed, sometimes far afield of the original 

collaborative intent of CRMA. 

I also altered my own procedures as I collected the Reading Miscue 

Inventories. K. Goodman and Y. Goodman's (Y. Goodman, et a1, 1987) research 
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suggests that the reader is not to be given any help dtuing the initial frrst reading. 

This procedure is based on proof that, left to their own strategies, most readers solve 

their problems with text and develop new and stronger strategies in the process. The 

practice also allows the researcher to study how the reader responds to similar 

linguistic structures across text. There are two situations when stopping the reader is 

appropriate: "They are making very few miscues or they are unable to continue 

independently" (Goodman, et al, 1987, p. 43). Y. Goodman further states that if a 

student stops to question or ask for help they should be encouraged "to do whatever 

they do when reading alone" (p.44). She also suggests that a line omission should be 

pointed out to the reader when it occurs. 

Remaining silent as a reader struggles is difficult for most adults, especially for 

teachers. Before the study officially began, I had worked informally with Heather. 

One of her problems focussed on poorly developed strategies to cope with disruptive 

miscues dtuing the reading act. She was using sounding out, omissions, non-word 

substitutions, and reading on strategies but not effectively. Over the course of these 

informal sessions, I developed the habit of stopping her when she became seriously 

enmeshed in multiple miscues, encouraging her to go back and re-read. This became 

a comfortable pattern for us and I was unable to revert to complete silence once the 

formal study began. On one or two occasions my interruptions were of some benefit 

but on other occasions they may have made problems worse (See Olapter 5). I rarely 

stopped Christine, but the group decided to fly this method in their attempts to assist 
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her (See Chapter 6). They may have been influenced by the behavior I mcxleled with 

Heather, but I believe their decision was more of an extension of the buddy reading 

practices that were an established part of our reading curriculum. Buddy reading pairs 

two students with the same text and they take turns reading and discussing as they 

proceed through the reading. Usually, if one reader has difficulty the other is able to 

help; if neither reader can solve the problem, they come to me of another peer. 

Faith in the Collaborative Process 

Many factors contributed to my mild distrust of the collaborative process in 

this instance. The most important of these was the time factor. I have believed in and 

used collaboration in my classroom for over nine years and I ]mow it to be a slow 

process as the students learn to trust each other but profoundly effective once that trust 

is established. The participants had all been working collaboratively since the 

academic year began, but only Audrey and Heather had worked together. For the 

group to work collaboratively as a cohesive whole, they needed time to establish trust. 

Only four months remained to collect data and I was worried that we would run out of 

school year before much help could reach Heather and Christine. I also ]mew 

Christine to be defensive and withdrawn, not a good candidate for collaboration. 

When I set the group task as tutorial, I interfered with the sense of equality among 

peers crucial to successful collaboration. Audrey assmned the leadership role and was 

both an asset and, at times, a liability. 
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Research or Instructional Stance 

In 1996 Y. Goodman and Flmkey (1996) of the University of Arizona 

developed a diagram for Retrospective Miscue Analysis (RMA) that addresses the 

dual role of teacher and researcher as a reader is guided through the revaluing process. 

The very natme of RMA requires the dual stance. Throughout the data collection I 

tried to keep a balance between these two stances. 

Figme 4.17 GoodmanjFlurkey RMA Diagram 

RMR 
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In the GoodmanjFlurkey diagram, RMA procedures encompass both the 

research stance and instructional strategies. The research stance involves analysis of 

the reading process of the participant, i.e. efficient use of strategies and the role of the 

text, and analysis of the participant directly, i.e. how the reader constructs text and the 

value of self. This aspect of RMA is operational during the formal collection and 

analysis of the RMI. The other side of the model involves the way the teacher uses 

the data to instruct the reader. Instruction is either formal, i.e. CRMA procedures or 

one-on-one, or informal, i.e. critical moment teaching. All aspects of this model were 

observed during the course of this study. 

Since the Y. Goodman/Flurkey diagram is constructed around the relationship 

between a teacher and one reader, it does not directly address the role of the teacher 

within a CRMA group situation. I found myself creating my role as the discussions 

progressed. I tried to allow the group to take the lead, but, when I sensed they were 

close to an important discovery, I joined in with additional information. 

During the first discussion on January 11, 1995 Christine shared her 

perception of the word attac~ phonics-based reading instruction she received in the 

resource room and the girls engaged in exploratory talk (Barnes, 1992) as they search 

for reasons for her problems. 

Audrey: Maybe she's been in resource too long and she is 
concentrating on what they told her and like she is thjnkjng 
about what they told her and trying to do the same thing in 
the book and she is forgetting. 



Researcher: Actually she learned what they taught her well ... how to 
pronounce words. 

Heather: Maybe she is reading too many grades over. 

Researcher: No. She reads very well she just can't tell you (much 
about)what she has read 

Audrey: Do you think she focusses too much on the words instead of 
the meaning of the book? 

Researcher: Bingo! When we read, the fIrst reason we read is to make 
meaning, the second thing we do when we read is to sound 
out the words on the page. But if we are making meaning 
we can read words that aren't on the page and not change 
the meaning. 

122 

At this point in the study, I wanted to immediately change the girl's perceptions 

of miscues as mistakes. I was listening for an opportunity to bring this into the study 

and missed the full import of Audrey's statements mill I transcribed them. Audrey's 

reference to thinking about what they told her in resomce directly relates to Smith's 

(1988) notion of metalinguistic awareness as confusing to the reader. Ouistine had 

described learning to read rust a letter, then a syllable at a time. Smith questions 

whether "awareness of terms like'letter', 'word', or 'sentence' can take place mtil after 

learning (to read) has occmred" (p. 303). Christine's focus on smface featmes of text, 

as taught in the resomce program and probably the regular classroom as well, was 

interrupting her thinking about the meaning of the text. Audrey's perceptive statement 

proved to be quite accmate, and, as the study progressed, the group found ways to 

change Christine's focus. 
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Further in this same discussion, I bad the opporttmity to share a strategy about 

names. In the January 11, 1995 Heather read from The Castle in the Attic (Winthrop, 

1985) and changed the name of the main character from William to Wilma. 

Audrey: Wilma not William. 

Researcher: Why did she say Wilma? 

Audrey: Because she was nervous and got Wilma instead of 
William. 

Researcher: (To Heather) Why do you think you said Wilma? 

Heather: Thinking of the F1intstones I guess. 

Audrey: It says Wilma in there if you take out one of the I's. 

Researcher: With a name you can make up any name you want to as 
long as you are consistent and Heather is very consistent. 

The discussions continued in this manner as I addressed high quality miscues, 

prediction and regression strategies, and miscues that were syntactically acceptable. 

We also dealt with issues involving irregular verbs and the appropriate usage of lie 

and~. The girls became quite comfortable with the new concepts and, with the 

exception of Michelle, began to take on more leadership as the study continued. The 

last few discussions they carried out on their own. 

Teacher Talk 

Analysis of my talk swprised me. As the discussions were going on, I felt I 

was talkjng too much, leading them too much, and generally too controlling. When I 

took a careful look at the open-ended questions I asked and the careful prodding of 
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their thinking in order to expand their hypotheses and puzzle through their questions, 

I was pleased. 

February 16, 1995: Session # 6 

Reader: Heather 

pulled up some onions. She left the back door open on pwp05e, 
@ her 

but when she retmned, the hare was still sitting (on the kitchen table 
From "The Hare and the Orphan" in The Magic Hare. Banks, p.12 

Figure 4.18 Heather's Miscue No.7 

Audrey: Stop it. She said still sitting on her and then corrected and 
said the. Like it makes sense with her kitchen table and 
corrected herself. 

Researcher: Should she have? 

Audrey: No. 

Researcher: Did she need to? 

Christine: No, not at all. 

Researcher: That would be considered an overcorrection because it is 
her table, it doesn't belong to anyone else. That would 
have been fme to keep going there. 

First I prodded the girls to decide for themselves if the correction was necessary, then 

I used the opportunity to instruct them on overcorrections. 
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This was a major change for me as I have always had a tendency to charge in 

with the 'right way' to do things (there is some evidence of this, too). As I evolved 

into a whole language teacher, I worked hard to give the lead to the children and place 

my self in the facilitator role. This is the first time I have looked in-depth at my own 

talk and I am pleased with the changes. When I had briefly examined my own talk in 

earlier studies, I was dismayed at the excessive amount of talking I did and the 

manner in which I controlled the student responses. It is important that teachers focus 

a lens upon themselves periodically in order to clearly understand their own role in 

group interactions. I will need to focus on my new more positive behaviors and 

questioning techniques on a conscious level as I continue with miscue research. 

A close look at my patterns of talk reveals another interesting twist to the 

discussions. I tried to encourage the girls to fll'St look at whole segments of text, not 

individual miscues in terms of meaning, then questioned them about sounding like 

language, reasons for the miscue, and need for correction. I intended to give them a 

pattern to get them started talking about miscues, but they adopted this pattern as 

absolute and never developed more creative ways of framing the discussion. In the 

futme, I need to demonstrate wider variety of ways to talk about miscues. Other 

possibilities could include helping them attribute possible prediction strategies to the 

reader, encomaging discussion of the reader's schema that may have been a 

contributing factor, or examining irregular text or grammatical constructions. An 

assortment of possibilities would free the discussants to explore new and more exciting 



ways to approach the subject and may lead researchers to new and interesting 

discoveries. 

Analysis of Group Discourse: The Informants 
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As discussed earlier, the group is composed of four girls from diverse academic 

and socio-economic backgrOl.mds. Audrey is an economically privileged only child 

who has experienced a wide range of cultural activities including travel, music, art, 

drama, and fme dining. She has constant familial support for all of her activities and 

is a highly respected and important member of her family. 

Heather is also being raised as an only child whose father is retired and mother 

is unemployed. Both parents have minimal educational backgrounds and school was a 

struggle for both of them. They live in a modest mobile home in a clean well

maintained park. 

Michelle is the daughter of doting parents. Her mother was often at school to 

help with various activities and to provide support. She had a great deal of trouble 

participating in the miscue discussions, but was more open with her peers than with 

adults. 

Christine is quiet and withdrawn most of the time, but when she needs to 

defend her "turf' she does so with a passion that can only come from defending 

cramped territory from three older brothers. The family lives in a small, mobile 

home, and neither parent is employed. The summer following the study the family 
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adopted a friend's infant, bringing their family numbers up to eight children, two under 

the age of one year. 

As I examine the composition of the group in retrospect, it appears to be 

divided sharply along economic boundaries. The two troubled readers, Heather and 

Christine, are economically disadvantaged to varying degrees and the two more 

capable readers are economically privileged to varying degrees. This was not my 

intent, as I was simply searching for readers I felt needed assistance and would benefit 

from the group interaction and readers I felt could be powerfully supportive to those 

more in need. The economic situations I only mention here in passing as they add a 

research angle that has been dealt with many times, resulting in the Federally funded 

Head Start Program and the creation of the Children's Television Network. 

Since this study did not examine the reading behaviors of Audrey and Michelle 

and they do not each have a chapter devoted to them, I feel it is important to discuss 

their individual behaviors as group members prior to discussion of the collaborative 

analysis. 

Audrey 

Audrey quickly asS1.Dlled the leadership role, taking the initiative to stop 

the audiotape and ask questions of either the group or directly of me. One of her 

greatest contributions to the group was her pattern of sharing her own reading 

strategies with the group (See Chapter 5). She began by discussing her own strategies 

that work and suggesting ways the reader could alter behavior to bring more meaning 



128 

to text. She also developed sometimes elaborate reasons why the miscue tmder 

discussion was made in an attempt to preserve the self-esteem of the reader. Some of 

her elaborate rationalizations involved the internal order of letters within the word 

When I was with the group, she took her cues from me. If she heard a miscue 

she wanted to discuss, she would fU'St look to see if I intended to stop the audiotape. 

If not, she would stop it herself. She always looked for positive reasons to support the 

reader. In the Session #2 in January she developed a complex scenario that 

rationalized Heather's miscue of furniture for furnace (See Chapter 5, Figure 5.18). 

When she exhausted to rationalization based upon meaning, she resorted to comparing 

the smface structure of the two words to strengthen her case. 

Audrey learned about the reading process very quickly and was able to frame 

this new knowledge within her old tmderstandings. During a discussion about Heather 

reading ahead to "figure out a word before I got to it," Audrey made the following 

observation. 

January 13, 1995: Session # 2 

Reader: Heather 

Audrey: It's like what you, researcher, said about the Mad Minute (a 
computation speed drill done nearly every day in math) you 
have to look at the next problem while you are writing the 
answer to a problem. Even though she was reading the 
present word she was pausing because she was reading the 
rest of the sentence. 

On a few occasions, Audrey was also a liability if the group was to develop 

new understandings of the reading process as a socio-psycholinguistic process rather 
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than decoding letters to sound. In Audrey's early interviews she made a clear 

distinction between her defInition of reading and learning to read To Audrey, 

learning to read was taking words apart syllabically and producing a sotmd represented 

by the combination of letters. She believes this is how she learned to read, with the 

help of her mother, and she believes this is how everyone learns to read When I was 

not present with the group she assmned the role of teacher, using this approach to the 

teaching of reading. 

In Session # 15 in May, she went through an elaborate repertoire of 

instructional methods to help Heather with the words crinkle, and ~ (See 

discussion of Figure 5.48 for same behaviors). In both cases she encouraged Heather 

to break the words apart and sound them out. This was counterproductive to 

everything we had been doing in the group discussions and exposed her instructionally 

dependent behaviors school reading programs produced. 

She further confused the issue when she attempted to define both words. She 

demonstrated the crinkling of fabric for scalp crinkled and referred to a judge in a 

court of law to trigger pronunciation of judge meaning an estimate of distance. 

In spite of this revisitation of sounding out procedures, Audrey was a 

tremendous asset to the study. Her capacity to conceptualize the reading process 

exceeded my expectations of what fourth graders should be able to do. 
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April 7, 1995: Interview with Audrey 

While Audrey was reflecting on Christine's comprehension process, she made 

the following statement: 

Audrey: So that would mean that if she could pronOlmce the words but 
doesn't know what they mean then that could add into she 
doesn't know what's happening. 

In this same interview she makes a strong case for group analysis as an instructional 

strategy. 

Audrey: Well, I've learned that other people need help and can get help 
and can get a lot better ... even if they can't do it, read very 
well or tmderstand what's happening. It's ftm because if you 
are having trouble with reading and you don't have to feel 
embarrassed about it because you can know other people 
have troubles with reading, too. And it makes it ftm because 
you can share reading and your miscues ... and they know 
what you are talking about. 

While this statement speaks well for the effectiveness of group discussions of 

miscues it does not reflect well on the collaborative process. In the discussion of 

collaboration later in this chapter, there is evidence that the improved self-images and 

reading performances Heather and Christine experienced produced some unwelcome 

challenges to Audrey's dominate role. Audrey's statements above seem to express her 

comfort that it is "other people" who need the help. 

Michelle 

Michelle contributed the least to the group interactions. She frequently lost her 

place and had to have someone help her. In February, she was still asking why she 
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keeps forgetting what miscues are. When I tried to pull her into the conversations by 

naming her she would often shrug or say she didn't know. In addition, her voice was 

very soft and when she did contribute it was often difficult to hear what she said 

There is some slight evidence that she may have been quite nervous during the 

discussion sessions. In the first session on January 11, 1995 she made only one 

comment and that was to confirm a miscue she heard. In the second session on 

January 13, 1995, she spoke briefly when I was not with the group. The text under 

discussion was the fll'st chapter of The Castle in the Attic (Winthrop, 1985) and she 

was responding to William's sadness that his nanny is leaving to move to England 

January 13, 1995: Session # 3 

Michelle: Well I had ... you guys are making me nervous ... I had to 
move once and leave a friend and I thought I would see her 
again but my mom said probably not and I started crying. 

Her text is interesting for two reasons. First, she states that she is nervous with 

just her peers present. If this was the case, she was probably more nervous when I 

was there. Secondly, she finally responds not to any of Heather's miscues, but to the 

literatme itself, connecting to prior experience. 

As the study continued, Michelle began to respond more frequently, and she 

was most active when I was not with the group. 

Michelle made one other lengthy contribution during Session # lIon March 

17, 1995. The girls are discussing Christine's reading of Strider (Cleary, 1991). As 



Audrey and Heather begin to explore ideas that might help Christine notice her 

miscues, Michelle brings her own interpretation of the solution into focus. 

Audrey: How can we help her? Get her in the habit of going back. 

Heather: Every time she loses it maybe ... 

Audrey: What Heather is trying to say is that every time she reads out 
loud and loses meaning and she doesn't go back and fix it, 
how is that going to help her? 

Researcher: I don't know what do you think, Christine? 

Christine: I don't know. 

Michelle: In the hallway. She can read to somebody in the classroom 
and she'll have the same book and if she messes up and still 
keeps on going, Audrey can stop her and tell her to go back 
to that word. 
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Heather and Audrey expand on this procedure but Michelle again withdraws from the 

discussion. 

Collaboration 

Barnes and Todd (1995) analyze group collaboration through description of 

different kinds of dialogue moves occurring within the groups. Their categories of 

responses include initiating, eliciting, extending, and qualifying. While multiple 

aspects of these categories did not occur within the work of only one group, enough 

examples are present to provide a clear analysis of group interaction. 

Initiating 

Following a brief review of the previous session that I encouraged, Audrey and 

I shared the leadership role in the early discussions. By the end of January, Audrey 
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was taking the initiative to stop the audiotape a great deal of the time, repeat the 

miscue as she heard it, and render an opinion or ask questions of either the group or 

directly to me . 

. . . swelling larger and large~~ clearly as 

if it were a balloonAbeing blown up. 

In half a minute, it was the size of a melon! ". 
In another half-minute, it was twice as big again! 

From James and the Giant Peach. Dahl, (1961), p. 17. 

Figme 4.19 Michelle's Miscue No.5 

Audrey: She said swelling larger and then she put a period there 
and then she said if it were a balloon STOP being blown 
Yll STOP in half a minute STOP it was the size of a 
melon. And then she read this next sentence 
perfectly, In another half a minute it was twice as big 
again. 

Researcher: Why is she doing that? 

Audrey: Taking breaths? 

The rest of the group take up Audrey's lead and speculate about what Michelle 

might be doing with her text. They eventually hit on the notion that she might be 

reading too many books that are written with short sentences that end at the end of 

each line of print. 



134 

On several occasions early in the study, Audrey both initiated and terminated a 

discussion topic before others could become involved. lbis occurred dming Heather's 

reading of Castle in the Attic, Session # 3. 

Audrey: She said minute no moment - I think that is pretty 
better than even minute. 

Researcher: That is a wonderful miscue. 

Audrey: It's like she's not making a miscue at all. 

Audrey's closing comment shut down the dialogue and she tmned the audiotape 

of the first reading back on. By February, Heather and Christine were beginning to 

play a role in initiating discussion. In Session # 5, Christine stops the tape of heather 

reading. 

Christine: She said boiling. 

Researcher: That was good Why? 

Heather: I said boiling, I could have been thinking that she was 
getting the water hot it would boil to ... 

Here Christine takes the initiative and comments rust on the miscue. Heather 

immediately jumps in to explain her thinking and get the dialogue going. 

Eliciting 

Barnes and Todd (1995) identify eliciting strategies that help sustain 

conversation. Sometimes eliciting further response is as simple as pausing so another 

group member can pick up the conversation. In this next example from Session # 7, 
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Michelle is re-reading the author's text following Heather's audiotaped miscue of laid 

for landed. 

Michelle: The hare jumped high into the air and landed 
in her wide ... 

Audrey: The hare jumped high into the air and laid in 
her wide-stretched arms. 

Michelle: It's like jmnp into the air and lands in her 
arms. 

Audrey: I think you would have to add more words. 

Here the girls tried the sentence both ways and Audrey fmally determined more text 

was needed to explain the action. They continued by trying out some sample 

sentences using additional text. 

Another kind of eliciting identified by Barnes and Todd (1995) takes the form 

of requests for additional information. In Session -# 9, the girls were responding to 

Michelle's insertion of the word the between All and respectable in the sentence All 

respectable. decent people ... 

Audrey: Stop. 

Christine: the respectable . . . 

Audrey: She said All the respectable. That's good, huh? She added 
a word Read the sentence the way she did 

Christine: All the respectable. decent people ... 

Heather: All the respectable. All respectable 

Christine: Yeah that's good, but what does it really say 
there? 
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Christine's final request for clarification was misunderstood by the group 

because they had not yet realized she could pronounce words she did not understand. 

Later in the study, this became clear and they readily explained the unknown 

vocabulary to her. More examples are given in Chapter 6. 

Extending 

Another move Barnes and Todd (1995) identify is the practice of extending 

ideas between group members. In Session # 2, the girls are discussing why William 

does not want Mrs Phillips, the housekeeper/nanny in Castle in the Attic (Winthrop, 

1985), to return to her home in England Audrey initiates a response to the literature 

with the following statement 

Audrey: I think he doesn't want her to go because she 
is his best friend, she has done all his cooking, all his 
cleaning, she is almost his best friend and she ... Now I 
would know that if I had my best friend here and she had 
to move I would not .. .I would do everything in my power 
to help her stay. 

Heather: Because he is probably attached to her for doing everything 
he's supposed to do but she has done for him and he keeps 
telling her he loves her. 

Audrey: In other words he loves her so much that he doesn't want 
her to go. 

Here Audrey and Heather go back and forth expanding on William's motivation 

and tapping into their own personal responses to the text. 
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Qualifying 

The final collaborative move Barnes and Todd (1995) identify is qualifying. 

They describe qualifying and extending as closely related moves blending into each 

other. They distinguish a difference by stating the qualifying is limiting a range of 

application. During Session -# 13, Heather's reading of ''The Hare and the Vampire" 

(Banks, 1993), the discussion centers on a high quality miscue Heather made when 

describing the Vampire's teeth. 

They were the scariest thing of all. 

Audrey: Okay, stop it. She said they were the 
strangest thing of all. 

Michelle: Like the teeth. 

Christine: She said they were ~. 

Audrey: That's a great miscue, huh? 

Heather: The teeth are strange. 

Audrey: That's a good miscue because strangest and 
scariest are sort of like the same thing. 

Heather: Well, similar but they're not exactly the 
same. 

Here Heather reminds Audrey that there is a definite difference between ~ 

and strange. thus limiting Audrey's lmqualified acceptance of her miscue. 



Task Management and Social Skills 

For the most part, the roles of the discussants shifted over the comse of the 

study, but Audrey tended to hold a dominant role. Sometimes there was a shift in 

roles that was publicly negotiated or personal conflict arose during the discussion. 
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Other than dialogue, the major activity carried on by the group was the 

stopping and starting of the audiotape of the fust readings. Michelle enjoyed this task 

and usually positioned herself on the desk next to the recorder. However, she rarely 

stopped the audiotape on her own initiative, waiting instead for instruction from one of 

the others. Eventually, she did develop a good sense for when the conversation had 

died a natmal death and it was time to restart the tape and move on to the next 

miscue. 

Conflict 

As discussed fin'ther in Chapter 6, Christine is somewhat defensive toward any 

criticism of her reading. In the early sessions, this was most noticeable from her body 

language. She pulled her chair into the furthest corner of om tiny space and wrapped 

her legs around themselves by crossing them and tucking the top foot underneath her 

other leg. She folded her arms across her chest and kept her eyes down, clearly trying 

to stay out of the discussion at hand. Her responses were also peppered with "I don't 

knows" or a terse shrug of her shoulders. By February, she was loosening up and 

commenting on her own miscues as well as those Heather and Michelle made. 
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Heather also changed over the course of the study. In the beginning her self-

esteem was quite shaky and she tended to agree with everything anyone told her. As 

her confidence grew, so did her ability to assert herself. For Session # 13, she read 

liThe Hare and the Vampire" (Banks, 1993). Audrey stopped the audiotape and began 

a dialogue after the following miscues: 

@ 
. .. ty ou've got it. I'm going to bite her and 

® 
drink her blood, that's what vampires do _ didn't youlmov.(1} 

,--..... 
"That's[ievoltin~" said the hare, and at last ... 

.1\ From "The Hare and the Vampire", Banks, p. 22-23. 

Figme 4.20 Heather's Miscue No.8 

Audrey: Know that. 

Christine: No, you didn't let Heather fmish. 

Heather: I mow I didn't go back. 

Audrey: Okay, she did say you know that and then she skipped revolting, 
right? Why do you suppose she put know instead of just leaving 
it out? Like the last word of the sentence. 

Heather: I said didn't he mow that? And then I . . . 

Audrey: Didn't you mow ... 

Heather: That? I said didn't you know that? 
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Audrey: Then you said know, I think you are looking back up here that 
know from the last sentence. (Apparently Audrey thinks she 
heard Heather regress, she did not). Maybe it's the way the book 
is situated. I don't know. 

Heather: No, I had to change, I had to turn over the page. 

Audrey: Okay so maybe you forgot to look and that's how it translated. 

Even though Audrey manages to get in the last word, she did concede that the 

way the book was situated may have affected the miscue. It is also clear from this 

exchange that Heather thinks her miscue is acceptable and is no longer afraid to insist 

on recognition for it. In fact, the miscue is acceptable with the fIrst half of the 

sentence as she constructed it, but is disruptive when the omission is considered. 

In May, during Session # 15, it was Christine who defended herself from 

Audrey's criticism. 

Michelle: She said teeny instead of tawny. 

Christine: She said what? 

Audrey: If you weren't so busy playing arOlmd with Heather you would 
have heard 

Heather: No, she is writing. 

Christine: I was writing what she was miscuing. (She is marking her 
typescript). 

This time Audrey simply returns to the discussion, allowing Christine to have 

the last word. What is of some interest here is the formation of an apparent bond 

between Heather and Christine. In the fll'St exchange cited above, it is Christine who 

fll'st defends Heather's miscue and in the second it is Heather who fll'St defends 



141 

Christine's behavior. The fact that both girls stood their ground with Audrey has 

forged a new allocation of power. Their roles are now becoming more collaborative 

as Audrey begins to accept or at least cease to argue with their ideas. 

Support for Ideas 

In contrast to the minor and infrequent conflict cited above, most of the social 

exchanges between the girls were very supportive of their miscues and strengthening 

strategies. Audrey took every possible opportunity to share reading strategies that 

work for her when she encounters difficult text and celebrated each high quality 

miscue the girls noticed. These discussions are described in detail in the individual 

chapters focussed on Heather and Christine. 

Conclusion 

The first section of this chapter introduces each of the participants, their views 

of reading and learning to read, and, with the exception of Audrey, analysis of a 

baseline RMI conducted in November, 1994. 

The central section of the chapter details the complexity of issues that can 

appear in even the most carefully planned research study. Issues that emerged 

included the question of responsibility and loyalty to the students, parental influences, 

and changes and modifications dictated by the immediate circumstances. As I worked 

through these issues, I decided to follow my teacher instincts and respect my loyalty 

to the success of my students first, making the necessary modifications in the research 

methodology to satisfy this end. 
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The final section of the chapter discusses the group interaction within the 

collaborative framework set out by Barnes and Todd in their most recent work 

Communication and Learning Revisited: Making Meaning Through Talk (1995). The 

issues that emerged in this section involve both evidence of collaboration and conflict 

and the multiple ways the girls handled the discussions. 

The next two chapters, Chapters 5 & 6, describe Heather and Christine as they 

grew and changed over the course of the study. The chapters examine changes in 

their attitudes about reading and their self-images. The Chapters continue with a 

detailed analysis of the readings, discussions, and RMI statistics for each of the five 

texts each participant read during the cotn'se of the study. Conclusions address 

changes in their reading performance and the influence of the group discussions upon 

these changes. 



CHAPfER 5: HEATIlER 

May 23, 1995: Interview 

Researcher: Before we start, will you give me a definition of reading? 

Heather: Well, there is all those sentences and words together that 
make a book and reading is when you read the sentence and 
the words and it's a book. 

Researcher: What do you mean a book? 

Heather: A book is words put together to make a sentence, to make a 
story. 

Researcher: Okay ... happy, work, book, table - is that reading? 

Heather: It is but it's not a book. 

Researcher: What makes it a book? 

Heather: Making sense. 
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Nine months before this interview took place, Heather stated that reading was 

sounding out words, breaking them apart, and learning words from a list. The concept 

of reading for meaning was not part of her defmition of what readers do in school. 

Now, after several months of collaborative retrospective miscue analysis sessions with 

her peers, she has changed her concept of reading to include making meaning and her 

reading strategies and comprehension reflect this change. 

This chapter profiles Heather as a reader from the beginning to the end of the 

study. The four bodies of data used to complete this proflle include responses to the 

Reading Interview (Goodman, et al, 1987) achninistered four times between August, 
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1994 and May, 1995, five tape recordings of Heather's reading used to collect RMI 

data between November, 1994 and April, 1995, transcripts of seven group discussions 

that featmed Heather as the reader, and statistical analysis of the five RMI's as 

measmed by Procedure I (Goodman, et aI, 1987). 

Changes in Attitude and Self-image 

This section addresses the attitude and self-image Heather has as a reader at 

the beginning and end of the study through analysis of her answers to the two fmal 

questions on the Reading Interview (Goodman, et aI, 1987) that specifically ask the 

respondent to reflect on and evaluate their own reading abilities. This discussion 

includes analysis of collaborative discussion segments that mark potential for changes 

in both attitude and self-image and reports Heather's attitude and self-image as 

evidenced in the fmal interviews. 

Definitions 

To clarify the discussion, I defme both attitude and self-image. Attitude refers 

to the wjJ]ingness of the reader to attempt new and challenging materials. It also 

includes the general feelings the reader holds toward reading. In other words, does 

she see reading as a life-long process through which she can both learn and derive 

pleasme or does she perceive reading as a necessary or even unpleasant task reserved 

for in-school only? I defme self-image as the perception the reader holds of her own 

ability to work with text Since Heather does not begin the study with a personal 

defmition of reading that includes making meaning from whole text, I must defme 
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self-image within her concept of reading. Heather's dependence on sounding out 

strategies evidenced in her interviews (See Chapter 4) reveals her belief that reading is 

controlling the graphophonic system of language. This defInition of self-image then 

refers to Heather's perceptions of her ability to sOlUld out words. She does not appear 

to be focussed on whole texts. 

Initial Reading Interview 

On the initial Reading Interview (Goodman, et a1, 1987) I conducted with the 

entire class in August, Heather answered interview question #9: What would you like 

to do better as a reader? with one word, "Nothing." This appears to reflect a reader 

who is comfortable with her ability and secme in her self-image of her reading 

competence. According to Brian Cambomne's (1988) model of literacy learning, the 

child must be immersed in texts of all kinds and this immersion must be accompanied 

by engagement in the demonstrations. When engagement occms the child is 

convinced that she is a "doer" or "performer" of the demonstrated tasks, that 

engagement will enhance life's pwposes, and that she will not experience any physical 

or psychological hurt if attempts are incorrect. Heather's answer of "Nothing" seems 

to indicate that she sees herself as a "doer" of reading. To interview question # 10: 

Do you think you are a good reader? Why?, she responded "Yes, because I have 

talent." This answer expresses even more confIdence in her ability to deal with 

written text. 
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Observations 

My observations of Heather, however, contradicted her public self-perception. 

Early in the year, Heather and Audrey became fast friends. Audrey was reading 

material I considered challenging for fourth grade: a series of books by McDaniels 

about a girl who has leukemia and doesn't want to die, Katherine Paterson's Bridge to 

Terabithia (1977), and Susan Cooper's Under Sea. Over Stone (1965). Audrey's oral 

exchanges, reasoning powers, mathematical abilities, and writing skill were all strong. 

In September, she was tested for and placed in the district's gifted and talented 

program. I considered Audrey to be among my top readers. As I watched Heather, 

she self-selected other titles from the same group of McDaniels' books Audrey was 

reading but seemed to be fmishing them very quickly. As I watched her closely, her 

eyes drifted off the page, wandered about the room and fInally focussed on Audrey. 

As Audrey tmned a page, Heather followed suit. Eighteen years as a kidwatcher told 

me this was cause for concern. 

Over many years of observing readers during free reading periods and 

subsequent in-depth analyses of individual reading abilities I developed my own 

descriptive categories of readers that encompasses most children in a classroom. I 

visualize these categories on a horizontal scale. To the left of the scale are the non

risk takers - the children who have achieved a certain comfort level with printed text 

and are, for many reasons, reluctant to challenge themselves. The central category 

contains the largest number of readers in a given classroom. They are comfortable 
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with the reading process and willingly challenge their abilities by self-selecting texts 

of increasing difficulty. To the far right are the children who are acutely aware of 

their reading shortcomings and have developed ingenious ways of hiding their 

problems from their peers. These are the readers who choose books similar or 

identical to those selected by a highly respected peer and then 'pretend' read. This 

pretend reading behavior is characterized by shared text selection (a combined effort 

frequently controlled by the more capable reader), turning pages after an appropriate 

period of time, and skimming to pick out names or isolated yet comprehensible 

incidents that are later discussed with the peer on a smface level. They are so mired 

in incomprehensible text that reading becomes an overwhelming act. 

These three categories of readers are best described in terms of Vygotsky's 

(1978) zone of proximal development. According to Vygotsky: 

.. In normal children, learning which is oriented toward developmental levels that 
have already been reached is ineffective from the viewpoint of a child's overall 
development. It does not aim for a new stage of the developmental process but 
rather lags behind this process. Thus, the notion of a zone of proximal 
development enables us to propound a new formula, namely that the only" good 
learning" is that which is in advance of development. (p. 89) 

In terms of Vygotsky's zone, children reluctant to challenge themselves are 

working within developmental levels that are already complete, rendering new learning 

ineffective in terms of developmental growth. The majority, or the central category of 

children, are ftmctioning within their own zone of proximal development where new 

learning is occurring with development following behind. 
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But what about the pretend readers, the students tlying to ftmction beyond their 

own zone of proximal development. This is best tmderstood through Vygotsky's 

description of the variances in chronological distances of the zones of individual 

children. He selected two students whose mental age was determined to be eight years 

old He presented new tasks to each child, assisting them as they solved the problem. 

He fotmd that one child could solve the problem at the expected level of twelve year 

olds while the other only of nine year olds. Thus the two children with identical 

mental ages had decidedly different zones of proximal development, one much shorter 

than the other. The children described above as pretend readers when faced with 

challenging text seem to be attempting new learning that exceeds the length of their 

own zone of proximal development, thus short circuiting new learning with or without 

assistance. 

The children at either end of this scale are survivors of the system. They have 

developed techniques and behaviors designed to screen the truth from their peers, and 

all too frequently, their teachers. The methods used to teach and assess reading in a 

given classroom determines the level of success or failure of their facade. For 

example, round robin reading and even literature logs provide opportunities these 

children cleverly turn to their advantage. Heather's behavior indicated that she fell on 

the far right of this scale, beyond her personal zone of proximal development. 



149 

Attitude 

Heather publicly displayed a positive attitude about reading from the outset. In 

conversation, she stated that her third grade teacher said she needs to read more 

difficult text at a faster pace and she was busy doing just that. She appeared to be 

thrilled with the vast selection of books available to her in the classroom (nearly 1000 

titles). She quickly familiarized herself with the organization of the classroom library 

and could easily help others find the title they wanted. She had books piled on her 

desk and stuffed in her backpack for evenings. She looked forward to SSR, my daily 

reading aloud, and literature discussions. She loved 'all day reading days' (a monthly 

treat where the desks were pushed aside, sleeping bags, pillows, and bean bag chairs 

hauled in, popcorn munched, guest readers appeared, book talks occurred, and reading 

was the only order of the day). On other days, Heather frequently picked up a book 

during free moments and would enthusiastically check in on what others were reading. 

Everything about Heather'S public behavior proved to be a well-developed facade 

designed to indicate that she held a positive and enthusiastic attitude about reading. 

Even though observations of her pretend reading behavior associated with 

challenging material, exposed this elaborate portrayal of a reader as a smoke screen, 

Heather truly believed that reading was important and valuable to her life. Knowledge 

that reading would empower her was evidenced in her courage to face exposure to her 

peers by agreeing to join the study. Through all the hard work and many set backs, 

she never lost her enthusiasm or desire to conquer written text. 
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Self-Image 

My early observations of her pretend reading behaviors raised concern for her 

self-image. In early September, I asked Heather to orally share a chapter from the 

book she was ctuTently reading. The book was from McDaniel's series about a girl 

with leukemia who was at a summer camp for cancer patients. Since this was a very 

informal preliminary screening on my part, I did not prepare a formal typescript. I 

tape recorded the session and subsequently taped over it, an act I now regret. Heather 

was at the beginning of the third chapter. I patiently allowed her to struggle through 

two or three paragraphs before I stopped her. When I asked her to tell me what the 

book was about up to this point, she was unable to identifY the protagonist as a 

cancer patient or to even state that the book was taking place at a summer camp. A 

heartbreaking discussion followed where she admitted to me that she has a great deal 

of trouble with reading, but, she confided, she wanted to read the same books as 

everyone else. After all, her third grade teacher had told her to read harder books and 

she was doing what she was told. 

Heather's response on her initial interview (See Chapter 4) was yet another 

survival technique designed to either convince me or herself that she had "talent" 

when, in fact, she knew she was in trouble. I took the fact that she was not in denial 

at this point as a positive sign and promised her that with some hard work and lots of 

support, she would feel good about herself as a reader by the end of the year. I 

focussed the rest of this discussion on self-monitoring her comprehension and stopping 
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and going back when meaning was lmclear. I also reminded her that every word on 

the page was an English word that she has heard in conversation, so when she 

produced a word or syntactic structure (I used the term "group of words") that doesn't 

sound like English she needed to stop, think, and re-read 

Heather was concerned about reading level from the beginning. I later 

attributed this concern to her instructional history with reading groups and having been 

placed in a lower level in second grade. She had already discovered the coded reading 

level printed on many book covers and had been using this to guide her selection of 

texts. Since Audrey was reading books marked RL5 or RL6 and Heather's previous 

teacher had told her to read harder books, she used this strategy to try to improve. I 

personally object to classifying literature by reading level, but, since this was how 

Heather monitored her own progress, I worked with the concept and encomaged her to 

look for books marked RL3 or RIA. We concluded the discussion with some 

preliminary reading of a Babysitter's Club (Martin, 1986) book that she could 

reasonably control. Since the Babysitters series was popular with the class, this choice 

avoided embarrassment for her. 

Heather's honesty and openness with me was an excellent sign that much could 

be accomplished over the course of the year. She desperately wanted to improve and 

openly admitted her shortcomings to me. 

Her self-image, however, was multilayered. Her public self-image was a well 

rehearsed role portraying a confident and enthusiastic reader, willing to accept new 
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challenges and learn new things. She eagerly participated in the social facets of book 

selection, reading and discussing blmbs on the covers and choosing to read either the 

same text or a text by the same author Audrey chose. Her desk and back pack were 

littered with books and she raced to a favorite corner of the room at the start of SSR, 

clearly creating an image of an enthusiastic, confident reader. 

Her private self-image flISt revealed to me was, however, quite different. The 

real Heather was a struggling reader, desperately trying to be like her peers and 

acutely aware she was not. She stoically maintained the pretense of reading the same 

or similar texts as Audrey while cognitively aware that making meaning from these 

texts was beyond her grasp. To her credit, she readily admitted her deceptions to me 

and expressed a deep desire to improve her abilities. I felt a profound responsibility 

to protect her public image while helping her acknowledge and work tbrough her 

problems, a delicate situation at best. 

My first step was to try to help her redefme reading by changing her focus 

from sounding out (See Chapter 4, Initial Interviews) to making meaning. Between 

September and November, Heather read informally for me several times. Her 

substitutions, frequently non-words, usually contained extremely high graphophonic 

similarities to the text and were semantically tmacceptable. After each session, we 

discussed the importance of reading for meaning as I tried to downplay the word 

attack and decoding strategies she appeared to use as her only defmition of reading. 

We also discussed re-reading strategies and at times I stopped her and encomaged her 
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to go back (a habit that would profoundly impact data collection later in the study). 

Slowly, her retellings began to improve. 

By late October I knew I wanted Heather as one of the participants in my 

study, but I was clearly lmSure if her ego and duplicitous self-image could withstand 

the inevitable exposure. We had several discussions and her enthusiasm and 

determination won the day. She was fully aware that her problems would be exposed, 

but she felt comfortable with the other participants and was willing to take the risks. 

Admirable behavior to say the least. 

Formal November Interview 

After the four participants were identified and I had received parental 

permission, I conducted a formal one-on-one interview with each girl. During this 

interview Heather took a more realistic stance toward her reading ability. She changed 

her answer to question #9 of the Reading Interview, What would you like to do better 

as a reader?, from "Nothing" to "I would like to read at a better level and would like 

to practice more by reading," This response now reflects an admission of 

shortcomings and concern for reading level. In her answer to question # 10, Do you 

think you are a good reader? she replaced "Yes, because I have talent" with "Maybe, 

because I practice a lot, I read half the day." This response exposes her knowledge of 

the practice necessary to become a good reader and indicates her wUHngness to drop 

the talent smoke screen evident in the flISt interview. While I mourned the passing of 
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more realistic stance was necessary if growth was to occur. 

Discussions 
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All four girls were present for the group discussions and I most frequently 

joined them, particularly at the beginning of the study. The discussions took place in 

a private office we shared with the classroom next door. The office has a desk, a 

large closet, and shelves along the walls. Since the space is small, the five of us 

needed to get cozy. I also encouraged closeness so the microphone would pick up 

everyone. We worked with two tape recorders, one recording all of the conversation 

and one used to play back the reading. For the most part, the girls decided when to 

stop the play-back tape although I sometimes told them to stop if I thought they were 

missing an important miscue. From the outset, the rapport between the girls was 

excellent and the discussions conveyed a sense of warmth and mutual support. 

In keeping with my decision to set the group focus as tutorial (See Chapter 4), 

I discussed with the group my concerns that Heather was seriously tied to surface 

structure of text Oetter by letter reproduction of text) and seemed unaware when 

meaning was lost. Her baseline RMI Procedure I analysis produced 97% on High and 

Some Graphic similarities and 98 % High and Some Sound similarities, while her 

Meaning Construction was only 48 %. We had already had nlDllerous conversations 

about reading for meaning, and the girls knew that was what I valued. It would be 

several weeks before they fully accepted the value of reading for meaning. As a 
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group, however, they accepted the tutorial challenge I presented and prepared to help 

shift her focus to making meaning. I never mentioned self-image to them but they 

instinctively reached out to her in a warm, non-judgmental way throughout the study. 

This warmth and support contributed greatly to her changing self-esteem. 

From the data analysis of the transcripts, I identified three different types of 

language exchanges within the group that contributed to improvement in Heather's low 

self-image. I identified these exchanges by coding the data for positive comments and 

looking for patterns within these comments. Three patterns emerged from the coding 

that carried potential for Heather's process of revaluing. These patterns of language 

exchanges include shared strategies, support for miscues, and direct praise. 

Shared strategies 

January 11,1995: Session #1 

During our fIrst discussion with Heather on January 11, 1995, we listened to 

her read a chapter from The Castle in the Attic (Winthrop, 1985). The girls stopped 

the audiotape after the following miscues: 



"1 still can't do it," he said 

She looked diSllPOinted. "What do you mean?" 
ilrbMI1 dra'tle 
~Arb~e driue. 

"He's added an ArabIan dive roll at the end of my 

hlA-+io 
floor routine. From Castle in the Attic. Winthrop, p. 3. 

Figure 5.1 Heather's Miscue No. 1 

First they discussed each miscue to determine if it somded like English and made 

sense. They decided 'no' on all counts. 1 brought the discussion around to making 

meaning with the following: 

Researcher: There are miscues that cause you to lose meaning and 
there are miscues that enhance meaning. 

Audrey: So she lost meaning here. 

Researcher: She lost meaning. That's when you have to do what? [To 
Heather] 

Heather: Back up and read it again. 

Audrey: Some times in that book Over Sea, Under Stone (Cooper, 
1965) 1 got going through the book and 1 kept messing up on 
sentences and kept thinking this doesn't make sense, I gotta 
back up again and I did that, one time on two whole pages 
almost every sentence. 
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In this exchange, Audrey shares with Heather and the group her own feelings 

of having lost meaning and her strategy of re-reading. I had spent some time with 

Heather prior to the onset of the study trying to get her to recognize points when 
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meaning was lost and encouraging her to stop, think and re-read. Audrey's statement 

effectively tells Heather that good readers lose meaning, too, and re-reading is one of 

the successful ways to solve the problem. 

January 13, 1995: Session #2 

The following statement at the beginning of the next session indicates that 

Heather has now taken ownership of the strategy. 

Heather: When you lose meaning or come up with different words 
you need to go back to the sentence and re-read it to make 
sure you get the meaning back. 

Researcher: Do you always have to go back? 

Heather: No 

Researcher: Only when you lose ... 

Heather: Meaning. 

In the latter part of this exchange I am leading Heather toward an awareness of the 

difference between an appropriate substitution and a loss of meaning. 

Later in the text, when Heather miscues two different ways on the word ~ 

Audrey shares her strategy for figuring out individual words. 

Audrey: If I come across a word I don't know, if I don't think it's 
right, I go back and try to figure out what that word is again 
and again and again. 

By exposing her own shortcomings, Audrey has made herself an equal to the other 

readers, rather than someone of superior skill. This equal footing is important to the 
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self-image of both Heather and Christine because now they know good readers also 

have difficulty with text. 

Support for Miscues 

The atmosphere of the group was positive and supportive from the beginning. 

The girls never openly criticized Heather's miscues, choosing to look for rational 

reasons why they occurred or commenting on how the reader actually improved the 

author's text. This non-judgmental stance kept Heather relaxed and comfortable with 

the text she created. In Miscue No.2, Audrey successfully draws the miscue into 

other classroom activities. 

February 13, 1995: Session # 3 

MiSS 
~. Phillips owned two things that she really cared 

about. -lOne was the picture of her husband, wh@ 
~ bee", ~ 
been killed in World War IT, and the other was her 

peo.rl~ . 
mother's pearl circle pm. 

From Castle in the Attic, Winthrop. p.4. 

Figure 5.2 Heather's Miscue No. 2 

While Christine was quick to point out the minor miscue of pearly for pearl the group 

discussion centered on making connections to other classroom activities. 

Christine: She said pearly. 



Researcher: Is that all right? 

Christine: Yeah. 

Audrey: It makes sense because on our rocks it said it could be pearly 
(she is referring to a rock identification experience a few 
days earlier) like shiny. 

Audrey's comment acknowledges her lmderstanding of the interconnectedness of 

experiences and treats the miscue as perfectly natural. 

February 23, 1995: Session # 7 

In February, Heather was again the reader for the group. This time the text 

was a chapter in Lynne Reid Banks book The Magic Hare (1993). 

So she went outside again and pulled up some carrots. This 

time she left the door open very wide. But when she came back, the hare was 

waiting. 

"feh"PPt'd 
Shef scraped the carrots and put ... 

From The Magic Hare. Banks, p. 12. 

Figure 5.3 Heather's Miscue No.3 

Heather: I said chopped. 

Audrey: She chopped the carrots. she scraped the carrots. 

Heather: It begins with an §. though. 
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As the discussion of the miscue begins, Heather appears to be unsure of the validity of 

her word choice by reminding the group that the word in Bank's text begins with an §.. 

She appears to still be text bound at this point. The rest of the discussion marks a 

major change in her thinking. 

Researcher: What is the word? 

Audrey: Scraped, chopped is good (She pats Heather on the shoulder 
and Heather grins broadly). 

Researcher: Chopped is excellent. 

Audrey: Chopped is better than the correct scraped because you can 
imagine how to take the big 01' bunch of carrots and chop 
them up for soup. 

Researcher: Ok let me ask you a question. Did she know what was 
happening in that sentence when she said chopped? 

All: Yes. 

Researcher: She was making her own meaning. 

Audrey: It was like making a whole new different sentence. 

Heather: I was writing my own story. I wrote up another story. (She 
is grinning). 

Here Heather validates her response by consciously acknowledging and accepting that 

her own transaction with the text can differ graphophonically from the author's and 

still be syntactically, semantically, and pragmatically acceptable. Audrey's comment 

about the appeal of the word chopped to the imagination further bolsters Heather's 

acceptance of the miscue. 



May 3, 1995: Session #13 

The last example cited here occurred in May. Dming this session the girls 

were on their own and I was in the classroom. 

Then Pa raked more 'W" over the cover, While! 

, +i r"eJ sll' cet'" 

Ie 
a sliced fat salt pork. She fried the slices in the 

From Little House on the Prairie. Wilder, p. 30. 

Figure 5.4 Heather's Miscue No.4 

Audrey: Ok, let's look at this. She made two miscues in a row. 

Heather: I did? 

Audrey: Ok look at line 43, what does that say? 

Heather: She fried the slices in the ... 

Audrey: Great you've got it. Do you know what you said? You said 
she fired the slicer in the iron spider. Now fried and fired are 
very easy to mix up, I even do it some times. And slicer, 
that's easy. Look at the §, what comes before ~ in the 
alphabet? r. right? 

Heather: Yeah. 

Audrey: Ok, good job so far Heather, keep it up. 

Again, Audrey gives Heather perfectly rational explanations why she may have 
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miscued, sharing her own shortcomings as well. Her reference to alphabetic order and 
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intense focus on graphic cues is an example of an occasion when she became a 

liability to understanding the reading process discussed in Chapter 4. 

These examples illustrate Audreys leadership role in the discussions and her 

insightful understanding that explanation not criticism is important to Heather's self-

image. Further, Heather's own realization that reading does not require exact 

reproduction of text but can allow for her 'own story' permits her to forgive and even 

congratulate herself on her high quality miscues. 

Direct Praise 

A third type of language exchange that emerged from the data depicts incidents 

of direct praise for both specific miscues and whole texts. Since my focus was to help 

Heather monitor her comprehension and re-read when meaning was lost, I instigated a 

great many of the incidents of direct praise when she used this strategy. 

January 13, 1995: Session #2 

At the conclusion of her retelling of the Castle in the Attic (Winthrop, 1985) 

chapter, I said the following: 

Researcher: That is the best I have heard you read all year. You did a 
wonderful job. You stopped when you were losing 
meaning, you took a long time figuring out what the 
words were. You were tracking on meaning not just the 
words. You only had one word that is not an English 
word where before you had many. (1/4/95) 
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At the end of the group discussion, the girls were alone listening to Heather's 

retelling. When it was over Heather rewound the tape so they could hear it again. 

After the second run through the retelling, the group picked up on my lead. 

Christine: She did good 

Audrey: I think Heather needs a big round of applause. 

They all Clap. 

Audrey: You did terrific! ... you have made major, I mean M-a-a-a
jor progress ... you have really come a long way. 

I re-entered the office at this point and found Heather blushing and grinning 

from ear to ear. 

Researcher: Applause for you? Doesn't that feel good? 

Her huge grin was enough answer for me. Heather's self-image was transforming. 

February 15, 1995: Session # 5 

In February, the praise again originated with Audrey. 

Since her parents died, she had never left the little 
;D,,~ee 

/ clearing arOlmd her house, because she was so afraid of the darkness 

I",! 
under the trees, the trees themselves, and whatever might lie beyond. 

From The Magic Hare. Banks, p.ll. 

Figme 5.5 Heather's Miscue No.5 



Audrey: She made a good miscue there. She said ~ not lie. She said _ 
whatever might Jay beyond. that's a good miscue. 

Researcher: Is it? Is that a good one? Did it change the meaning? 

Audrey: I think she did a better one than the author. Lay instead of 
lie. 

Researcher: We would have to look up the rules for lie and lay. 

Audrey: But it sounds better. 

Researcher: But it sounds better? Ok. 
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I can hardly expect these fourth graders to have the ability to discuss the difference 

between transitive and intransitive verbs and grasp the need for an object for the word 

~ so I left them with the notion that if it sounded better to them it was okay with 

me. 

They continued to frod and focus on positive miscues more frequently than 

miscues that caused loss of meaning. At the conclusion of each session with Heather 

they repeatedly told her what a wonderful job she had done. 

Final Interviews 

I repeated the Reading Interview twice more before the end of the study, once 

on April 7, 1995 and again on May 23, 1995. This time I tape recorded the interviews 

and encouraged the girls to expand on their answers. 
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April 7, 1995: Interview 

Evidence of a change in Heather's self-image fIrst surfaced in her answer to 

Question #8 on the Reading Interview (Goodman, et al, 1987) - If you knew someone 

was having trouble reading how would you help that person? Heather responded: 

Heather: Have a 'four study' (students nickname for the CRMA 
sessions) with a lot of other people that are probably good 
readers and people that aren't as well and listen to them 
reading and help them correct their miscues. 

Researcher: Okay. Has your reading improved since we started? 

Heather: Yes. My mom thinks so. 

Researcher: I do too. 

While Heather herself is not quite ready to admit success, she is willing to rely on her 

mother's judgment for support. Of interest here is her clear awareness of the roles of 

both the good and not so good readers in the study group. Unfortunately, her focus on 

correctness still does not recognize the value of meaningful substitutions. 

Researcher: What would you like to do better as a reader? 

Heather: To read thicker books. 

Researcher: Thicker books? Do you think you are a good reader? 

Heather: I don't mow. 

Researcher: You don't know. Okay, do you think maybe that you're 
kind of a so-so reader but you're getting better? 

Heather: Yes. 
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While Heather wants to believe that her reading has improved as her mother has told 

her, she is still reluctant to admit it and I am guilty of leading her a bit. However, 

when asked about her strategies she gave a thorough and animated response. 

Researcher: What do you do when you come to something you don't 
understand? 

Heather: I go back. 

Researcher: Explain on the tape what you do. 

Heather: Well, when I come to something that I don't understand I go 
back to where I lost - where I wasn't understanding anymore 
and I read from there. 

Researcher: Do you usually find you have made a miscue somewhere 
along the line? 

Heather: Yes. 

Researcher: And can you correct the miscues? 

Heather: Yes. 

At this point, Heather is secure in her strategies but still a little uncertain about 

how definitively they measure her success. About six weeks later, even more 

improvement in her self-confidence was evident. 

May 23, 1995: Interview 

Researcher: What would you like to do better as a reader? 

Heather: Read higher level books. 

Researcher: And how do you think you can go about doing that? 

Heather: By practicing more. 



Researcher: By reading more? And what are your plans for the 
summer? 

Heather: By reading all 20 books Audrey gave me. 

Researcher: She gave you 20? 

Heather: Yes , The Box Car Children (Warner, 1924) and some 
Peggy Parrish. 

Researcher: Do you think you are a good reader? 

Heather: A little. 

Researcher: A little. Were you a good reader? 

Heather: No. 

Researcher: Do you feel you have improved? 

Heather: Yes. 

Researcher: And how do you know you have improved? 

Heather: Because I can read ruth grade reading levels and I used to 
be able to read only third grade levels. 
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In spite of an entire year in a classroom that did not recognize reading levels of 

text, this part of her instructional history is still with her. I suspect that her 

experiences with reading groups and the impact of being moved from a higher reading 

circle to a lower one in second grade were profound. The prevalent use of test scores 

to drive our educational system overlooks or ignores the hmnanity of learning. Every 

person learns different materials at a different pace. To hold up rulers that measure 

success based on chronological age and mystical norms disempowers all learners. 

Every learner must be empowered with knowledge of and support for their strengths, 
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and resources must be available to help them build on these strengths. Heather's 

educational history with reading groups and word lists seriously disempowered her. It 

is, therefore, of little wonder that she put her energy into developing smoke screens to 

hide her shame from her peers and hopefully her teachers. 

Heather's self-image changed dramatically over the year. She began with a 

carefully orchestrated performance for the benefit of her peers and some wishful 

thinking about her talent for reading, but, when sensitively and privately exposed, she 

willingly admitted she was having difficulty. Her conviction that reading would 

empower her, her facade of an upbeat attitude, and her deep desire to be a good 

reader kept her going through some hard times. The end result was a new, more 

realistic self-image of a capable reader who has gained control over important 

strategies and now possesses the tools to continue to improve independently. 

I visited with Heather the first week of the 1995-96 school year and she 

reported that she read and enjoyed 15 of the 20 books Audrey had given her. Her 

new teacher recommended her for psychological testing and she has subsequently been 

labeled Learning Disabled in several subject areas, though reading is not among them. 

Her student teacher is also one of my students and I have kept informal track of her 

progress. The student teacher reports that Heather's reading is progressing very well 

and appears to be enhancing rapid growth in other areas. I also confmned this in a 

chat with her resomce teacher. 
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Detailed Analysis of Readings, Discussions, and Statistics 

The balance of this chapter examines in detail the tape recordings of the five 

readings used to collect data for RMI, the transcriptions of group discussions about 

each reading, and analysis of the statistical changes in her performance as measured by 

the Miscue Analysis Procedure I Coding form and the Reader Prome. Each text that 

Heather read is discussed as a single unit with all three data som-ces, taping of the 

reading, discussions, and statistical analyses, addressed before moving on to the next 

text. 

Heather began the study with the notion that reading is sounding out words. 

Her first interviews stressed sounding out or asking for help from a teacher. She was 

seriously concerned about reading levels and used them to guide and measure her 

performance. Her Procedure I Reader Prome established a baseline and indicated she 

was not using predicting and confmning strategies as well as she should and her 

sampling strategies were tightly bound by graphophonic similarities to text. She 

demonstrated good control over well known constructions, were for was for example, 

but when her sampling resulted in unacceptable and unfamiliar text she often seemed 

unable to help herself. She appeared to lack the mderstanding that text should carry 

meaning by continuing to read after becoming seriously overwhelmed by her own 

miscues. While reading on is considered an important strategy in most cases, it was 

not always her best strategic choice as she worked to create meaningful text. She 

regressed infrequently following a miscue, indicting she was not using disconftrming 
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strategies when necessary. She did use the knowledge that text teaches to bring her 

through some difficult passages, but this was not always effective. 

To summarize, Heather consciously believed that reading was sounding out 

words and demonstrated a serious lack of intuitive knowledge of how to acquire 

meaning from text. She was, however, consciously aware that text teaches from her 

discussion of how she figured out the word coyotes from the description of their 

behaviors (See Chapter 4). 

I began working informally with Heather early in September when I first 

identified her pretend reading strategies. We met in a comer of the room for 15-30 

minutes while the others were reading silently. Heather read to me from text she self

selected based on her belief that she needed to read harder books. She read a chapter 

or part of a chapter and re-told what she understood. At flIst these sessions were a 

disappointment for both of us as I frequently stopped her when it appeared she could 

not continue independently. I helped her select texts I believed to be more within her 

ability to control and the sessions improved. Her retellings, however, were sketchy 

and often confused. I began reminding her to think about the story, not about the 

words, in an effort to move her focus away from sounding out toward making 

meaning. At flISt, she found this extremely difficult, repeatedly attempting to sound 

out a word rather than substitute something that made sense. It became very clear 

before the CRMA study formally began that Heather did not expect the text to carry 

meaning, and she clung steadfastly to her notion that reading is sounding out words. 
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Wol to the Rescue: November 14. 1994 

For the first formal RMI I collected on Heather, I used a chapter from the book 

Owls in the Family by Farley Mowat (1987), titled "Wol to the Rescue" and reprinted 

in a literatme anthology distributed by Harcomt Brace Jovanovich. 

Synopsis: Two boys receive permission from their parents to camp 
overnight in a nearby cave. They take two tame owls and two dogs 
with them. Mter hiking, watching prairie chickens hatch, supper, and 
observing two coyotes howling at the setting sun, they are accosted by 
two older boys who demand to know the whereabouts of the cave. 
They threaten them, sit on them, and twist their arms. They fmally 
decide to tie them to a supposedly haunted tree. At that point, one owl, 
who is sitting in the tree, produces an Owl Hmting Scream that 
effectively frightens away the older boys. 

Taping the Reading 

At the beginning of the reading Heather used regression strategies often as she 

moved into the story, however, she only regressed on words she knew, appearing to 

use the strategy to re-read or read carefully rather than self-correct. As the setting 

moved to the prairie, new vocabulary created a more difficult text for Heather. 

When faced with a troubling section, she abandoned her regression strategies almost 

entirely, choosing to omit or use non-words and continue. On several occasions she 

created chunks of English text that carried no meaning for users of the language. 
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~oin9 disk 
It was growing dusk when we heard a 

lot of crashing in the trees behind us. 

From "Wol to the Rescue," Mowat, p.379. 

Figure 5.6 Heather's Miscue No.6 

In this example, Heather's substitutions of going disk represent her dependence on 

graphophonic cues but also highlight her syntactic knowledge with a verb/noun 

substitution for verb/noun construction. However, her text does not carry meaning and 

and she makes no attempt to self-correct. Other examples from this data can be 

found in Chapter 4. 

An effective strategy Heather used in this reading is discussed in detail in 

Chapter 4 but bears mention here as well. When Heather fU'St encountered the word 

coyote she used the non-word $cloets. In a later enC01.D1ter with the word she 

produced coyotes. When I asked her about it in the retelling she said: 

Heather: It (the text) had told me a little bit, it (the animal) had 
walked up the little hill and that's mostly and mIl sort of 
helped. 

Researcher: And how did that help? 

Heather: The coyote (is) the most only animal that howls besides 
the owl. 

Her knowledge that the text itself teaches and helps bring meaning to her reading 

became a dependable strategy that helped her over rough areas later. 
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Although the following series of miscues did not come lDlder discussion in the 

retelling, she appears to use the same strategy even more proficiently as she puzzles 

with the word prairie. Her repeated attempts to change the word indicate that she 

knew she did not know the word and, because the word fIrst occurred on the 13th line 

of text, she had not experienced enough text to be able to construct the concept. The 

condition of not knowing Duckworth (1987) considers a virtue not highly respected by 

teachers. Duckworth maintains that "what you do about what you don't know ... 

determines what you will ultimately know" (p. 68). What Heather did here is to 

continue to use her graphophonic and syntactic knowledge to come up with other 

alternatives each time the word appeared. 

The word prairie occtn'S fIve times in this story, twice describing the landscape, 

twice describing a type of fowl, and once describing a wolf. The following examples 

occur in the same sequence in the text and show her repeated attempts, despite the 

varied uses of the word 

In the afternoon we went for a hike over the 

1peer Pl-tt 
prairie, looking for birds. Mutt, who was running 

+"ta.shed pr~i,..g 
ahead of us, flushed a prairie chicken off her nest. 

From "Wol to the Rescue," Mowat, p.377. 

Figure 5.7 Heather's Miscue No.7 
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Mowat's two different uses of the word prairie in back to back sentences is confusing 

for any inexperienced reader. Her second attempt, prying chicken. indicates that she is 

aware of the need for an adjective to describe the bird and she produces a syntactically 

acceptable substitution. 

@ The sight of 

th b b ipr~!" hi ke ,~~~~. th· e a y praIrIe c c ns ~mg err ... 

From "Wol to the Rescue," Mowat, p. 378. 

Figure 5.8 Heather's Miscue No.8. 

Here she again relied on graphic information, this time getting both r's into her text. 

In this last example, Mowat uses prairie two different ways in the same sentence. 

Finally, as an adjective for wolves. she self-corrects. 



® 
l!!. was a scary 

SOtmd, but we liked it bec1IDe it made ~ feel that 

this was the olden times, and} the ~:irie belonged to 

WS' to the buffaloes and the Indians, and to the 

~fr~'(' 
prame wolves. 

From "Wol to the Rescue," Mowat, p. 319. 

Figure 5.9 Heather's Miscue No.9 

Her effective use of the knowledge that text teaches (See Chapter 4), discussed 

relative to coyote. allows for the presmnption that she applied the same principles 
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here. Her ability to deal with not knowing is a virtue in every sense that Duckworth 

(1987) intends. 

Group Discussion 

This text was used only to collect baseline data at the beginning of the study 

and was not discussed in the group. 

Procedure I Reader Prof11.e 

Table 5.1 contains Heathers Procedure I Prof11.e for this text. 



Table 5.1 HEATHER'S READER PROFILE: PROCEDURE I 

TEXT: WOL TO THE RESCUE 

MEANING CONSTRUCTION 

No Loss 
Partial Loss 
Loss 

GRAMMATICAL RELATIONS 

Strength 
Partial Strength 
Overcorrection 
Weakness 

November 4, 1994 

33% } 
15% 48% 
51% 

34% 
15% } 51% 

2% 
48% 

GRAPillC/SOUND RELATIONS 

Graphic 
High 
Some 
None 

Sound 
High 
Some 
None 

NUMBER OF WORDS 1173 
NUMBER OF MISCUES 87 

62% 
35% } 97% 

2% 

:~: } 98% 
1% 

MISCUES PER 100 WORDS 7.4 

RETELLING HOLISTIC SCORE 4/5 

Heather's relatively low scores for Meaning Construction and Grammatical 
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Relations reflect the difficulty she experienced with both a story somewhat outside her 

schema and her preoccupation with accurate graphic and sound reproduction of text. 

She did not appear to be concerned when she produced meaningless constructions, 
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such as going disk cited in Figure 5.6 as long as there was a high correlation between 

the graphiC/sound of the observed response and the expected response. On many 

occasions, she simply continued reading, oblivious to the text she was producing. 

Of the 87 miscues she produced, Heather only corrected 16% and made a 

partial attempt to correct one other. She used regression strategies 35 times across the 

text, most frequently on words she knew. Of the 35 regressions, 29 could be 

attributed to careful reading strategies as they all involved common words and simple 

constructions. On five occasions, however, she used regression when she encountered 

disconfirming information, e.g. . .. to being a mother but was unable to self-correct. 

Heather produced non-word substitutions 10% of the time and omissions 5% of the 

time, strategies that shift dramatically as the study progresses. 

Heather's treatment of character names is also of interest here. The central 

character, Wol, was an owl that she decided to call Whool across most of the text. 

She also named one dog (Mutt) Matty and later Put and the boy, Bruce, Brace. She 

demonstrates awareness that making up a name is a viable strategy when she stated in 

the retelling that ''Whool was what I called him (the ow!)." 

Her retelling was far more complete than would be expected from the statistics. 

She recalled all fom boys, two older bullies and two younger campers, both dogs, and 

one of the two owls. She also recalled the hatching eggs but none of the details 

smrounding this event. She remembered the older boys' threats and the fact that the 

owl scared them away. This story is illustrated on every page and she studied the 
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illustrations carefully as she read. I suspect this enhancement to the text accOlm.ts for 

some of the successful retelling. The use of illustrations is one of the strategies she 

has learned to use advantageously. 

In spite of the low scores, I was quite pleased with this audio taping as it 

marked the first time I was able to record a reading sample from Heather that I could 

thoroughly analyze. Previous readings were either too difficult for her to continue or 

too simple, resulting in an inadequate number of miscues available for analysis. The 

texts that she could control, the Babysitters (Martin, 1986) series, were conceptually 

simplistic for her as she spends plenty of time minding nieces and nephews and not 

sufficiently challenging to satisfy her desire to read harder books. 

Castle in the Attic: January 4. 1995 

Two months later I collected the next formal RMI on Heather, this time using 

the fIrst chapter of Winthrop's (1985) Castle in the Attic. This reading would also be 

used for the frrst of many discussions over the next few months. 

Synopsis of Chapter 1: William returns from gymnastics practice to be 
told by his nanny that she will be moving back to England to live with 
her brother. William doesn't want her to go so he takes and hides her 
picture of her deceased husband and her pearl pin. He eventually 
returns the items, is forgiven, and is promised a big surprise. 

Taping the Reading 

As Heather read this selection there was clear evidence of monitoring for 

meaning. This time the strategy mentioned above, repeating attempts to correct across 

the text, combined with the knowledge that text teaches, were more clearly evident. 
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This reading also revealed evidence of a shift from word to word rendering of text to 

reading in more meaningful chunks. 

The following is an excellent example of repeated attempts to produce a 

meaningful sentence. 

~ 
1@Th~Meet 

·1 The!l mei 
\ l"The meet is still six weeks away," he said as he 

hung ... 
From Castle in the Attic. Winthrop, p.3. 

Figure 5.10 Heather's Miscue No. 10 

Her fIrst two attempts, They met and They meet. continued to puzzle her as she read 

slowly across the sentence. She had used the words met and meet as verbs, not the 

intended noun. She also substituted the pronoun they for the determiner the. When 

she encountered the verb is following her pronoun/verb phrase, she knew she was 

losing meaning. Finally, after her eye dropped to the next line and the words The 

meet fell into her peripheral range (Goodman, K, 1994) she realized that meet was a 

noun and regressed to the beginning of the sentence to correct her miscue. Her relief 

could be heard in the confIdent repetition of the fust part of the sentence. 

On the fust page of the text, Heather made the following miscues. 



$ArbrM drive 
~Arbane a(';lIe 

"He's added an Arabian dive roll at the end of my 

~ rau-J-in Sot 
floor routine. Before I even get through the hand-

springs, my legs feel like jelly." 

From Castle in the Attic. Winthrop, p. 3. 

Figure 5.11 Heather's Miscue No. 11 
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As discussed with Figure 5.1, she miscued on Arabian dive and routine, but she did 

not miscue on the handsprings. Now, Heather was able to gather more contextual 

information when she came to the discussion about a meet In the middle of the next 

page, we had to stop to go out for recess. On the way to the playground, Heather 

confided to me that she thought they were talking about gymnastics. When I asked 

how she knew, she shrugged and said the meet and handsprings. I adopted a wait and 

see attitude. 

When she encountered the word gymnastics on page 5 (Winthrop, 1985), I 

gave her confidence a little boost. 
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@) 
9YMniSi preciSt'~ 

When she picked him up from gymnastics practice in 

the afternoon, she looked ... 

From Castle in the Attic. Winthrop, P.5. 

Figure 5.12 Heather's Miscue No. 12 

When she produced the word gymnasts, she looked up at me for confIrmation. I 

simply stated that she knew the word and she confIdently corrected. Here is a clear 

example of a reader using contextual clues across text to identify a word that is in her 

speaking vocabulary but not easily recognized in print (Weaver, 1994). 

Heather demonstrated a powerful shift to readmg in meaningful chWlks in the 

next two examples. 

..r·l @ 
w,nt~ 

"1 wish she weren't leaving," William~d inithe 

middle of t~ of his mother's sentences. I ''How come 

she has to go?" -
From Castle in the Attic, Winthrop, p. 6. 

Figure 5.13 Heathers Miscue No. 13 

In most cases profIcient readers would only correct the to one and continue. Heather 

chose to regress and repeat the prepositional phrase as a whole meaningful unit. The 
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regression on the next sentence was marked by an intonational shift after she realized 

it was a question. 

leo.rned 
She leaned over and 

hugged 

GMo~~he called as she started out of the room. 
1\ 

From Castle in the Attic. Winthrop, p. 6. 

Figme 5.14 Heather's Miscue No. 14 

Many readers would not have regressed back over the preceding sentence, choosing 

instead to adjust the intonation on Mom to signal the start of a new sentence and 

continue. Heather, however, regressed to the second part of mom's dialogue, added 

the appropriate period and shifted intonation to signify a shift in speakers. This 

extensive regression does not fit Y. Goodman's (Y. Goodman, et al, 1987) description 

of an "efficient" reader but rather portrays a reader focussed on becoming an 

"effective" reader by producing meaningful text. This leads to an additional research 

question concerning the existence of certain strategic milestones readers pass through 

as they progress from effective to efficient reading. The fact that Heather is 

monitoring for meaning as she transacts with text in this example is a major 

improvement. More efficient strategies develop later. 
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Group Discussion 

January 11, 1995: Session #1 

The first group discussion with Heather as the reader occmred on January 11, 

1995. It was the fust discussion of the study but the girls had briefly listened to 

Christine read frrst. I played two roles in this study, researcher and teacher, and the 

latter role interfered with my trust of the collaborative process as we worked to help 

these two readers. I discuss my role more thoroughly in Chapter 7. As we began the 

discussions, I shared with the group my analysis of the problems both Christine and 

Heather had manifested thus far. I told the group that Christine read very well orally 

but recalled very little of the story, and Heather made many miscues (not high 

quality) but recalled quite a bit of the text. I also enlisted the cooperation of the 

group to help these readers improve, thus setting up a tutorial situation. 

Analysis of the group discussions is loosely framed around Barnes and Todd's 

(1995) cognitive strategies extrapolated from their study of social interactions of small 

groups and the cognitive strategies generated through the interaction. Before the girls 

heard Heather read, Audrey set up a possible hypothesis (Barnes & Todd, 1995) based 

upon my brief description of each girl as a reader. 

Audrey: If she's (Christine) focussing too much on the words instead of 
the story then Heather must be focussing too much on the 
story and not the words. If you reverse it I mean. 
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In this statement Audrey sets up a hypothesis and begins to frame a question the group 

can use to analyze Heather's reading. 

Much of this fIrst discussion was tightly focussed on Heather's individual 

miscues and my explanations of one aspect of reading process, prediction.. The very 

fIrst miscue the girls chose to discuss, however, presented the opportunity for 

discussion of strategies readers can use for names. As discussed earlier, Heather has 

problems with names in the Wol to the Rescue text. On line 2 of this text she 

substitutes the name Wilma for the title character, William. As the group works to 

explain the miscue they mention nervousness and thoughts of the Flintstones cartoon 

series as possible reasons. Audrey raises the issue of individual letters in the names 

by suggesting Heather simply removed an 1. They further rationalize the obvious shift 

in gender by recalling girls named Jordan and Michael from their own experience. 

This discussion afforded me the opportunity to state that making up names is 

acceptable as long as the reader remains somewhat consistent. 

Discussion of miscue 5.1 in this chapter allowed me to present the issue of 

meaning making as part of the reading process. 

Michelle: I think she said drive instead of dive. 

Researcher: Yes she did. 

Audrey: And on routine she said raw tine (like a fork tine). 

Researcher: So look at that whole sector. She added a non-word then_ 
drive roll at the end of my floor raw tine. Has she made 
sense? Does that sound like English? 

All: No. 



Researcher: Does it have meaning? 

All: No. 

Audrey: So she lost the meaning here. 

Researcher: She lost the meaning. That's when you have to do what 
(to Heather)? 

Heather: Back up and read it again. 
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This exchange allowed me to introduce several discussion patterns I felt necessary if 

the girls were to continue on their own. First, I had them look at the entire sentence 

in terms of making sense for speakers of English. Then I raised questions about the 

concept of making meaning and re-enforced the re-reading strategy Heather and I had 

been working with previously. My intent was to acquaint them with language and 

reading strategies I thought helpful as they worked through the process, however, the 

group perceived my part in the discussion as an absolute model for later discussions; 

they never tried to develop their own way of looking (See chapter 4). While this is 

not necessarily negative, it does not allow for the emergence of more creative ways 

the group might handle the discussion. 

The balance of the discussion focusses on individual vocabulary words such as 

poncho, distance. and formal where the girls took the opportunity to explain meanings 

to Heather. This strategy becomes a major focus in later discussions with Christine. 

This discussion also marks the flfSt of many sequences concerning punctuation that 

were characteristic of the early sessions. 



The following miscue provided the opportunity for the girls to use evidence 

from old knowledge to reorgaruze their thinking for new 1.D1derstandings (Barnes & 

Todd, 1995). 

@ 
"I'm going to be/leaving the end of this monU@ 

6For vacatior&~ 

" "No," she said, 
From Castle in the Attic. Winthrop, p. 4. 

Figure 5.15 Heather's Miscue No. 15 

Researcher: What did she do? 

Audrey: I don't think she saw the end of the quotation marks. She 
added "I'm going to be leaving the end of this month for 
vacation." like, as one sentence. 

Researcher: Did she see the question mark? 

Audrey: No. 

Researcher: Where is it? 

Audrey: After vacation. 

Researcher: Ok you COUldn't really tell it was the beginning of a new 
paragraph because it was the end of the line and the 
paragraph before it was all on one line. 

Audrey: You had to watch the quotation marks. 

Heather: And the period. 
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Audrey: Because Miss Elliott (out teacher intern), when she was 
doing the quotation presentation she said that usually if you 
have a period in the quotation it doesn't mean the sentence 
ends there, the quotation can go on. Like the sentence that 
someone is speaking can go on after the period. 
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What Audrey means to say here is that the speaker can say more than one sentence 

within a given quotation, thus justifying Heather's oversight of the end quote as based 

on prior knowledge. Following this comment, Heather re-states for herself the 

necessity of including all punctuation in the reading as she reorganizes old knowledge 

under new cirCtmlstances and brings new meanings to her understandings of reading 

(Barnes & Todd, 1995). 

The session closes with a brief review of prediction strategies, the necessity to 

stop and re-read when meaning is lost and the importance of p1.Dlctuation as an aid to 

the reader. 

January 13, 1995: Session # 2 

On January 13, 1995 the discussion of Heather's reading of The Castle in the 

Attic (Winthrop, 1985) continued. The girls began on their own by reviewing their 

definition of a miscue. 

Audrey: Something that is not on the page. 

Researcher: And one good example is? 

Audrey: If you. .. if you read a sentence and you take out a word 
and put in a word that's really similar to it. 

Researcher: Like? 



Audrey: Like forest but you don't read forest you say woods - it 
means the same thing. 
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I used this opportunity to introduce the concept of high quality miscues by noting the 

limited graphic/phonic similarities between woods and forest. 

Over the course of this discussion, the group noted several other high quality 

miscues. Following the fIrst of these, I stopped the tape when it appeared the group 

was either going to over look or had not even heard the miscue. 

WilMa. Wi~ 
''Hello, William. FinishedNour homework?" His 

father asked ... 
From Castle in the Attic. Winthrop, p.5. 

Figure 5.16 Heather's Miscue No. 16 

Researcher: What did she do? 

Audrey: She read fmished with your homework. She made that 
sentence a little better. 

Researcher: ... She made it more complete, I think . . . 

The next high quality miscue also raises the issue of the signifIcance of 

individual words within the context of the story. 



@ ® 
... pin that wasbeft to herlin her 

mo.iV\ 
mother's will. Maybe the man who came to fix the 

..ru('r\i~"e. 
furnace last week took it." His mother ... 

From castle in the Attic. Winthrop, p. 6. 

Figure 5.17 Heathers Miscue No. 17 

This time Audrey catches the miscue and stops the tape. 

Audrey: She said furniture instead of furnace. 

Researcher: Is that okay? 

Audrey: Yes. 

Researcher: Why is that okay? 

Audrey: Well no because - yes it is because maybe he was fIXing 
the couch or something. Maybe it had a broken leg or was 
missing a pillow or a pillow was tom or something. 

Researcher: If the story was about the ftnnace itself or about furniture 
would the word be important? 

All: Yes. 

Researcher: But in this case is it important? 

Audrey: No. 

Researcher: So is it okay for her to change furnace to furniture? It's 
just the point was someone came to the house to fIX 
something that started with an f. 

189 
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Audrey continues, briefly pointing out the graphic similarities between the two words. 

The significance of this exchange is that the girls now have conceptual exposure to the 

weight of specific words that are contextually influenced by the surrounding language. 

The third occurrence of a high quality miscue is also judged as improvement to 

the author's text. 

MoMent 
His mother stopped for a minute. "She's 

made up her mind to go." 
From Castle in the Attic. Winthrop, p. 6. 

Figme 5.18 Heather's Miscue No. 18 

Audrey: She said minute. she said moment. I think that is pretty 
better than even minute. (Audrey first miscues on the 
miscue, then corrects). 

Researcher: That's a wonderful miscue ... 

Audrey: It's like she's not making a miscue at all. 

The group now seems to have a grasp on the existence of high quality miscues 

and the concept that the reader can bring language and meaning into the text from 

outside experience which does not interfere with the making of meaning from the text, 

but rather enhances it. 

Heather's reading of Castle in the Attic (Winthrop, 1985) also marked the first 

time there was notable evidence that she was reading in meaningful chunks, rather 

than word by word reproduction of text. I used the opportunity to expose this as a 
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reading strategy that enhanced meaning and to point out the significance of scanning 

ahead as part of the process. 

W .. I IV)Q. 

"William, you're ten years old You can take care 

of yomself now." @ 

) 
s;,lved 

"How do you know?" he shouted He shoved hi~ 

~ away from the table. 
From Castle in the Attic. Winthrop. p. 4. 

Figure 5.19 Heather's Miscue No. 19 

Christine: Solved she said solved 

Researcher: ... Now back up and see if she gets it. 

They replay the tape. 

Researcher: Okay, talk about the exact point when she went back and 
got it right. 

Audrey: She said solved his chair then she said he shoved his chair 
away from the table because it didn't make sense. 

Researcher: She got it right after the word chair ... she knows you don't 
solve a chair but she needed the word chair ... We read in 
chunks, we don't read isolated words. 

Audrey: I have a question. When she said solved his chair how did 
. . . you said she was looking at the word chair and 
realized that she had to shove it. Did she have to look at 
that word in order to know? 



Researcher: Chair, the context of chair and she had probably scanned 
ahead to away from the table, too. The context of having 
the chair and skimming told her what the whole chunk 
was. 

Audrey: Can anybody do that? I mean can anybody just look at the 
word chair and realize they made a miscue? On shoved? 
Do most people do that or do they have to go back and 
look at the whole sentence? 

Audrey is exploring issues of reading process by trying to sort out just how 
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much text a reader needs to recogrtize a miscue and to conceptualize a chunk of text. 

Audrey's question appears to reveal her struggle with meaningful chunks of text as 

opposed to individual words. As the study progresses it becomes more and more 

obvious that Audrey, in spite of her excellent reading ability, believes that learning to 

read involves individual words and letters. Here she questions that belief as she is 

pushed into a state of disequilibrium. Her desire to believe the word chair in isolation 

is the key is overcome by her growing knowledge that the context provides the clues. 

Researcher: I think she was looking at the whole 
sentence or she had enough of it at that point to realize 
(her miscue). He solved his chair - if it had said his 
problem (it would have been okay) but even that wouldn't 
go with the context of the story. 

The other group members remained silent through this exchange with Audrey, either 

because her thinking was too advanced for them to grasp or, they tmderstood and 

shared her need for answers. 

As noted earlier, this text provided the fll'St examples of Heather's use of 

lengthy regressions to correct miscues, sometimes extending back over more than one 



sentence. The next example also illustrates her growing awareness of how fluid 

chunks of text contribute to making meaning. 

"1 wish she weren't leaving," 

-}he 
middle of one of his mother's sentences. 

~ has to go?" 

® 
said in~e 

~---

From Castle in the Attic. Winthrop, p. 6. 

Figure 5.20 Heather's Miscue No. 20 
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This time I stopped the tape following the regression on ''How come ... " Heather's 

repetition of the entire question reflected a shift to lively expression and improved 

flow of language. 

Researcher: Did you hear how she read that differently? 

Audrey: Yes. 

Researcher: She started with how come very hesitantly, and then she 
said how come she has to go? very fluently. What did she 
do? 

Audrey: She realized it was a question? 

Heather: I looked at the rest of the words in the sentence. 

Researcher: And you read it as a chunk. 

Heather now demonstrates awareness of her practice of reading ahead as she monitors 

for meaning and a more fluid reproduction of text. 
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Further discussion of scanning as part of the process occurs when she comes 

upon the word buried. 

. cjnewl 
m her newly washed dress. 

From Castle in the Attic. Winthrop, p. 7. 

Figure 5.21 Heather's Miscue No. 21 

When I fast asked Heather if she knew what she was doing during the long pauses in 

the sentence she was tmable to articulate her process. She re-read the sentence 

correctly but needed three attempts to produce bmied. 

Heather: William went and bur- bm- bmied his face in her newly 
washed dress. 

I pointed out the pauses in her original reading which prompted the following: 

Heather: I was ttying to figure out the word before I got to it. 

Audrey taps into other experiences to clarify. 

Audrey: It's like what you said about the Mad Minute (a math drill 
used in the classroom), you have to look at the next problem 
while you are writing the answer to a problem .... Even 
though she was reading the present word she was pausing 
because she was reading the rest of the sentence. 
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The discussion of Heather's reading of the chapter in Castle (Winthrop, 1985) marks 

some very important changes in her perception of herself as a reader and exposes 

some important changes in her reading strategies that have now become evident. She 

is clearly monitoring for meaning as she regresses over long segments of text. She is 

aware and can articulate her practice of scanning or skimming ahead as she brings 

meaning to whole segments of text. The support of the group, Audrey in particular, 

builds her confidence and re-enforces a new focus on making meaning. She also 

recognizes and can monitor for the appropriate uses of ptmctuation, using it to guide 

her reading. The concept of high quality miscues is beginning to become acceptable 

but she still demonstrates a close graphic tie to the text. Heather appears to be 

making excellent progress in attitude, self-esteem, and performance. 

Procedme I Reader Prome 

The statistical measme of Heather's reading of Castle in the Attic is contained 

in Table 5.2. 
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Table 5.2 

HEATHER'S READER PROFILE: PROCEDURE I 

January 4, 1995 

TEXT: CASTLE IN THE ATfIC CHAPI'ER I 

MEANING CONSTRUCTION 
No Loss 48% } 
Partial Loss 24% 72% 
Loss 28% 

GRAMMATICAL RELATIONS 

Strength 52% 
} 72% Partial Strength 12% 

OVercorrection 8% 
Weakness 28% 

GRAPmC/SOUND RELATIONS 

Gmphic 
High '1:1% } Some 61% 88% 
None 22% 

Sound 
High 22% } Some 66% 88% 
None 9% 

NUMBER OF WORDS 396 
NUMBER OF MISCUES 25 
MISCUES PER 100 WORDS 6.3 

RETELLING HOLISTIC SCORE 4/5 

The changes in Heather's reader profile between the baseline text read in early 

November and this text from early January are prOfOl.md This reading marks an 

increase of 24 percentage points in Meaning Construction and 21 percentage points in 
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Grammatical Relations. While these changes are worthy of note, they may reflect a 

host of variables that extend from Heather's own schema, text difficulty, presence or 

absence of new vocabulary, comfort with the taping process, and possible 

identification with the central character she believes to be female versus the male 

characters in the earlier story. Of far more importance to me as both teacher and 

researcher is the drop in Graphic/Sound Relations. 

The baseline reading yielded 97% for graphic similarity and 98% for sound 

similarity, numbers that reveal a text-bound reader. A drop of 13 and 15 percentage 

points respectively, may not appear important to a casual observer but they reflect a 

significant shift from a High correlation to Some in light of the other evidence of 

Heather's shift to more effective reading. In the first text, ''W 01 to the Rescue" 

(Mowat, 1986), graphic similarities were High 62% of the time but only 27% of the 

time in Castle in the Attic (Winthrop, 1985). Sotmd Similarities in the fust text, 

''Wol,'' were also High, 62% of the time, but only 22% of the time in the Castle text. 

These shifts indicate that she is beginning to trust her own interpretation of the text 

she herself creates rather than attempting a flawless reproduction of the author's text. 

Of particular importance to this study is what these statistical changes can not 

possibly indicate. Since discussion of this reading was the fust of the study, there can 

not be any possible correlation between CRMA and statistical improvement in 

Heather's reading performance at this point. What may have some bearing is my 

informal relationship with her over the four months prior to the start of the study. 
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The months before the study formally began fOlmd Heather and I frequently 

reading together in short unplanned spurts. I was firmly entrenched in my teacher role 

and used each opportunity to remind her to monitor her comprehension and re-read 

when things appeared to lack meaning. I also encouraged her to substitute words she 

knew that made sense in the sentence instead of binding herself to the author's text. I 

taped her but taped over the readings, unaware of the significant role they might play 

in understanding Heather's reading development 

The Hare and the Orphan February 13, 1995 

The next formal data collection session with Heather occurred on February, 13, 

1995 and marks a major change in how I conducted the taping sessions. The text I 

selected was a chapter in a fantasy collection of short stories by Lynne Reid Banks 

(1993) called The Magic Hare. 

Synopsis: An orphan girl living alone in a woodland cottage finds a 
magic hare in one of her snares. She takes him into the house to 
prepare him for supper. The bare asks her fll'St to get onions, carrots, 
and then a bay leaf for the soup. She obliges but resists going for the 
bay leaf as this means travelling to the edge of the forest. The hare 
goes with her and she loses her fear of the woods and discovers the 
outside world. The bare then vanishes. 

Taping the Reading 

Appropriate and accepted research procedures for collecting miscue data have 

always depended upon the researcher withholding any help from the reader. This is 

thoroughly grounded in K. Goodman's (1967) research that describes reader's attempts 

to reconcile an anomalous situation by reading on, seeking cues to clarify tentative 
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choices judged as unacceptable semantically or syntactically. Heather had already 

demonstrated her ability to do this as shown by her strategies in response to coyotes 

and The meet mentioned previously. 

During this study, however, I was not just a researcher but also a teacher and, 

as a teacher, I instinctively altered the data collection procedures as I tried to assist a 

troubled reader. Since September, I had been working informally with Heather trying 

to help her monitor her creation of meaning from the text and develop strategies that 

helped her gain contro1. I did this by stopping her periodically and asking her to tell 

me what was happening or, if she had lost meaning, encouraging her to re-read. On 

this particular day, I merged my informal behaviors with the formal data collection 

procedures (something I knew I shouldn't do as a researcher but something I felt 

obligated to do as a teacher) and stopped her when I felt she had lost the overall sense 

of the text. 

One day she found a fine bl£ ~ in "PA?of her€narEl 
A~h exci~eVHel\i Sw-prisc: ~ 

"Aha! You will make me an excellent supper!A~sai~ 

1:0 her~ent, the hare in her hands spoke to her. 

From "The Hare and the Orphan" in The Magic Hare. Banks, p. 11. 

Figure 5.22 Heather's Miscue No. 22 

I interrupted when she paused before amazement. 
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Researcher: Are you losing meaning? 

Heather: (Nods, no verbal response) 

Researcher: Go back to One day and start again. 

@ 
I. tro.t'S 

One day she found a fme big~ caught in one of her snares. 

Aah g~e)(cePhoMI 
/I Aha! You will make me ani excellent supper!/I she saictp 

~o ~azemeiiD the hare in her hands spoke to her. 

From "The Hare and the Orphan," in The Magic Hare. Banks, p. 11. 

Figure 5.23 Heather's Miscue No. 23 

Again she stopped at the word snares but revealed her thinking and monitoring 

strategies. 

Heather: I want to say ~ but it starts with an ... 

Researcher: Then say ~ that's exactly what it is. 

She continued and produced a syntactically acceptable substitution for excellent and 

correctly produced supper. When she paused a second time on amazement I advised 

her to skip and continue. 

Heather's substitution of ~ for snares marks the first time she made a 

significant break away from dependence upon graphophonic cues and relied on 

meaning. Earlier readings sometimes included substitutions of noun markers a for an 

or the or appropriate substitutions of function words, e.g. those for these or she for it, 
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but, tmtil, now she had not made a meaningful substitution for significant nouns or 

verbs. By giving her permission to bring her own meaning to the text, I quite 

accidently opened a powerful new door. 

Heather made eleven miscues in the text between the above exchange and the 

next example. Of the eleven, she corrected nine, including two overcorrections, and 

appropriately left two tmchanged. In her two previous readings, ''W 01 to the Rescue" 

and Castle in the Attic, she would leave tmcorrected anywhere from three to ten 

miscues between corrected text. 

So she went outside again and pulled up some carrots. This time she 

left the door open very wide. But when she came back, the hare was 

waiting. ® 
Coho I"ped I:.... .~ 

She scraped the carrots and put them~ pot. Then she ... 
From "The Hare and the Orphan" in The Magic Hare. Banks, p.12. 

Figure 5.24 Heather's Miscue No. 24 

This time Heather knew that an appropriate and meaningful substitution that 

was not heavily dependent on graphic similarity to the actual text was acceptable and 

she proceeded with confidence. Any lingering doubts were dispelled during the 

discussion (See Figure 5.3). I will never know if this shift in strategies would have 

occurred if I had not stopped her earlier in the text. 
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This reading also marks a shift away from an interim strategy mentioned 

earlier. While Heather read from The Castle in the Attic (Winthrop, 1985), she 

regressed over either the entire sentence or even two sentences when she made a 

correction. I remarked that this was not a sign of an efficient reader according to the 

Goodman et al (1987) defmition, but appeared to be a necessary strategy as she shifted 

from word for word reproduction of text to production of chunks of meaningful text. 

In this reading, one month later, she has dropped this cmnbersome strategy and 

adopted the more efficient method of regressing to the miscue, correcting and 

proceeding. 

© 
Cned ~he 

And she carried the fine hare back to her kitchen. 

@.He didn't struggle, but lay quietly in her arms, looking up at her in a 

~hG~ . trus }iort of way that made her feel rather uncomfortable, constder-

ing that she had quite made up her mind to eat him. 

From "The Hare and the orphan," in The Magic Hare. Banks, p.ll. 

Figure 5.25 Heather's Miscue No. 25 

In these examples, she perceived her miscues two or three words after she produced 

them but only regressed to the miscue itself, corrected and proceeded. This is a far 

more efficient strategy than regressing to the beginning of the sentence or an entire 



203 

sentence prior to the miscue as she had done previously. It is a strategy that Heather 

adopted quite natmally as neither I, nor the group, ever remarked on the change. 

Heather is now clearly monitoring her comprehension and making corrections when 

she feels it necessary to do so. She is also using predicting, confirming and 

disconfirming strategies to assist her as she brings meaning to the text. Discussion of 

this reading marked the emergence of ideas and possibilities not considered previously. 

Group Discussion 

February 16, 1995: Session #6 

Discussion of ''The Hare and the Orphan" (Banks, 1993) took place on three 

separate days over a week's time. The fIrst discussion was on February 15, 1995, 

continued on the 16th and concluded. on the 23rd Heather's self-confidence is visibly 

stronger and she willingly offers explanations and conjectmes about her process. 

While still a strong leader, Audrey is not the dominant figure in these discussions as 

both Christine and Heather take a more active role. Analysis of the topics selected for 

examination dming this session highlights four distinct areas of interest: explanation 

of new concepts, possible alternative constructions that would yield acceptable 

miscues, patterns in Heather's correction strategies, and Heather's conscious 

examination of and reflection on her own process. 

New Concepts 

In this text, Heather is reading in a fantasy genre that is less familiar to her 

than her usual selection of realistic fIction. Conceptua1limitations caused problems 
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earlier as discussed with coyote, gymnastics, and prairie. With both coyote and 

gymnastics she used background knowledge and the concept that text teaches to 

produce the expected response. With prairie, because of its many different uses in the 

same text, these strategies were not sufficient so she also relied upon syntax and 

phonics. Up to this point, Heather had been unable to break her graphophonic ties to 

the author's text, struggling to break some perceived code using letter/sound 

relationships that held no meaning. Early in the year she simply slid over unfamiliar 

text substituting graphophonically similar non-words, plodding ahead with the hope 

that things would somehow improve. 

By February, when she read this selection, the concept that 'text means' was 

taking hold and had aroused her curiosity about new concepts in her reading. She 

used non-words less frequently, ( 3 non-words in "Hare" vs 8 in "Wol") opting instead 

to skip the word and search for meaning within the context of the story. In the 

following example, she encountered a word she could produce whose meaning was 

unknown to her. 



She got her food 2b eating the vegetables Sh~ ~w in her garden and 

wild fruit that grew in Ihe clearing, and for meat, she set~and ate 

the animals that got caught in them. 

One day she fmmd a fine big hare caught in one of her snares. 
From "The Hare and the Orphan" in The Magic Hare. Banks, p. 11. 

Figure 5.26 Heather's Miscue No. 26 

During the taping of the original reading, see Figures 5.22 and 5.23, I asked her to 

stop and re-read following several miscues in the sentence following the last one 
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shown in Figure 5.26. She returned to One day and began again. When she reached 

snares she stopped and said she wanted to say traps which I encouraged. In the 

discussion session, Audrey stops the tape after her first omission. 

Audrey: She skipped it because she didn't know it. 

Researcher: Can you read the word now Heather? 

Heather: No, I still don't know the word 

Researcher: You can't read it at all? 

Heather: No. 

Researcher: How would you pronounce it? 

Heather: Snare .... But what is it? 
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Clearly, Heather is now making a distinction between pronouncing words and reading 

for meaning. When she stated she could not read the word she was really saying she 

didn't know the specific concept a snare represents outside of being a certain kind of 

trap. She could orally produce the word but that no longer fits her defmition of 

reading. For Heather now, reading is making meaning. The discussion continued 

with a thorough description of a snare versus other kinds of traps. 

The next encounter with a new concept finds Heather trying to reassign 

grammatical roles as she attempts to bring meaning to the text. 

® 
I. ~A

"Where's~ leaf? he asked. 

"Bay leaf?" 

"Don't you know about bay leaves?" 
From "The Hare and the Orphan" in The Magic Hare. Banks, p. 12. 

Figure 5.27 Heathers Miscue No. 27 

Audrey: She said Don't you know what bay leaves? (Heather has 
treated the word leaves as a verb with intonation and 
inflection that would match Don't you know what Santa 
leaves for example.) 

Researcher: What bay leaves? What is a bay leaf?, do you know? 

Heather: No. 

Researcher: Is it a thing? 

Christine: I never heard of it. 



Heather: Neither did I. 

Audrey: It's a leaf. 

Researcher: What kind of a leaf? What do you do with it? 

Audrey: You put it in soups and stews or like . . . 

All: Oh, yeah! 

As the discussion continues, Heather takes ownership of the new word and its 

conceptual meaning as an adjectivefnOlm combination, such as maple leaf. 

Heather: Maybe what I was thinking since I didn't know what bay 
leaves are maybe someone was asking me what bay leaves were. That's 
why I might have said don't you know what bay leaves are? (She now 
gives a noun phrase inflection to both bay and leaves and has added the 
word are to what she thinks she said She appears to be unable to 
duplicate her earlier concept of a notm/verb phrase.) 

She appears satisfied with this new understanding and restarts the tape. 

Alternative Constructions 
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The girls were very curious about my process as I analyzed their reading and 

the issue of acceptable versus unacceptable miscues arose several times. I explained 

that a miscue is partially acceptable if it makes sense with the fast or second half of 

the sentence but not with the sentence as a whole or within the context of the story. 

These discussions led them to experiment with other possible constructions that would 

match Heather's prediction of text. 

The first example occurs in that same troublesome paragraph cited several 

times earlier. 



@ @ 
One day she found a fme/.hare lcaught in one of t~ 
Ao.h. ~Ci~ ~ it Sv..rptiS/{\ . 

"Aha! You will make me an exce~em: supper~ she saut,> 

'ro he/mnazement, the hare in her .... 
From "The Hare and the Orphan" in The Magic Hare. Banks, p. 11. 

Figure 5.28 Heather's Miscue No. 28 

Audrey: Stop it. Excitement surprise. 

Heather: I think I go back and correct it. 

Audrey: That's good. 

Researcher: Does what you say there make sense? 

Heather: You make an excitement surprise. No. 

Audrey: You could change excitement smprise to exciting. 

Michelle: Yeab if you were going to use that. 

Researcher: If you were going to use that and then it would sound like 
language. Would it make sense with what is happening in 
the story? 

All: Yes. 

Researcher: Aha! You will make me an exciting surprise. 

Audrey: No, but if you use it in another story then you could say 
Aha! You will make an exciting SUll'rise for cousin Harty 
or something. 

Researcher: But, it would have to go in a different story? 

Audrey: Yes, right. 
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The next example occms within a larger discussion of patterns they have 

discovered about Heather's reading. For the sake of analysis, the discomse about 

patterns is discussed separately. 

@He didn't struggle, but lay quietly in her arms, looking up at her in a 

LSh"rt trustful sort of way that made her feel rather lIDcomfortable, ... 
From "The Hare and the Orphan" in The Magic Hare, Banks, p. 11. 

Figure 5.29 Heather's Miscue No. 29 

Audrey: She said short. She just put in an h. She lost meaning there. 

Researcher: Okay, let me ask you something. But lay <wietly in her 
arms, looking up at her in a trustful short . . ., could we 
add something after short that would make sense? 

Michelle: Like, no is a short way. 

Researcher: Take out the word way. 

Audrey: A short look. 

Researcher: Short look1 A trustful short look? 

Audrey: Can we make a whole new sentence? 

Researcher: Yes. 

Audrey: How about looking up at her in a trustful short way like 
add more words to short to make it sOlIDd right, more like 
a sentence. 

Researcher: How about a trustful short moment? Would that make 
sense? 
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Audrey: Yes. 

This section of the discussion helps the girls to realize that they are predicting 

syntactically and semantically acceptable text constructions but are also monitoring for 

meaning as they proceed through the process. 

The last example is of a miscue that resulted in an acceptable substitution even 

though it slightly altered the meaning. 

deSir-e. 
''But you won't taste your best," she said. fly ou deserve the very 

best cooking." 
From "The Hare and the Orphan" in The Magic Hare. Banks, p. 12. 

Figure 5.30 Heather's Miscue No. 30 

Audrey: Stop. You desire the vety best cooking- that makes sense if 
he goes (Very dramatically) I DESIRE the very best cooking. 
In other words if he had said I desire the vety best cooking 
before it would have made sense. 

Audrey put on a performance as she repeated Heather's text, getting on her knees as if 

to beg for the best cooking. The others enjoyed this and later added some drama of 

their own to the discussions. 

Other examples of possible text constructions centered around the 

understandings the girls brought to the discussions concerning correct fine points of 

grammar. The use of lie and ~ is discussed earlier but reappears in another form. 
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''Well have carrot and onion ~up." she said @ 
~ l~iJ I" 

The hare jumped high in the air and landed in hel widelstretched 

arms. 
From "The Hare and the Orphan" in The Magic Hare. Banks, p. 13. 

Figure 5.31 Heather's Miscue No. 31 

This time I stopped the tape to satisfy my curiosity about why Heather decided it was 

acceptable text. 

Researcher: Laid. why laid? 

Heather: Because he was laying in her arms when she picked him up 
out of the trap. He was doing what he did before. 

Audrey: Or she could have been glancing at the picture. 

Researcher: Okay read the whole sentence. 

Michelle: The hare jumped high into the air and landed in her wide . 

Audrey: The hare jumped high into the air and laid in her wide
stretched arms. 

Michelle: It's like jump into the air and lands in her arms. 

Audrey: I think I would add more words. 

Researcher: What words. 



Audrey: You would have to say the hare jwnped high into the air 
and landed in a laying position in her wide stretched arms. 

Researcher: Isn't that kind of awkward? 

The girls never consider the possibility that the word laid is misused in Heather's 

sentence or in Audrey's construction with laying. The verbs lie and lay and their 

various forms are frequently subject to dialect variations that do not adhere to 
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conventional rules by excellent speakers of English so it is not at all surprising that the 

possibility of error was not considered. I also passed up the opportunity to teach them 

the difference, since they were quite comfortable with their versions and the issue is 

very complex. 

Years of playful conflict within my own family about conventional forms of 

descriptive grammar left me incapable of passing up another opportunity to teach the 

fmer points of syntax following the next miscue. 

She put a pot of water on the stove, then she picked up 

a sharp ~e (!f. ttnned to him. 

, .... _u{!G- 01.0. 
She~ e ected that he would have rWl away - m fact, ... 

From "The Hare and the Orphann in The Magic Hare. Banks, p. 11. 

Figure 5.32 Heather's Miscue No. 32 

Christine: She said ran away ... She said ran instead of run. 



Researcher: Which is right? She half expected he would have ran away 
or he would have nm away? 

Audrey: Heather is right. 

Heather: Ran away is better than nUl away. 

Audrey: That was the author's miscue, well not miscue, mistake I 
think. Well they're both right I guess. 

Researcher: No they're not. The word nm is an irregular verb and in 
the past tense it needs a helping verb. (Raising the issue 
of past perfect tense needing the past tense form of 
irregular verbs was pointless here.) The verb ran when 
used in the past tense is changed to run. 

Audrey: I like ran better though. 

Researcher: Do you? 

Audrey: Because you kind of think you can actually picture him 
nmning a way but when you say he run. .. 

Researcher: He would have run. 

Audrey: He would have nm away I mean. .. 

Michelle: I can't really picture it. 

In spite of my attempts to teach the conventional form, Audrey sticks to her own 

rationale. 

Researcher: Rm is correct . . . 

Audrey: 

Heather: 

He would have ... would ... would ... would she half 
expected that he would have ran away. But she ... it 
makes sense though, he would have ran away. 

Yeah, I don't see where run would be ... 

Researcher: It's a rule of grammar with irregular verbs. 
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Audrey continues by trying additional helping verbs - have, had Finally, she repeats 

the sentence correctly twice in a row and concludes: 

Audrey: She half expected that he would have run a way that means he 
already had. Oh, it does make more sense this way. 

It wasn't until Audrey thought through the meaning of the sentence that she finally 

accepted it as the correct form. Children of this age frequently use dialectic forms of 

irregular verbs in their speech based on what they hear from adults, so it is quite 

understandable that they have difficulty accepting these forms as unconventional. 

Patterns 

As Heather becomes more comfortable with the reading process and her own 

strategies, certain patterns begin to emerge following a miscue. Audrey picked up on 

one of these patterns when it occurred in back to back sentences. 

@ 
Cr ~ et:l -'he 

And she carried the fine hare back to her kitchen. 

@He didn't struggle, but lay quietly in her arms, looking up at her in a 

~~Dt't trustful art of wax that made her feel ... 
From "The Hare and the Orphan" in The Magic Hare. Banks, p. 11. 

Figure 5.33 Heather's Miscue No. 33 

Audrey: I have noticed a pattern when she miscues she usually goes 
ahead two or three words and then she backs up and 
corrects it. 

Researcher: Okay, why is she doing that? 
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Audrey: Because she realizes it's not making sense. 

Heather: And when I think I might be wrong and then I get meaning 
from that and go back. 

While neither student uses the reading process vocabulary of prediction, confirming 

and disconfU1lling strategies, this is precisely what they are describing. They consider 

the regressions pattern when disconf11Il1ing information is encOlmtered as appropriate 

reading behavior and Heather remains secure with her strategy. Other patterns emerge 

further in the study and again Audrey selects them for discussion (See Omissions. 

Session # 11 in this chapter). 

Heather's Conscious Process 

Over the comse of the study, I frequently asked Heather if she knew what she 

was thinking about when she made a particular miscue. Her early responses focussed 

on a quite literal interpretation of her behavior but not her thinking. By February she 

has begun to realize that readers also think and construct their own text as they read 

In the first example of this kind, Heather is able to look at an acceptable 

miscue and, within the group discussion, develop a hypothesis that explains the 

thinking process that guided her word choice. 

excep.tiDnCl\ 
"Aha! You will make me an excellent supper!" she said 

From "The Hare and the Orphan" in The Magic Hare. Banks, p. 11. 

Figme 5.34 Heather's Miscue No. 34 



Audrey: Tmn it off. GOOD WORD! 

Researcher: Exceptional supper, does that make sense? 

All: Yes. 

Researcher: What can we tell about what Heather does when she comes 
to an unfamiliar word? Can we figure anything out about 
what she is looking at by what she did with this word? 

Audrey: 

Heather: 

She is th;nk;ng about all the words she knows that start 
with e-x-c-e. 

I think I look at just the beginning and I think of a word 
that might fit and sometimes it doesn't and that way I can 
read along. I might be correcting what the . . • 

Researcher: Is that what you think she is doing? 

Michelle: Th;nkjng of all the words she knows that start with e-x. 

Researcher: Okay, she put in a word that makes sense. 

Heather: That way I can know what's going on. 

Researcher: How much of the word excellent did she look at? 

Audrey: The first part. 

Researcher: ... and then she came up with a word that was acceptable. 

Audrey: 

Is that an efficient way to read? 

Yes, sometimes. Just as long as you put in a word that 
makes sense. 
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With the help of the group, Heather is able to analyze her process of prediction 

and articulate it. She also supports her choice of a word that makes sense so she can 

"know what is going on." 



When Audrey notices the pattern of regression/correction following some 

disconfirming text, Heather shares what she thinks she does as a reader. 

He didn't struggle, but lay quietly in her arms, looking up at 

@ ,Shori 
her in a trustful sort of way that made her feel rather ... 

From "The Hare and the Orphan" in The Magic Hare. Banks, p.ll. 

Figure 5.35 Heather's Miscue No. 35 

Researcher: So if she makes a miscue that makes sense with the 
beginning of the sentence but not the rest, when does she 
catch it? 

Audrey: 

Heather: 

Audrey: 

Two or three words later. 

Like I read short of way that made her, then I went back 
and said sort of way. (She actually regressed after that.) 

Is that like when she said the Abraham dive roll. She went 
through the whole sentence even starting the next sentence 
before she went back. 

Heather: What I could have been doing with that is the two or three 
words I read ahead might not have made me tmderstand 
what that word was so I had to go on. 
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Audrey has cited an inappropriate example not supported by the RMI data from 

Castle in the Attic (Winthrop, 1985). The miscue in question is shown in Figure 5.15 

and indicates that Heather made two tmsuccessful attempts on Arabian and continued; 

she did not regress at a later time and neither did Christine reading the same text and 
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producing a similar miscue. However, as Heather read Castle in the Attic she was 

regressing over more than one sentence. Audrey probably noticed this pattern, too, but 

is unable to clearly explain her thinking. Her comment gave Heather yet another 

chance to verbalize her thinking process as she brings meaning to her text. Her use of 

the term could have been doing illustrates her belief that this analysis is still 

hypothetical and may be open to modification later (Barnes & Todd, 1995). 

This discussion is among the most meaningful for Heather because it provided 

her with a comfortable forum to begin reflecting on her process. In earlier talk, she 

was talked about or to but did not share collaboratively in the analysis of her reading 

process. Nervousness about revealing her weaknesses and the group's reluctance to 

openly criticize in the early discussions are possible explanations for this stance. 

Here, however, she takes a more active part in analyzing her reading process as 

evidenced in her miscues and is consciously able to articulate hypotheses about what 

she might be doing. 

Procedure I Reader Prome 

Table 5.3 contains the statistical data for this text. 



Table 5.3 HEATIIER'S READER PROFll..E: PROCEDURE I 

February 13, 1995 

TEXT: THE HARE AND THE ORPHAN 

MEANING CONSTRUCTION 

No Loss 
Partial Loss 
Loss 

57% 
21% 
21% 

GRAMMATICAL RELATIONS 

} 78% 

Strength 
Partial Strength 
Overcorrection 
Weakness 

57% 
2% } 72% 

13% 
26% 

GRAPfllCISOUND RELATIONS 

Gmphic 
High 60% 

} Some 32% 92% 
None 7% 

Sound 
High 64% 

} Some 32% 98% 
None 0% 

NUMBER OF WORDS 827 
NUMBER OF MISCUES 38 
MISCUES PER 100 WORDS 4.5 

RETELLING HOLISTIC SCORE 5/5 
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Statistically there is slight improvement towards greater efficiency in Heather's 

RMI scores with this story versus The Castle in the Attic. (Winthrop,1985) taped in 

January. Her Meaning Construction and Grammatical Relations are now nearing the 

80% mark and her Retelling score of 5 out of 5 possible points is excellent. The issue 
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of motivation of the hare did not arise in Heather's retelling but did smface in the 

discussion with Christine when she admitted to not understanding the underlying 

forces driving his behavior. Not apparent from just the numbers are the high quality 

miscues that appeared in this reading and the more efficient regression/correction 

patterns selected for discussion. 

The Hare and the Vampire: March 29. 1995 

The girls were entbralled with The Magic Hare (Banks, 1993) and wanted to 

continue reading from it. On March 29, 1995, Heather selected the chapter she would 

read She chose "The Hare and the Vampire." 

Synopsis: This time the magic hare goes on holiday to Transylvania 
because a boy told him there were lots of vampires there. The hare 
doesn't know what vampires are but goes anyway. He encOlmters a 
cloaked gentleman in an attic and inquires about vampires. The man 
takes him to a girl's bedroom where he proceeds to bite her neck. The 
hare realizes his error and causes the vampire's teeth to fall out. The 
vampire slinks away and the girl is saved 

Taping the Reading 

Om pre-reading discussion revealed that Heather's only knowledge about 

vampires was that" a lot of people say that a vampire has two very long things and 

they suck yom blood." She did not say the "things" were teeth, she did not know that 

vampires were supposed to live in a region of Western Romania called Transylvania, 

and she could not recall Dracula's name, although she recognized it when I said it. 

Since much of the meaning we bring to om reading is based on prior knowledge and 

experience (Rosenblatt, 1978), she was clearly at a disadvantage here. If Heather had 
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not selected the chapter herself, I might have been tempted to make a change. I'm 

grateful now that this thought did not cross my mind as this reading provided many 

useful insights into Heather's personal schema and how schema in general affects 

reading. 

From the outset, Heather had difficulty with the text (See Figme 5.36) and I, 

again, violated the researcher stance and urged her to regress while she was reading. 

This began a dialogue between us that continued throughout the reading. My 

interruptions were quite different this time, however. Instead of waiting to see if she 

would regress on her own, I interrupted her process of comprehending much too 

quickly. This seemed to rattle her confidence and resulted in major strategy shifts. 

Other problems that surfaced in this text concerned her unfamiliarity with the language 

and concepts in this story. I should have stopped the audiotaping and selected a 

different text, but did not Since the purpose of research is to learn, this section 

provides insight into both my responses and Heather's determination to conquer a 

difficult task 

The very first interruption occurs in the second sentence. 
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(The fIrst line is in all capitals in accordance with Banks' original text). 

©. 
clirecis k: 

WHEN A HARE DECIDES TO GO ON HOLIDAY, IT'S USUALLY 

tf)\Pus.-
quite a~iness. He has to hop to wherever he wants to go, and then 

® @~ce"l'\tb 
~t hope~l1 find~~nt thg6~to stay in. By the time he's hopped 

{ /:J1Seo.sol"\ 
all the way,fsay to thetseasidtt he's so tired he can't enjoy himself much. 

From "The Hare and the Vampire" in The Magic Hare. Banks, p. 19. 

Figure 5.36 Heather's Miscue No. 36 

When Heather produced the substitution discount for decent she looked up at me with 

a questioning expression. I asked if it made sense, she responded in the affirmative, 

and I prompted her to read to the end of the sentence and see. My unspoken message 

to her suggested it was not the correct word Her miscue of discomt for decent would 

be considered acceptable in terms of looking for discomt hotel rates. However, the 

instant she read season for seaside I interrupted with ''When it stops making sense, 

Heather, go back." I never gave her a second to reflect on her word choice or even to 

decide if it was making sense. Not a hopeful beginning. 

The next two dialogue segments between us were prompted by Heather and 

had positive results. 
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He had never heard~ vampires an hadn't a clue what they were, 

~et\~hisc:t5 lu fJ /J 
but the boy had sounded ve enthusiastic. INi" doubt/vampires were ... 

From "The Hare and the Vampire" in The gic Hare. Banks, p. 19. 

Figure 5.37 Heather's Miscue No. 37 

Following a lengthy pause, Heather produced $enthisas and then said "I can't say that 

word." I asked for a definition, she paused again and then correctly produced 

enthusiastic accompanied by a happy grin. Her second encotmter with Transylvania 

produced Trainsville, which she correctly identified as a place. 

On the next miscue she produced, I again jumped in much too quickly. 

@ 
He opened his eyes ~d fOlmd he was at the top of al!nountain, fac

MOV\SOCh" ~ 

ing a tall gloomy ~ion. lit was nighCa full moon shone 
~ ~ey> _ -~ -Po.f'pil'\,9 

down on the blac~dlcbimneY.W B flitted about. 
From "The Hare and the Vampire" in The Magic Hare, Banks, p. 21. 

Figure 5.38 Heather's Miscue No. 38 

As soon as she produced monsoon. I asked if she" can face a tall and gloomy 

monsoon." I should have expected her afflmlative answer. Anyone who has 

experienced Arizona's summer monsoon season knows you most certainly can face a 
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tall and gloomy monsoon, particularly if you are already on top of a mOlmtain. I told 

her to skip and go on, implying she was wrong. Her schema was now focussed on 

monsoons and the torrential rain, thunder, and lightning that accompany them. With 

this idea in her head, turrets and chimneys made absolutely no sense so she skipped 

them. Had I allowed her to continue to turrets and chimneys, she would have had 

more information to bring back to mansion. 

She made six omissions over the next few sentences, twice on known 

vocabulary that would not match the monsoon schema she was trying to develop. She 

was about to omit mansion for a second time when I stopped her again. 

eli mbi t1g 
The hare saw the strange figure climb into the 

(IDansiOWthrough a skylight. 

The hare ~imself inside J~~~ He wanted on 

From "The Hare and the Vampire" in The Magic Hare. Banks, p. 21. 

Figure 5.39 Heather's Miscue No. 39 

I stopped her at the pause before second mansion. 

Researcher: Do you know what it is now? 

Heather: No. 

Researcher: Have there been any clues? What's that (points to 
chimney). 

Heather: Chimney. 
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Researcher: What's that? (points to skylight). 

Heather: Skylight. 

Researcher: Where do we fmd chimneys and skylights? 

Heather: On top of houses. 

Researcher: So give me another word for that. (points to mansion). 

Heather: House. 

The words attic and creaking floorboards occur two sentences later and would have 

given her additional clues. In her retelling she states that the hare and the vampire are 

in the attic in a house. I clearly should have left her alone. Over the entire story she 

omitted 29 words, or 39% of her total miscues but produced an excellent gist 

statement about the story. 

Heather: Well, the hare wanted to go on a trip and urn he jumped out 
in front of a boy and asked him where would be a good place to visit 
and he said Trainsville. So he jumped back into the grass and wished 
himself there. And then he saw a vampire in an attic and the vampire 
took him to another house or down to the girl's bedroom and um the 
vampire was about to suck her blood and the hare wished that all his 
teeth would fall out and they did. And before he did that he pounced 
on her stomach and that made her have a tummy-ache. An then they 
had a little chat and the little, um he asked her is there anything else 
exciting in Trainsville and she said mIl not much and he said then why 
did that boy say it would be exciting here. 

Heather's only omissions from the retelling involve all description of the house, both 

inside and outside with the exception of the attic. 
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Group Discussion 

March 23, 1995: Session #11 

The discussion of this reading was markedly different from the previous ones. 

I was absent at the very beginning of the discussion of Heather's reading and for the 

last hour. The tenor and focus of the discussions changed when I was not present. 

When I was present, I tried to support Heather as much as possible in an attempt to 

make up for the difficult time I fostered dming the one-on-one taping. When I was 

absent from the discussion, Audrey again took the leadership but vacillated widely 

between criticism and support. The group noted Heather's shift in strategy to omitting 

unknown words and tended to focus on miscues of individual words rather than 

looking at whole sentence constructions as they had done previously. The discussion 

is also marked by very long nms of tape where they let many miscues pass without 

comment. 

Researcher's Role 

After reflecting on the times I inappropriately interrupted Heather dtuing the 

audiotape recording for the RMI, I brought to the discussion a protective stance to 

support her with the group as they discussed her difficulties. 

I first stopped the tape after the miscue on decent. 



f&) 
d"l'ects 1 ~ 

~ A HARE DECIDES TO GO ON HOLIDAY, IT'S USUALLY 

C~s_ 
quite business..b.t h!lS to hop to wherever he wants to go, and then 

h 1!W.&; .... ..rrL e ~_ porrow 
just hope ~11 find ent bmrow to stay in. By the time ... 

From "The Hare and the Vampire" in The Magic Hare, Banks, p.l9. 

Figure 5.40 Heather's Miscue No. 40 

Researcher: Okay what did she do there? 

Audrey: Instead of saying decent she said distant. 

Researcher: No she said discount. Would that make sense? 

Audrey: It doesn't make sense but it kinda reminds me of what 
hwnans do. They try to find a cheap hotel, a hotel that has 
a discOlmt. 

Researcher: So? 

Audrey: I mderstand where she got it from. 

Researcher: Doesn't it make sense? Couldn't we say it makes sense? 

Audrey: Yeah. 
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I was determined to have Audrey admit that it was logical in hwnan terms in order to 

support what I considered one of the better miscues in the reading. I concluded with a 

brief mention of concern. about borrow instead of burrow and then moved them 

forward I never considered the fact that there is also a financial relationship between 
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borrow and discount and both are business telDlS. The word business in the first 

sentence may have been a catalyst here. 

The next time I stopped the audiotape was following another high quality 

miscue - decision for destination. 

® @) ~ ¥- deC"SilSt") 
The only ) trouble was, he had to have someldefmite destination in 

mind, and he didn't know many places to wish himself to. 
From "The Hare and the Vampire" in The Magic Hare, Banks, p. 19. 

Figure 5.41 Heather's Miscue No. 41 

I re-read the sentence the way Heather produced it and the girls agreed it made sense 

and sounded like language. I asked in what "sense it made sense?' and Audrey 

responded. 

Audrey: It means he has to make a defmite decision about a 
destination. When Lynne Banks used destination she meant 
somewhere to go and when Heather said decision, in other 
words, he hadn't decided where he wanted to go. It's the same 
meaning, just in a different way. 

The next few miscues the group singled out for discussion involved Heather's lack of 

general knowledge and experience. 



® @ ~UblLpires were 

something nice/wre san~o~'down, or woods 10 go explo

ing in, or perhapsk:licious things to eat that you couldn't get at home. 
From "The Hare and the Vampire" in The Magic Hare. Banks, p. 19. 

Figure 5.42 Heather's Miscue No. 42 

229 

She has never been to a beach so missed the mention of sand dunes and the potential 

they hold for sliding. I tried to save the situation by saying that sand settles when you 

add water to it. However, when the girls moved on, Heather was feeling somewhat 

defensive. 

This was the tone when the miscue of monsoon appeared 

@ 
He opened his eyes and fOl.md he was at the top of almountain, fac

~V\SODt) 
. 11 d I mo.-. mg a ta an g oomy mans1On. 

From "The Hare and the Vampire" in The Magic Hare. Banks, p. 21. 

Figure 5.43 Heather's Miscue No. 43 

Christine stopped the tape and Audrey immediately began to comment. 

Audrey: You know how she said monsoon, I guess you could say ... 



Heather interrupts with justification of her own: 

Heather: I guess it was easy to mix up because it said gloomy and 
monsoon rain. 
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At this point, I enter the conversation to both support Heather's choice of words and 

keep the group focussed on reading for meaning. 

Researcher: Okay. So monsoon is logical according to her background. 
I mean she doesn't know sand dunes because she has never 
been to the beach but here we are in the desert when we 
have monsoons all smnmer and they are kind of tall, those 
clouds can get gloomy. We could rationalize that but does 
it change the meaning of the sentence? 

They agree that on a sentence level Heather's sentence is perfectly acceptable, 

particularly for an Arizonan, but the sentence does not fit with the story as a whole. 

Following this exchange, the group continued on their own. 

Audrey's Role 

Audrey immediately assumed a position of power and controlled the direction 

of the discussion. 

® 
'20~'e.! 

down on the blacI/Qan It was very 

~h\-cold and very quiet. The hare hivered. He didn't think. .. 
From "The Hare and the Vampire" In The Magic Hare. Banks, p.21. 

Figure 5.44 Heather's Miscue No. 44 
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Note: In this segment Audrey directs her comments to the group as if Heather were 

not present, but Heather is the one who responds to her. 

Christine: Stop it she said flopping. 

Audrey: No, she said flopped. Okay, this is what she said,. she said_ 
monsoon and then instead of on the she said on a and then 
she skipped turrets and chimneys and what did she put? 

Heather: I don't remember. 

Audrey: Bats flapped. What did she say on the hare shivered? 

Heather: The hare shriveled. 

Audrey: Thank you. Why didn't she stop and go back? 

Heather: Because it made sense. 

Audrey: Listen to this first, okay? It was night and a full moon shone 
down a and black. 

Heather: No. When I said.it I was going to say and but I went.it and. 

Audrey: It was night and a full moon shone down and bats flipped 
about. It was vety cold and veIY quiet. The hare shriveled. 

Heather: Shriveled, that's okay. 

Audrey: What does it mean? 

Heather: Shriveled it's another word for cold. 

Michelle: I'm shriveled into a (tmintelligible). 

Audrey: Does that make sense? Okay you don't know some of those 
words, correct? 

Heather: Correct. 
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Audrey: Okay, that's okay. 

Audrey bas abruptly switched gears in her last utterance after having kept Heather on 

the defensive through the entire exchange. Through discussion of the next few 

miscues, she continues with this type of sparring, keeping Heather's guard up with a 

critical stance then finishing with blanket approval. 

Further into the discussion, Audrey once again supports Heather as a reader, 

abandoning her more critical attitude. 

~(C1n\ped@ hCAnds 
Hd~lapped ~s hancb to his mouth 

and tried to say something. 
From "The Hare and the VampireH in The Magic Hare. Banks, p. 23. 

Figure 5.45 Heather's Miscue No. 45 

Audrey: Okay, clamped. 

Heather: He clapped his hand to his mouth. 

Audrey: He clapped his hand like that and the vampire tried to say 
something but he couldn't. Now clamped is kind of like the 
same thing. That's a very good miscue, I think you had a 
better word than the author. 

Audrey shifted her role in this discussion twice more. The fust time involved 

marking a typescript. The girls had seen some of my marked typescripts and asked 

about the meanings of the various marks. They were using blank typescripts because 

we lacked multiple copies of the text. Unbeknown to me, they began marking the 
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miscues on their copies. A portion of the discussion then focussed on which miscues 

to mark and how to go about it. 

The next shift occurred toward the end of the reading as both Audrey and 

Christine brought drama into the re-creation of text. The next example was preceded 

by several mildly dramatic portrayals of players in character. 

The hare turned to the girl. Come on, cheer up, it's all over!" he 

said, wiping h~ tears with his long ears. 
@J\P_ f-

"I've got a\E..ainl" Shq'~ . 

"Where? In your neck? Did he get you?" 
fI- IOM:Jhs 

"No! You did! Jumping on me! I've got a tummy-ache!" 
From "The Hare and the Vampire" in The Magic Hare. Banks, p. 23. 

Figure 5.46 Heather's Miscue No. 46 

Audrey: You skipped sobbed. 

Heather: She sobbed. I thought it was sobbed. 

Audrey: I've got a P-A-A-A-A-A-I-I-I-I-N-N-N-N. Why didn't you 
put said in there or something? 

Heather: I don't think I saw that. 

Audrey: I've got a P-A-A-I-I-I-N-N-N, she sobbed. She didn't get you 
did he? No, YOU DID, jumping on me. I've got a 
TUMMY-ACHE. 
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Audrey simply couldn't resist doing this scene twice, the second time with even more 

-
drama than the first, adding the hare as a character. I wish I had seen as well has 

heard her as I imagine she added some actions to her portrayal. The girls are clearly 

having great fun with Banks' text 

Omissions 

Since the girls were marking their typescripts, it was natural that they would 

eventually notice the large number of omissions in this text. After Heather's omission 

of the word embarrassed Audrey makes the following comment. 

Audrey: Have you noticed Heather is Skipping a lot of these words? 

Christine: She skipped embarrassed. 

Audrey: She skipped dunes. turrets. and chimneys. 

Christine: Politely. 

Audrey: Decidedly. flitting. snarl. astonishment. jagged. and 
embarrassed. Why do you think she did that? Okay, I guess 
we're kind of washed out 

Fortunately for Heather, Audrey chose to retract her own question with the washed out 

comment and steer the discussion away from any further comment. 

Focus on Individual Words 

Earlier discussions were marked by consideration of whole sentences as they fit 

into the entire text. A noticeable portion of this discussion focusses on individual 

words. The frrst incident is a good example of how children love to play with the 
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various sounds of language and, with my encouragement exposed rather sophisticated 

linguistic lmowledge. 

~ 
jl\~ .. ('.s-hV\9 

''Really!'' said the hare. ''How interesting! Well, thanks." And he 

hopped back into the grass. 
From "The Hare and the Vampire" in The Magic Hare. Banks, p. 19. 

Figme 5.47 Heather's Miscue No. 47 

Michelle: I thought she missed interesting. 

Heather: I can't say that word very well. 

Audrey: You can't say int[e]resting? 

Researcher: Try inter -esting. 

Heather: Inter - esting. 

Audrey: That could be because people's parents are different. 

Researcher: People from different parts of the COlmtry pronounce it 
either inter - esting or intresting. 

Audrey: I say both of them some times but mostly I say intresting. 

Researcher: Some people say roof or ruff. 

Heather: Ruff. ruff. 

Another incident occurred when the girls were on their own and involved a 

high quality miscue I really didn't expect them to notice. 



c&) 
It looked like ~ enormous bat, but it wasn't. It was 

Coo..+ 
a man with a big cloak. The hare saw the strange ... 

From "The Hare and the Vampire" in The Magic Hare, Banks. p. 21. 

Figure 5.48 Heather's Miscue No. 48 

Audrey: Stop! What did she say? 

Heather: Coat. 

Audrey: Instead of? 

Heather: Cape. 

Audrey: What? Hold on what is this word? 

Heather: I didn't have trouble with it before. 

Audrey: Just try it. 

Michelle: Sound it out. 

Christine: Ohh. I know it. 

Audrey: It's c1oa~ do you know what a cloak is? 

Heather: No. 

Michelle: That black thing. 

Christine: The cape. 

Audrey: It's sort of like a coat, huh? 

Michelle: Yeah. 
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Audrey: That's a good one. 

Michelle: Is that what vampires wear? Isn't that a picture of it? 

Audrey: You know the reason she said that is that they look alike. 

Heather: Look at the word coat and cloak. They sound alike, don't 
they? 

Michelle: c10 co clo co. 

Audrey: That's a pretty good miscue, huh? 

I was surprised they took any time on such a high quality miscue and 
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somewhat disturbed by their focus on graphic/sound similarities, including instructions 

to sound out the word. They completely ignored the bat-like reference to the man 

which certainly could have cued Heather to an item of outer-wear. Michelle picked 

up on Heather's use of the illustrations to guide her comprehension with her reference 

to the picture. Unlike the picture of the orphan holding the hare, this illustration, 

however, is quite indistinct. Again, Audrey kept Heather on the defensive for a good 

portion of the exchange, fmally declaring it a good miscue. 

Long Runs of Tape 

The last noticeable change between this discussion and the others is the 

practice the girls adopted of letting the tape nm for long segments without comments. 

At one point they listened to 25 lines of text without stopping the tape. 

This segment is marked by six omissions, a new strategy they had already 

noted, three changes in function words, and only one miscue of any interest. Several 
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possible explanations come to mind First, the girls have already discussed to their 

satisfaction every type of miscue Heather makes. There was no further point to 

illuminating additional omissions, and minor changes to ftmction words, such as into 

for onto, did not need further discussion. Secondly, just before this change began, 

Audrey remarked on how washed out they were. 

Procedme I Reader Prome 

Table 5.4 contains the statistical data for this text. 



Table 5.4 HEATHER'S READER PROF~E: PROCEDURE I 

March 29,1995 

TEXT: TIm HARE AND TIIE VAMPIRE 

MEANING CONSTRUCTION 

No Loss 
Partial Loss 
Loss 

GRAMMATICAL RELATIONS 

Strength 
Partial Strength 
Overcorrection 
Weakness 

GRAPIDC/SOUND RELATIONS 

Graphic 
High 
Some 
None 

Sound 
High 
Some 
None 

NUMBER OF WORDS 1292 
NUMBER OF MISCUES 73 

43% 
19% } 62% 
36% 

52% 
} 72% 13% 

7% 
32% 

73% } 19% 92% 
7% 

73% 
} 92% 19% 

7% 

MISCUES PER 100 WORDS 5.65 

RETELLING HOLISTIC SCORE 3/5 

Heather's struggle with the text is reflected in the statistics above. Her 
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Meaning Construction score reflects her introduction of her monsoon schema and my 

interruption of her own process of comprehending. Her grammatical knowledge held 

steady and probably supported her meaning construction. Difficulty with the text also 
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found her again relying heavily on Graphic/Sound Relations as she made her way 

through the text. 

Of her 73 total miscues, 40% were omissions. There is a definite relationship 

between her omissions and her confusion between monsoon and mansion. Most of her 

omissions involved description of some portion of the house. However, twice she 

omitted a word that could be considered unnecessary and redmdant. 

Her retelling captmed the essence of the story but lacked the rich description 

of the mansion and the girl's bedroom. She also recalled the fact that the hare (who 

didn't know what a vampire is) told the vampire he wanted to see a vampire, but 

seemed to miss the dry hmnor in the situation. She especially enjoyed the vampire's 

teeth falling out. 

Little House on the Prairie: April 13. 1995 

The last text Heather read was the third chapter from Little House on the 

Prairie (Wilder, 1935). The text was part of a whole class literature study selected by 

om student intern. 

Synopsis: The Ingalls have been traveling for some time from 
Wisconsin to Kansas. They stop for the night, 1.mhitch the horses, make 
a safe fire, and cook supper of comcakes and salt pork. Wolves can be 
heard howling in the distance just as Lama sees two eyes moving 
toward their camp through the grass. The eyes belong to their dog 
Jack, lost days earlier while crossing a river. 
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Taping the Reading 

This taping was done on April 13, 1995, approximately one month before the 

end of the school year. Heather had fInished the fIrst two chapters of Little House on 

the Prairie when I asked to tape her one last time. She was enjoying the book and 

could easily tell me about the parts she had already read I was hoping to catch her 

on the same chapter Christine had read for me earlier in order to provide more data 

for the group to examine text, but she was already several chapters ahead 

Her miscues over the fJrst few pages were either of a high quality or quickly 

corrected and she seemed very comfortable with the text. However, she revealed her 

unfamiliarity with entire concept of cooking over a campfIre when it was time to fix 

supper on the prairie. 

Then Pa brought water from the creek, while 

fPeeled 
Mary and Laura helped M~et supper. Ma/niea-

(K) fJ 
sured coffee beans into thelcoffedmill and Mary 

gl'O""nclt>d 
ground them. Laura filled the coffee-pot with the 

Poi i\" ~ 
water Pa brought, and Ma set ~'1 in the~ 

ba.c: k \o~et' C6Y~~1~, 
She set the iron bake-oven in the too. 
From "Camp on the High Pmirie" in Little House on the Pmirie. Wilder, p. 30. 

Figure 5.49 Heather's Miscue No. 49 
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(N ate: The solid line in the text indicates the start of a new page.) When Heather 

reached the word measured she found it both hyphenated and on two separate pages. 

She flipped the page back and forth several times as she tried to understand what Ma 

was doing. Clearly a child of the '90's, she has no concept of measming and grinding 

coffee beans, and it is doubtful her mother grinds gourmet coffees available in some 

stores now. She substituted peeled for measured and continued, only to be tripped up 

again with coals and an iron bake-oven. She correctly read coals the second time 

only to abandon it for coils. She may be thinking of the coils on a modern electric 

stove. 

She appears to recover somewhat as food is prepared but again struggles with 

on the strange equipment used by the Ingalls. 

Whil~t heated, she mixed the cornmeal and salt 

with water and~ited it unwtl'1iF'" soo/ 
~-, lied weas~the bake-oven with alpork . d laid the 

cornmeal cakes in it, and put on its iron cover. 

Then Pa raked more co Is over the cover, while! 

t!. ~irE'd S l"cer 
a sliced fat salt pork. She fried the slices in the 

I~der, 
From HCamp on the High PmirieH in Little House on the Pmirie. Wilder, p. 30. 

Figure 5.50 Heather's Miscue N. 50 



243 

I included previous text for the reader's benefit. When she reached iron s,pider she 

looked at me as said "iron spider?" I assured her she was correct but asked her to go 

back and look at fired the slicer in the iron spider. She agreed it did not make sense 

and re-read it correctly. The next two sentences describe the spider and she began to 

laugh at the ftmny image she created. 

The rest of the chapter went very well with the exception of a necessary break 

for lunch. I had to stop Heather right in the middle of the dramatic retmn of their lost 

dog. When we retmned she was confused. 

® (j) 
'" The next thin she knew she as ing ~g 
a;\d /,UoC''''I''M J~k.e le4f>t'd 
a jumping, antin wriggung Jack, who lapped 

her face and hands with his warm wet tongue. 
From "camp on tbe High Prairie" in Little House on tbe Pmirie. Wilder. p. 34. 

Figure 5.51 Heather's Miscue No. 51 

Unfortunately, we had to stop reading in the middle of the paragraph and it would be 

at least 45 minutes before we retmned to continue. Before lunch, Heather had trouble 

with the first part of the sentence, regressing to the beginning and pausing before 

wriggling and lapped. After lunch she read the rest of the paragraph and then stopped 

and said "1 thought he (Fa) was going after the animal?" 

Researcher: He did. Who is the animal? 
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Heather: I don't know. 

Researcher: Go back to The next thing. 

@) @ 
\The next thing she knew she was tryingh~ 

o.~ f lJ,JDt"r9i.r>9 jo.~e 
a jumping, pantingJ Wrlg-gting Jack, 

From neamp on the High Pmirien in Little House on the Prairie, Wilder, p. 34 . 

Figure 5.52 Heather's Miscue No. 52 

Researcher: Jake? 

Heather: I guess, that's what it says, Jake. 

Researcher: Does it say Jake? 

Heather: No, Jack. 

Researcher: Who is JacJa 

Heather: Isn't that their dog? 

Heather had interchanged Jack and Jake on several other occasions, but now it 

seems plausible that, to Heather, Jake was something other than the dog. We discuss 

how the dog was lost and Heather continues tmeventfully to the end of the chapter. 

While I still interrupted her reading in this selection, I gave her more time to fmd her 

own meaning as she progressed. I can see now that if I intend to continue with this 

strategy, I need to wait tmill the reader has encotmtered as many clues left by the 

author as possible, and decide if the miscue will disrupt the text in a major way. 
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Group Discussion 

May 3, 1995: Session # 13 

Heather read this selection on the 13th of April, 1995, but we were unable to 

schedule a RMA discussion session until May 3, 1995. The discussion of Little House 

on the Prairie (Wilder, 1935) was similar to ''The Hare and the Vampire" (Banks, 

1993) in several respects. Again, the group was on its own, with Audrey assuming the 

leadership role, and they allowed the tape to run for long segments without comment. 

Most of this discussion, analyzed in Chapter 4 or following Figure 5.4 in this chapter, 

depends upon Audrey's defInition of learning to read by sOlmding out individual letters 

of the alphabet or single syllables. This discussion was the last data collected for the 

study. 

Procedure I Reader Prome 

Table 5.5 contains the statistical data from this text 
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Table 5.5 HEAlHER'S READER PROFlLE: PROCEDURE I 

April 13, 1995 

TEXT: LITILE HOUSE ON THE PRAIRIE - CHAP1ER THREE 

MEANING CONSTRUCTION 

No Loss 64% 
} 75% Partial Loss 11% 

Loss 23% 

GRAMMATICAL RELATIONS 

Strength 73% 
} Partial Strength 4% 77% 

Overcorrection 0% 
Weakness 21% 

GRAPmCISOUND RELA nONS 

Gmphic 
High 54% } Some 40% 94% 
None 5% 

Sound 
High 54% 

} Some 41% 95% 
None 4% 

NUMBER OF WORDS 1633 
NUMBER OF MISCUES 88 
NUMBER OF MISCUES PER 100 WORDS 5.3 

RETELLING HOLISTIC SCORE 515 

While Heather is still heavily reliant on GrapbicjSOlmd relations her Meaning 

Construction score shows her concern for making sense as she reads. Most of her 

difficulty with this text centered around unfamiliar cooking processes and utensils used 

by the Ingalls family. Other problems concerned the use of language in unfamiliar 



247 

concepts. She has adopted a strategy of omitting words she does not know in the 

context used, whether she can pronounce them or not. If she does not know the 

meaning she leaves the word alone. Given more time with Heather, I would work on 

further encomagement of appropriate substitutions and more discussion of concepts 

and language. 

In her excellent retelling she was able to describe the cooking of the comcakes 

and the measming and grinding of the coffee beans, both areas that caused her 

problems. Her only omissions involved the sounds of the wolves howling and the 

description of the night sky, both minor embellishments to the text. 

Conclusion 

This chapter has described Heather as a reader over the course of her entire 

fourth grade year. She began the year as a troubled reader, battling low self-image, 

lack of appropriate reading strategies, and limited conceptual development. 

Additionally, she was blinded by the notion that reading is sounding out the words the 

author placed on the page, unaware that she possessed the power to bring her own 

experiences and meaning to the text. 

She brought into the study a strong sense of the ability of text to teach, an 

unconscious knowledge of the importance of understanding concepts to 

comprehending, and a bmning desire to become a good reader. This chapter has 

addressed her changes in attitude and self-image, her changes in strategies, increased 
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focus on meaning based on group discussions, and the changes in reading performance 

as measmed by the RMI Procedme I Coding forms. 

Attitude and Self-Image 

Heather always had a positive attitude about reading, stn'rOlmding herself with 

books and choosing her friends from among the top readers in the class. Much of this 

behavior was a ploy to cover serious shortcomings that she tried to keep hidden from 

everyone. But she always believed in the power of reading and never wavered from 

this belief through many difficult times. 

Heather began the year with a very low private self-image. She knew she was 

not comprehending text the way her peers seemed to be and tried to hide behind 

feigned enthusiasm for books. Changes in Heather's self-image evolved 

predominately from group discomse. Three types of language exchanges were 

identified as contributors to positive changes: shared strategies, support for miscues, 

and direct praise. Much of the dialogue that involved shared strategies was initiated 

by Audrey, the strongest reader in the group and the self-appointed leader. 

Audrey's frequent sharing of her own struggles with complicated text 

construction and unknown vocabulary erased feelings of isolation most struggling 

students experience. Heather's respect for Audrey as a reader also helped her realize 

that good readers encounter difficulties. As Audrey shared her strategies for dealing 

with common problems, Heather adopted them and gained confidence in herself. 
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A major shift in Heather's self-image occmred when she realized that it was 

acceptable for her to create her own text. The discussion that followed one of 

Heather's high quality miscues resulted in a group decision that she had improved the 

text by creating more imagery than the author. She took ownership of the concept by 

stating "1 was writing my own story. I wrote up another story." 

Changes in Strategies 

At the beginning of the school year, Heather seemed to have limited control 

of the many strategies readers use. She was aware that text teaches, and she made 

repeated attempts to correct a troublesome miscue through the process of 

comprehending. However, she seemed unaware that whole texts carry meaning or 

she believed bringing meaning to text was not valued by her teachers. This is 

reflected in Heather's definition of reading at the outset of the study that did not reach 

beyond sounding out of the author's text. Her strategies for dealing with new or 

unknown vocabulary included using a non-word as a placeholder or simply omitting 

and continuing. She rarely made more than one attempt to correct a miscue and did 

not pause to try to think through what might be happening. She did use regression 

strategies but only relative to careful reproduction of the author's text or using the 

pause to rest. 

During many informal one-on-one sessions Heather and I experienced before 

the study began, I emphasized that most words in the text were part of her oral 

vocabulary and when her text didn't sound like English she needed to stop and re-read. 
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I did this by stopping her after a series of complex miscues that produced serious 

interruptions to meaning. It took a long period of time before she was able to 

recognize meaning loss on her own, but when she did she began to regress over large 

segments of text. This produced meaningful chunks of text that greatly enhanced her 

comprehension. 

As the study progressed her tmderstanding of the reading process increased. 

She realized that she could make her own meaningful substitutions for the author's text 

and "write her own story." Her use of non-words decreased but omissions increased 

over the comse of the study. In her baseline text read in November, she produced 8 

non-words and 4 omissions over the entire text, and in her final reading in April she 

produced 1 non-word and 17 omissions. She again shifted her regression strategies by 

shortening the length of regression to the miscue under consideration, correcting and 

continuing, thus enhancing both effective and efficient reading behaviors. Her rate of 

correction increased as did her production of high quality miscues. 

Before the formal study began, Heather and I had developed a pattern of 

conversing during the taping. Sometimes she initiated a question about the text, other 

times I stopped her when she was deeply tangled in miscues. However, there was 

both a positive and negative side to this practice. First, it helped her learn to monitor 

her reading for meaning and taught her to consider the text she was producing. This 

resulted in the development of her own skill in monitoring for meaning. Second, it 

provided opportunities for me to help her realize that appropriate and meaningful 
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substitutions are acceptable. The data also provides opporhmity to explore both 

appropriate and inappropriate times for the teacher to interrupt the reader. Appropriate 

and beneficial interruptions occmred after Heather had exhausted all contextual 

opportunities to produce a meaningful segment. Inappropriate interruptions occurred at 

the exact point of the miscue, before she had time to proceed fmther into the text and 

disconfirm her predictions. When I interrupted at these points, I seriously disrupted 

her process of comprehending which made matters more complicated for her. 

At the conclusion of the study, Heather was more able to monitor her own 

production of text for meaning and make appropriate adjustments as she proceeded 

Group Discussion and Reading for Mean;ng 

Analysis of the discussions suggests that the discourse focussed more on 

analysis of the process of reading as a whole rather than the specific focus on reading 

for meaning. Through discussion the group discovered patterns of 

regression/correction, prediction, and re-reading. They explored the importance of 

punctuation and celebrated Heather's creation of her own text. They also provided an 

enormous amount of emotional support. 

A great deal of the discussion time with Heather focussed on explanation of 

individual vocabulary words that were either conceptually or contextually new to her. 

The study revealed that Heather's life experiences seemed to be somewhat limited, so 

this was an important aspect of the group contributions. Late in the study she shifted 

strategies to omission of unknown words or unfamiliar concepts, even when she could 
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produce the text. It can be implied from the data that she may have been deliberately 

pointing out text she wished to have explained to her in discussion. This can have 

important implications for both future CRMA sessions and literatme response groups. 

The most important function of the discussions with Heather is the fact that 

they provided a forum for Heather to analyze and reflect upon her own process as a 

reader. She had ample opportunities to hypothesize and re-think her process as the 

group collectively examined individual miscues. She was repeatedly prompted to 

explain her thinking as she worked her way through segments of text. This became a 

more conscious effort in subsequent readings and her explanatiOns became clearer and 

more focussed in the following discussions. 

The two discussions without the researcher near the end of the study tended to 

be less productive than earlier discomse. The reasons for this are varied. First, 

Audrey assumed f1Illl control on the leadership role and did not allow much room for 

collaboration. Second, fatigue became a factor along with the sense that they had 

already exhausted all relevant possibilities and reached satisfying results. 

Statistical Analysis of Improvement in Reading Performance. 

Statistical analysis of Heather's reading performance illustrates an enormous 

improvement between the baseline reading in November and the frrst reading for 

discussion in January. This shift cannot be the result of discourse within the group as 

no discussions had occurred. It can be attributed to one-on-one work with the 
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researcher as Heather was repeatedly encouraged to monitor her reading for meaning 

Table 5.6 shows a composite of all Procedure I Reader Proflles. 



Table 5.6 HEATHER'S READER PROFILE: PROCEDURE I ALL TEXTS 

TEXT: WOL CASTLE ORPHAN VAMPIRE HOUSE 

MEANING CONSTRUCTION 

NO LOSS 33% 48% 57% 43% 64% 
PARTIAL LOSS 15%} 48% 24%}72% 21%},8% 19%} 62% 11%} 75% 
LOSS 51% 28% 21% 36% 23% 

GRAMMATICAL RELATIONS 

STRENGTH 34% 52% 57% 52% 73% 
PARTIAL STRENGTH 15% } 51 % 12%} 72% 2'70} 72% 13%} 72% 4%m% 
OVERCORRECTION 2% 8% 13% 7% 0% 
WE~S 48% 28% 26% 32% 21% 

GRAPIDC/SOUND RELA1'IONS 

GRAPIDC 
IDGH 62% 27% 60% 73% 54% 
SOME 35%} 97% 61%}s8% 32%} 92% 19%} 92% 40%}94 % 
NONE 2% 9% 7% 7% 5% 

SOUND 
IDGH 62% 22% 64% 73% 54% 
SOME 36%h8% 66%}s8% 32%h8% 19%} 92% 41%}95% 
NONE 1% 9% 0% 7% 4% 

NUMBER OF WORDS 1173 396 827 1292 1633 
NUMBER OF MISCUES 87 25 38 73 88 
MISCUES P/I00 WORDS 7.4 6.3 4.5 5.6 5.3 
RETELLING- HOLISTIC 415 4/5 515 3/5 515 

to.l 
U1 
~ 
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With the exception of ''The Hare and the Vampire" (Banks, 1993), Heather held 

generally to the improved percentages in meaning construction and grammatical 

relationships scores that occurred between November and January. This shift followed 

some intense one-on-one sessions between Heather and myself. During these sessions, I 

encouraged her to listen to the text she was producing and monitor for meaning. I also 

supported re-reading strategies and appropriate substitutions, stopping her when I felt it 

was appropriate. Her dependence on graphic and sound relationships fluctuated, 

particularly between the internal categories of high and some. Fluctuations in the sOlDld 

similarities reflects a repeated miscue across texts of ~ for the, a miscue with no graphic 

similarities and high sound similarities. 

The data clearly demonstrate that the most improvement, as measured 

statistically, did not come from the group discussions, but the discussions seemed to 

support the higher levels of comprehension. It is unknown at this time if this much 

improvement in performance would have been achieved without the prior work with the 

researcher. Positive changes in self-image are directly related to work within the group 

as is growth in Heather's ability to articulate her process on a conscious level. 
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CHAPTER 6: CHRISTINE 
Apri120, 1995 

Christine: Mrs Brown! Mrs Brown! They're all sick with fever and Pa is lying on the 
floor! 

· .. Mary is crying for water and Laura had to crawl to the bucket to get her 
some! 

· .. Laura hears voices and Jack is crying! 
· .. Mrs Brown, this chapter is SO GOOD! 

Christine bounds up to me every few minutes as she reads the chapter 
in Little House on the Prairie (Wilder, 1935) that describes the time the 
entire family became ill simultaneously. She wears a grin from ear to 
ear and is more animated than I have ever seen her. Her eyes sparkle 
and dance with joy. Christine has created the "poem" through 
transaction with text (Rosenblatt, 1978). 

This chapter profiles Christine as a reader from the beginning to the end of the 

study. The four major bodies of data used to complete this profile include responses 

to the Reading Interview (Goodman, et al, 1987), tape recordings of readings of five 

different texts, group discussions, and statistical analysis of RMI's as measmed by 

Procedme I (Gooch:nan, et al, 1987). Attitude and self-image are addressed first to 

help readers understand Christine's emotional stance as the study progressed 

Changes in Attitudes and Self-image 

At the time of the initial interview, Christine was in her fomth year as a 

resomce student for reading and math. I was somewhat puzzled by the reading 

placement at fJISt because a casuallisten seemed to indicate good control in her oral 

reading. She also had strong writing skills, working intently for nearly an hour at a 

time and producing coherent well organized, although not very creative text. Other 



than a casual listen with no retelling, I did not have a chance to assess her reading 

before the initial written interview on August 30, 1994. 
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Christine's answer to Question #9 on the Reading Interview (Goodman, et ai, 

1987), What would you like to do better as a reader? appears to reflect her one-on-one 

instructional history with her resource teacher. She responded, "Help people." I 

believe her intent here was to state that she herself would like to read well enough to 

be able to help other readers, a sentiment that expresses gratitude and appreciation for 

those who have been assisting her. Other earlier answers on the interview also 

indicated dependence on other, more able, readers. 

Christine's defmition of reading is clearly evidenced in her answer to Question 

# 10 on the Interview. Do you think you are a good reader? Why? Her response is 

"No, because I don't know that many words." Her view of reading was solely based 

on wordness. Since nearly 100% of the class relied on sounding out strategies, I, at 

fIrst, assumed this was also Christine's intent. Other earlier answers, "pronounce the 

word," "read it for them," appear to focus on surface structure of text and led me to 

conclude that she considered souDding out a skill she needed to improve. Later in the 

study, the group discovered that she was pronouncing words very well but did not 

have the concepts to bring meaning to her text. 

Observations 

Early observations of Christine's behavior during Sustained Silent Reading 

(SSR) always found her in my collection of picture books, sometimes re-reading 
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favorites many times. Since she didn't seem to resist reading the assigned chapter 

books for literature study, I was not particularly concerned. During literatme 

discussions she remained quiet, rarely offering an opinion or leading the discussion. 

As noted earlier, (See Chapter 4) the sociogram revealed her to be an isolate, so I 

attributed some of this behavior to her lack of social skills. Responses in her literature 

log usually described an incident in the text and whether she liked it or not. She 

rarely expanded with any kind of reason or described any emotional reaction to the 

text. When I asked her to expand, she simply said "I don't know, I just like it." She 

rarely discussed events in the book even though she wrote about them and when I 

asked for a reaction to a specific incident she would shrug me off with "I don't know." 

Her entire recollection of Scott O'Dell's Sing Down the Moon (1970) focussed on the 

daring escape the girls made from their Spanish captors. Since this particular 

escapade was discussed among the students many, many times, she had ample 

opportunities to know what transpired from sources outside the text. Early informal 

readings resulted in a reasonable reproduction of text but stark retellings. 

Christine was going to the resource room twice a day for 45 minute sessions 

each time. This kept her out of the mainstream of the classroom for many significant 

events. When she was in the classroom she was quiet, well-behaved and appeared to 

be taking her work seriously. This particular class was wildly rambunctious and had 

more than its share of emotional problems and personal conflicts. Christine seemed to 

withdra w from the general tenor of the classroom and create her own quiet 



peacefulness. It took several weeks for me to realize she had created a large crack 

and crawled in to hide herself and her shortcomings from everyone. 
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Through the many group and collaborative activities in the classroom, Christine 

always looked to her fellow group member, Lisa, for support. Lisa was quite popular 

with the class but, like Christine, she was quiet and preferred to keep very much to 

herself. She and Christine were part of a group of four students who sat together and 

Lisa was encouraged to help Christine when she was having difficulty with new 

concepts or math calculations. Lisa took her teaching role seriously and refused to 

simply give answers, insisting that Christine puzzle through to the solution herself. 

During SSR, Christine and two other girls spent their time buried in my large 

collection of picture books. She and Michelle, another participant in this study, were 

particularly fond of The Jolly Postman (Ahlert, 1986). They began to hide the book in 

their desks instead of returning it to the shelf at the end of the day as I asked. 

Christine also began hiding other picture books and I finally began clearing out her 

desk each evenmg as I needed the books for my children's literature class I taught at 

the university. 

Early in the year, I coaxed the girls to read more novels, but Christine 

steadfastly ignored me. As my concern increased, I watched her more frequently and 

the more I watched the more invisible she tried to become. 

I asked her to read informally for me on several occasions and noticed that she 

tended to read rapidly, ignoring pWlctuation or restructuring text often. Her retellings 
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were bare bones and she relied on illustrations to help whenever possible. Since her 

literatme log contained descriptions of events, I was clearly puzzled that she could 

write a good retelling but not give one orally. 

The next time I asked her to read for me I asked for a written retelling fust. It 

was sparse and confused. Her oral retelling of the same text was identical to what she 

had written. It was later in the year that I discovered that the entries in her log were 

gleaned from Lisa or Terry (other members of her collaborative group). 

By the time I asked her to join the study group, I was seriously concerned 

about her comprehension. I checked her records to see if short term memory problems 

were indicated but found none. At this point, I was puzzled by her concern for 

knowing the words and her adequate ability to produce text. I still assumed she was 

referring to sounding out. 

Attitude 

During this period, Christine's attitude about reading was basically bland. She 

regarded reading as something you did at certain times during the day, but not 

something to carry over to her real life outside of school. She was neither excited 

about reading times nor resistant to them, taking a firm, matter-of-fact stance to the 

task. As I pushed her to give me more information based on her reading log or in 

discussion with me, she seemed to pull back. She had difficulty making eye contact 

and tried to make herself as invisible as possible by seeking out far corners of the 

room or working in the hall away from my scrutiny. 
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She did seem to like my collection of picture books and spent much free time 

looking at the illustrations. She also checked pictme books out of the library with the 

excuse for her peers that she was reading them to her little sister. She seemed 

indifferent to the novels we were reading in class and often was far behind When I 

began to note where her bookmark was placed she began moving it randomly to a 

point further in the text when she saw me approaching. 

Christine never took any books home with her, leaving the room empty handed 

each night. She appeared to view reading as a school-only activity that had no place 

or importance in her real world. Even the books she said she was reading to her sister 

never left the classroom. She did not appear to value reading and often chose to draw 

or write dl.U'ing free moments. 

According to Vygotsky's Zone of Proximal Development (Vygotsky, 1978) 

described in detail in Chapter 5, Christine appeared to be operating within a 

developmental level already complete. She had good control of the picture books and 

appeared to have chosen not to accept or undertake any new challenges to her 

development. 

This apparent indifferent attitude about reading is contradicted by more 

subversive behaviors. She had picture books hidden in her desk that she didn't want 

other students to read These were texts she could comfortably control and coveted 

them for easy access when she needed to feel empowered She would also lie or 

adopt the pretense of forgetting that she had a certain title when asked. Christine 
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projected a public image of indifference to reading but appeared to privately yearn to 

improve her performance. 

Self-Image 

At this point, her self-image as a reader appeared to be low and her efforts to 

hide her shortcomings were obvious to me. She relied more and more on "I don't 

know" and became obviously fearful when I asked her to talk. to me about her reading. 

In October, she was re-evaluated by the school psychologist and released from 

the resource program. According to the psychologist, she was reading on grade level 

and no longer needed services. When I argued that she did not appear to comprehend 

what she was reading, I was told nothing could be done about that because their tests 

do not measure comprehension; she was released over my objections. 

I was now faced with a serious dilemma. The release from the resource 

program gave Christine an apparent exterior boost to her self-esteem as she rid herself 

of the label and no longer had to slip away for two 45 minute sessions each day. Her 

withdrawal from my queries told me she was well aware of her comprehension 

problems but unable or unwilling to outwardly face them. If I asked. her to join the 

study she would have to expose her shortcomings to the others, a serious risk to her 

shaky self-esteem. On the other hand, I feared omitting her would allow her to slip 

further behind, which could have disastrous repercussions in a few years. I was also 

concerned about her unwillingness to admit her problems even to me, preferring to 

withdra w into silent shrugs. I fmally decided that the long term benefits far out-
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surprise, she was very excited about participating. 

Formal November Interview 
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Christine's formal one-on-one interview with me on November 4, 1994 was 

unlike the other three participants'. She never once mentioned "sounding out" and 

discussed strategies that allowed for substitutions of appropriate words. This meaning 

centered response differed from her August responses and probably reflects a certain 

savoir-faire about school. Her word oriented defInition of reading resurfaced in the 

last two questions. Her response to Question #9, What would you like to do better as 

a reader? reflected her focus on "knowing words." She responded, "1 want to know 

most of the words so 1 can be a better reader." To Question #10 which asked if she 

thought she was a good reader, she said "sort of, because 1 know some of the words." 

These two responses appear to be focussed solely on the word-level and reflect her 

defInition of reading which is tightly tied to specific word knowledge and surface 

features of text. Her answers expr'ess a belief that knowing words will unlock the 

secrets of reading, but, even though she knows some words, the secrets still remain 

hidden; in her own. words, she is still only "sort of' a good reader. 

Group Discussions 

In contrast to the warmth and support typical of the discussions when Heather 

is the reader, the discussions with Christine are cold and far more critical. The group 

response to her matched the aloof attitude she brought to the discussions. This 
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attitude also set the tone for a great deal of third person discussions where the group 

talked about her or to her through me, avoiding direct address (See Chapter 7) .. It is 

crucial to remember that Christine was in resource for reading and math since ftrst 

grade - nearly all of her school experience - and has just been released back to the 

classroom full time. To now place her in a position that again brought her reading 

under close scrutiny predictably raised many self-defensive behaviors. Aloofness and 

an apparent lack of engagement marked her behavior in the early discussions. She 

was noticeably nervous, shifting uncomfortably in her chair, and catching her breath 

when she heard herself miscue. When the tape was stopped to discuss a miscue she 

frequently uttered the word correctly before anyone said anything. In this way, she 

was confuming for herself and the others that she really does know. She rarely 

became involved with puzzling through her own miscues, simply allowing the 

discussion to swirl around her. She also attempted to paint a distorted picture of what 

actually occurred during her time in the resource room. 

When I asked what her resource teachers had her do for reading she told me 

they "showed us letters and then another letter and then they put the letters of the 

words in sentences." During a later discussion she stated that she read out loud to one 

of her teachers but was not asked to retell the story. She tried to give the impression 

that the only focus the resource teachers had was decoding and word attack not 

comprehension. When I double checked with the resource teacher I was told she had 

opportunities to draw conclusions, make inferences, predict outcomes, increase her 
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vocabulary and smnmarize selections by reading both silently and orally. She also 

told me that Christine was frequently asked to give oral retellings of selections. She 

said that comprehension was a serious problem for Christine and felt that Christine 

herself didn't seem to care about improving. It would be easy to agree with this latter 

assessment in light of her apparent disinterested attitude about reading assigned 

material, but with Christine, it was hard to judge what was reality and what was an 

act. Her possessive attitude toward my collection of pictme books led me to believe 

her disinterest in reading was a cover for a deep desire to improve that left her 

constantly frustrated. 

Christine was the frrst reader of the entire study. None of us knew what to 

expect from the discussions and Christine's body language reflected everyone's 

tension. She did not take part in the discussion t.m.less she was asked a direct question 

and then provided only minimal answers. I had already shared with the girls my 

preliminary perceptions that Christine reads text well but has some difficulty 

remembering the story. I had hoped my comments on her ability to reproduce text 

would support her self-image during the discussion, but she remained fearful. It was 

several weeks before I understood what I thought were reasons for her distress. As 

the study progressed it became obvious that some of the English words she could 

pronOlmce did not carry conceptual meaning for her, a reality she did not want 

discovered. The problem was compotmded by the meaningless non-words she 

produced that were not recognizable to her as miscues. 
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K. Goodman (1994) says in reading there is a relationship between thought and 

language. Christine, however, was a product of an intense basal reading program 

grOlmded in controlled vocabulary, "word attack" and phonics that ignores or at least 

devalues this relationship in exchange for accurate reproduction of surface text. As I 

listen to Christine read, I am reminded of the television commercial for Hooked lJn 

Phonics, an audiotaped phonics program, that portrays a child reading a business 

management text book. The child's reading appears to be flawless but a careful 

listener is able to detect a monotonic quality that belies a relationship between the 

language he is producing and its implications for him as a learner. The vocabulary of 

the demonstration text is so far removed from any third grader's conceptual 

understanding that he couldn't possibly be comprehending the text. Christine's oral 

production of text sporadically has this same monotonic quality that suggests a lapse 

in comprehending. 

The positive language exchanges that supported Heather's shift in self-esteem 

(See Chapter 5) were not evident in the discussions with Christine. Instead, the group 

focussed on what they perceived to be important to her - the meanings of unknown 

words. 

Support of Vocabulary Development 

Christine's apparent difficulties with vocabulary smfaced in the first discussion 

when she produced the non-word $burerr for bmeau dming the retelling. When she 

read the text she paused briefly, then read the word correctly. As I listened, I assumed 
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that she had a conceptual image of a bureau, particularly because the word is 

embedded in the phrase open her top bureau drawer. I attributed the slight pause to 

articulatory difficulty with the adopted French word. During the retelling she flashed 

a quizzical look at me when she said $burerr. In the presence of the group, I stopped 

the tape and asked her about her puzzlement. 

January II, 1995: Session:# I 

Researcher: Why did you look at me ftmny when you said that word? 

Audrey: What word did she say? 

Heather: $bluerer 

Researcher: Is that a word? 

Heather: No. 

Researcher: Do you remember what it was in the story? Can you give 
me another word for it? 

Heather: Almost like a dresser. 

Researcher: It is a dresser. [To Christine:] Did you know it was a 
dresser? 

Christine: No. 

Audrey: I knew it was a dresser but I didn't know that word 

Christine: Jewelry box? 

Researcher: Jewelry box would have been good enough. 

Audrey: Sometimes when I read I see like 'he put it on top of the that 
word shucks or something. 
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As with Heather, Audrey shares a successful strategy - this time how to deal with 

unknovvn vocabulary. However, this is the only time she shares a strategy with 

Christine as the reader. 

This fast example points directly to the reason Christine's problems were 

difficult for the group to help her overcome. She was so skilled in producing smface 

text it was nearly impossible to recognize when she lacked conceptual understandings. 

Over the course of the study, Christine has many problems discussed in detail 

further in this chapter. In keeping with her personal definition of reading as knowing 

words, it slowly became apparent to all of us that she valued clarification of specific 

vocabulary. During the discussion of her reading of Beverly Cleary's Strider (1991), 

the following occurred: 

... to 

fSalis 
say that today he was coming througll Salinas 

with a load of garlic and wanted to know if I 

would meet ltim at the bus station and ride with 

$d .. a.roior 
him to the dehydrator in ... 

From Strider, Cleary. p. 51. 

Figure 6.1 Christine's Miscue No. I 

Audrey: Stop. Isn't that dehydrator? 



Heather: It's not 'diarator'. 

Audrey: What's a dehydrator? 

Researcher: Well, I don't know. fro Christine] What's a dehydrator? 

Christine: A thing for the garlic. 

Researcher: What does it do to the garlic.? 

Christine: The air comes out of it I think. 

Audrey: It dehydrates. 

Researcher: Not the air. What does hydra mean? 

Christine: I don't remember. 

Audrey: Doesn't it take the moisture out of it or something? 

Researcher: Yes. Hydra is Latin for water and a dehydrator takes 
moisture out. 

I had previously explained the dehydration process to Christine dtuing the retelling 
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when I discovered she believed produce came from the grocery store. Her responses 

here demonstrated that she had not yet conceptualized the entire process. 

Subsequent discussions focussed on defmitions of molasses, chinos, appalling, 

and the differences between wound as in clock and wOlmd as in injury. Gradually, 

Christine began to be receptive to suggestions and gentle criticisms. 

AU through the fll'St discussion the group tended to talk 'about' Christine rather 

than 'to' her. 

Audrey: Maybe she's (Christine) been in resomce too long and she is 
concentrating on what they (the resomce teachers) told and 



like she is thinking about what they told her and trying to do 
the same thing in the books and she is forgetting. 

Heather: Maybe she is reading too many grades over. 

Heather: She can read Babysitter books. 
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All of these comments were made with Christine sitting right there. This tendency to 

focus attention away from the reader reduced the power and the value of the miscue 

discussions for her. Christine's aloof attitude may have contributed to the fact that she 

was not directly addressed (See Chapter 7). I had also witnessed numerous occasions 

in the classroom when she responded to criticism with a cutting remark. I had the 

feeling the girls were reluctant to criticize her directly, so addressed their critical 

comments to me in front of her. 

Progress with Christine was very slow. She silently resisted attempts the girls 

made to alter her focus on words and attend to the conceptual aspects of meaning. 

January 11, 1995: Session 41 1 

Audrey: Do you think she focusses too much on the words instead of 
the meaning of the book? 

February 24, 1995: Session # 8 

Audrey: When it doesn't make meaning why don't you go back? 

Christine: I don't know. 

As a result, praise was not forthcoming. All of this changed in the last session with 

Christine reading in April. After months of struggle, everything seemed to drop into 

place at a single moment. A moment Dr. Kathy Short (1994) and others call that 
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"AHA" of lea.rnmg. As I listened to her read, I was immediately struck with the 

frequency of regressions and corrections of miscues. Finally, Christine was 

monitoring her reading and bringing real meaning to her text, not reproducing words 

one by one. The change impressed the group as well. 

For this last session, the girls were on their own as they listened to Christine 

read the fIrst chapter in Wilder's Little House on the Prairie (1935). The girls only 

stopped the tape five times over the entire chapter. At the end of the reading the 

following took place: 

Heather: Good job! 

Audrey: Good job! Great! 

Christine: Wait you have to hear the retelling. 

Pride and excitement were clearly evident in her intonation. At the end of the 

uninterrupted retelling Audrey said" I LOVED IT!! huh Heather?" To which Heather 

responded with a sincere "Yeah." For the first time, Christine had produced a detailed 

and thorough retelling of the text. 

The pride in Christine's voice, so silent over these many months, signaled a 

profound change in both her attitude and self-image. She eagerly continued to read 

Little House (Wilder, 1935) and often scurried over to me, mid-chapter, to inform me 

that this or that was happening now and how exciting it was (See opening transcript in 

this chapter). This serious, almost stoic child began to bubble with enthusiasm. 
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Heather also took pride in Christine's accomplishments, commenting to me how much 

the "four study" (the girls' nickname for the study) had helped her fellow participant. 

Final Interviews 

The final interviews with Christine on April 7, 1995 and May 23, 1995 

illustrate her continuing focus on knowing words. In April her response to Interview 

Question #9, What would you like to do better as a reader? was nearly identical to her 

November answer, "Knowall the words." In November she wanted to know "most" 

of the words, now she wanted to know them "all." Her response implies that she now 

realizes that she is capable of learning new words and that she has raised her 

expectations from "most" to "all." While it appears that Christine has begm to 

revalue herself and now sees herself as a "doer" (Cambourne, 1988) of reading, she is 

still caught in the instructionally dependent defInition of reading as word reproduction. 

Her response of a simple "yes" to Interview Question # 10, are you a good 

reader? reflects a more positive self-image. She expanded by stating "Sometimes 

when people don't know the word, I do." At this point, I am aware that she is 

referring to word meanings rather than prommciation, but I am still disappointed that 

she has not yet grasped the concept that reading is bringing meaning to whole texts 

rather than isolated words. Her simple answer to Question # 10 is important, however, 

because it illustrates her realization that other readers don't know all the words all of 

the time, and she can place herself on equal terms with them. She also feels 

empowered by knowing words that others may not know. 
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Willingness to take risks was evidenced in the following exchange: (Note: I 

framed my question arOlmd her defmition of reading in order to demonstrate that I 

valued her thinking.) 

Researcher: When you are reading words and you don't know what 
they mean do you ever just put the book down and say 
"Ob, well"? 

Christine: No, because I don't want to quit reading. 

Researcher: But if you don't know what the words mean ... ? 

Christine: I go ask the teacher. 

Christine has now pulled herself out of her own safe zone and displays a wjlJingness 

to take risks in order to improve. She no longer relies on picture books during SSR 

time, preferring to work her way through the Babysitter's Club (Martin, 1986) series. 

She also stated that the study has been helping her a lot because she "knows some 

words now." 

The final interview in May reiterates Christine's continued focus on vocabulary 

but, it also confums her new image of herself as a reader. 

Researcher: What would you like to do better as a reader? 

Christine: Know all the words. 

Researcher: Know all the words. Do you think you are a good reader? 

Christine: Yes. 

There is no evidence in her answers that she has conceptually understood exactly what 

happened as she was reading Little House on the Prairie (Wilder, 1935) in that she is 
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not yet able to discuss reading in terms of making meaning from whole texts, but she 

is well aware of major growth. 

Christine also demonstrated a positive change in attitude about reading by 

stating that reading is ftm and she likes to go back and figure things out; her 

increased enthusiasm during reading time also evidences this shift. She is now 

genuinely excited about events in the books and contributes to discussions with her 

peers. She also took 15 - 20 books home over the summer, but unlike Heather she did 

not read any of them. This appears to indicate that she still regards reading as a 

school activity and not part of her daily life, but it could also be a reflection of a 

familial situation, seven siblings in a small mobile home, that does not permit the 

necessary quiet or privacy for reading to be pleasurable. 

Christine went on to the fifth grade and is again in a holistic environment 

emphasizing literature study, daily writing, and free choice. She is with Audrey who 

has continued to lend support and encouragement. Her teacher reports that she is 

making good progress. 

Christine began the study with a negative self-image, believing that reading is 

knowing words and her knowledge of word meanings was insufficient. She placed 

herself within a protective shell and was far from receptive to any criticism. As a 

result, praise was rare. The group determination, however, proved to be stronger than 

her resistance and they literally forced her to attend to meaning as she read (see 

Analysis of Discussions in this chapter). The results were positive and dramatic. 
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lbroughout the study, Christine held a reserved stoic attitude about reading that 

changed just as the study concluded. She saw reading as a school task, not part of her 

life away from the classroom, an attitude that prevailed over the summer following the 

study. She displayed enormous excitement at the very end when she realized that 

reading was bringing meaning to text rather than reproducing words in a methodical, 

phonetically correct manner as she had been taught. Much work still needs to be 

done if Christine is to fully revalue herself as a reader and welcome reading as part of 

the fabric of her life. 

Detailed Analyses of Readings, Discussions, and Statistics 

The balance of this chapter addresses analyses of tape recordings of the 

readings, group discussions, and statistical analysis of reading performance as 

measured by the RMI Procedure I to show relationships between talking about the 

reading process and the actual reading performance. Each text that Christine read is 

discussed as a single unit. 

Christine began the study behind a defensive facade honed by years of pull-out 

resource programs that branded her as deficient. She was socially isolated from the 

rest of her peers, seemingly by choice. When she did interact with her peers, the 

exchange was often centered on some minor conflict, usually territorial. As the 

middle child of seven siblings in a low income family, this is hardly surprising. My 

decision to include her in the study undermined a twinge of pride she received upon 

release from the resource program in October. Since she had the option to refuse to 
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participate, it appears that her own knowledge of comprehension problems she 

believed were caused by a poor grasp of vocabulary was enough to urge her into 

taking the risk of further damage to her self-image. Unfortunately, she was unable to 

drop the defensive stance she had lived behind for so very long. This affected the 

group attitude toward her and the tone of their interactions with her. 

While her stated definition of reading, as told to me in November, appeared to 

focus on meaning and appropriate substitutions, in actuality, she was overly concerned 

with individual word meanings rather than the development of concepts. Her sense of 

reading remained on the word level even though she verbalized strategies that 

appeared to have progressed beyond sounding out, she focussed on graphophonic and 

syntactic cues when faced with unknown text. She continued to dodge questions 

about the literature read in class and spent her free reading time with picture books. 

Wol to the Rescue November 4. 1994 

For the baseline RMI, I used a chapter from Farley Mowat's Owls in the 

Family (1987) reprinted in a literature anthology published by Harcourt, Brace, 

Jovanovich. The chapter is called "Wol to the Rescue." 

Synopsis: Two boys receive permission from their parents to camp 
overnight in a nearby cave. They take two tame owls and two dogs 
with them. After hiking, watching prairie chickens hatch, supper, and 
observing two coyotes howling at the setting sun, they are accosted by 
two older boys who demand to know the whereabouts of the cave. 
They threaten them, sit on them, and twist their arms. They fmally 
decide to tie them to a supposedly haunted tree. At that point, one owl, 
who is sitting in the tree, produces an Owl HWlting Scream that 
effectively frightens away the older boys. 
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Taping the Reading 

Christine entered my office with The Rats of NIMH (O'Brien, 1971) in her 

hand, expecting to be asked to read from it. The whole class was reading the text in 

preparation for the adoption of two pet rats. When I handed her the Wol text she 

settled down comfortably and began to read. Her reading was very rapid and lacked 

obvious intonation. She read over plUlctuation several times, rushing forward through 

the text. At one point she omitted an entire line of text and never seemed to notice 

the miscue. She corrected 19% of her miscues and appeared to be using predicting 

and confnming strategies. A strong reliance on phonics was evident in her approach 

to several words. On prairie. for example, she frrst produced a strong pub. paused, 

then correctly read prairie. I began to sense she was rushing to fInish the task as 

quickly as possible. 

In her retelling she managed. to give a strong gist statement about the major 

events but confused the dog's name with one of the boys and set the story in the 

wrong time of day. The text is richly illustrated and she was thumbing back through 

the pages as she retold the story. When I pressed her for details, she retreated into "1 

don't know." She also seemed quite confused about why an owl screams in the fust 

place. The text carefully explained that the owl screams to scare rabbits and rodents 

that may be hiding, causing them to run. Christine said the owls screams because they 

see rabbits hopping. 
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When it was clear she didn't want to talk about the story any longer, I asked 

her to defme reading. 

Christine: It's ftm. 

Researcher: What is it? 

Christine: Something that you read 

Researcher: What is reading? 

Christine: I don't know. 

Researcher: How do we read? 

Christine: You just read words. 

Researcher: How do you know what the words say? 

Christine: You have to read and see what's best. That's all. 

Her answers reveal a focus on words rather than meaning, although her allusion 

to "see what's best" might indicate some understanding that the reader has choices, I 

suspect it is simply a reflection of strategies she has heard me discuss. I changed the 

subject and asked about The Rats of NIMH (O'Brien, 1971) which she had in her 

hand. 

Christine: Urn Nicodemus, no Arthur is the story is about Jerry and 
Jerry gets caught in this cave and then he went to the market 
place and saw Jerry in this cave and I forgot the rest. 

I assumed that "Jerry" is actually Justin, a central character and the "cave" she 

mentioned is the cage the scientists used to hold the rats. When I asked what chapter 
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she was on, she said "At the Desk/' Since this was not a familiar chapter title, I took 

the book and looked where she indicated. The chapter title was "Air Ducts." 

She had purportedly read 146 pages of the text and essentially recalled nothing. 

There was no mention of Mrs Frisby and her dilemma, the fact that the rats could 

read, and the elaborate rat hole under the rosebush. I explained what air ducts are and 

released her. I was seriously concerned. 

That evening I pulled her reading jomnal and re-read some reasonably accurate 

accounts of events in earlier chapters. Puzzled, I pulled the jomnals of her other 

group members and made a disturbing discovery. It appeared that she was copying 

entries the others had made in their journals. Christine had found a way to beat the 

system again and hide her shortcomings from everyone around her. I decided not to 

face her with my discovery for fear of driving her ftnther underground., but I became 

more determined to fmd a way to help her comprehend the text that she orally 

produced with surprising accuracy. 

Group Discussion 

Since this text was used as a statistical baseline, no discussion took place. 



Procedure I Reader Prome 

Table 6.1 contains the statistical data from Christine's Reader Profile. 

Table 6.1 CHRISTINE'S READER PROFILE: PROCEDURE I 

TEXT: WOL TO THE RESCUE 

MEANING CONSTRUCTION 

No Loss 
Partial Loss 
Loss 

GRAMMATICAL RELATIONS 

Strength 
Partial Strength 
Overcorrection 
Weakness 

GRAPmc/soUND RELATIONS 

Gmphic 
High 
Some 
None 

Sound 
High 
Some 
None 

NUMBER OF WORDS 
NUMBER OF MISCUES 
MISCUES PER 100 WORDS 

RETELLING HOLISTIC SCORE 

November 4, 1994 

41% 
12% } 53% 
46% 

48% } 
17% 69% 

4% 
29% 

67% } 22% 89% 
9% 

70% } 22% 92% 
6% 

1173 
41 

3.4 

3/5 

At ftrSt glance, this does not appear to be a particularly poor showing for a 

fourth grader reading what the publisher calls a "challenging" story. While her 
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Meaning Construction of No Loss and Partial Loss combined is just over 50%, she 

does show some strong knowledge of syntactic structure of language with a 69% score 

of Strength, Partial Strength, and Overcorrection combined. Only two miscues of the 

41 total accounted for the 6% in the None categmy for sotmd relationships. One 

miscue was an overcorrection of of to through and the other was correction of !!. to to. 

An !!. to the accounts for the discrepancy between sotmd and graphics in the same 

category. She only made 3.4 miscues per 100 words and corrected 19% of her total 

miscues. 

All eight corrected miscues were on simple words, !!. to the. chicks to 

chickens. and were to went for example. A high percentage of these corrections are 

also considered overcorrections, in other words they were syntactically and 

semantically acceptable in the f1l'St place. She let stand miscues such as lime for limb, 

cheering for chargin&. and ~ for opened. She did not pause or regress on any of 

the more serious miscues, appearing not to notice them at all. A search for 

regressions reveals only three across 1173 words, all on areas of simple, well-known 

text. She made one tmsuccessful attempt to correct a miscue. 
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But now it was too 

late to nm-they would have caught us before we 
-:1
J 

e, WI'!"SiW'\~ 
I ne~ tJ In,9ed 

could go ten feet. TIi~ 0 thirig we could do was 

sit where we were .... 
From "Wol to the Rescue", Mowat, p. 379. 

Figure 6.2 Christine's Miscue No.2 

Her introduction of a pronOlm subject they and the helping or linking verb were now 

requires either a nom determiner (as in They were only a thing of the past) or a verb 

form to be syntactically acceptable. She tried two forms of the verb to wing which 

could not be followed by the pronoun we. The only way she could have corrected this 

miscue was to regress further and correct the first two. In her rush to finish she 

abandoned the word after her second attempt and read on. 

As we began the study, I had some serious concerns about Christine's apparent 

lack of awareness of the miscues she commits and failure to bring deep meaning to 

her text. She really was just "reading words" and gathering only a gist of what might 

be occurring in the text or in her transaction with it. 
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Castle in the Attic Janwuy 4. 1995 

On January 4, 1995, I asked Christine to read the first chapter of Castle in the 

Attic (Winthrop, 1985). This reading was to be the ftrst of many the group used for 

discussion. 

Synopsis of Chapter 1: William returns from gymnastics practice to be 
told by his nanny that she will be moving back to England to live with 
her brother. William doesn't want her to go so he takes and hides her 
pictme of her deceased husband and her pearl pin. He eventually 
retmns the items, is forgiven, and is promised a big smprise. 

Taping the Reading 

At the start of the tape, Christine gave the date as June 3rd, ftnally correcting it 

to January. She seemed willing and eager to begin reading. She read through the 

chapter in record time, 8 minutes or 129 words per minute compared to Heather's time 

of 15 minutes or 69 words per minute. Her reading was emotionless in many places, 

producing words in a word by word progression without meaningful intonation. There 

was little evidence of chtmking meaningful segments together and few regressions. 

Her most serious problem, however, centered around the issue of punctuation. 

Of her first 25 miscues, 14 were omissions or insertions of punctuation. 



He sat on the stool 

and wiped off his face with the tow~~ handed hiDe 

"I'm going to be leaving the end of the this mon~ 

GJg~ vacation6!'. 
1\ 

"No," she said. 
From Castle in the Attic. Winthrop. p. 4. 

Figure 6.3 Christine's Miscue No. 3 
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The first insertion after towel is perfectly acceptable with the first part of the sentence, 

but then Christine continued, beginning a new sentence with She handed him "I"m" ... 

This sequence is not acceptable and she does not self-correct. She compounds the 

problem by connecting that sentence with for vacation as a prepositional phrase. 

Although this is an acceptable sentence, Christine's text indicates that Mrs Phillips is 

going away on vacation. Examined in terms of the reader creating her own text, this 

is an acceptable production of meaningful language, and we can assume that she 

would have self-corrected through the process of comprehending. Of serious concern, 

however, is her production of the She handed him "I'm going to be leaving . . . 

sequence. To a reader this sequence would indicate she handed him a note with the 

text printed upon it. Since there was no confrrming information to support this 

interpretation, her failure to regress is cause for concern. 
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Another example shows Christine producing unacceptable text that she also 

does not recognize as flawed. 

Phillips stopped talking the moment he walked into the 

kitchen. 

''Hell~ Wi11iam~~aid brightly. 
It 

Mrs. Phillips turned away without a word. 
From Castle in the Attic. Winthrop. p. 5. 

Figure 6.4 Christine's Miscue No.4 

Christine's text would indicate that either his father or Mrs. Phillips greeted him or a 

character named Brightly. The prior sentence states they stopped talking and the 

following sentence points out Mrs. Phillips' silence. This information, the syntactically 

unacceptable omission of a speaker, (tmless Brightly was a character), and the shift in 

punctuation should have alerted Christine that something was not matching her 

predictions. Instead she simply continued reading. 

A reader who is focussed on meaning would probably not allow such a miscue 

to remain. It is further unlikely that Christine does not possess disconfirming 

strategies as she makes excellent corrections at other times. It appears, from this 

example and many others, that Christine is simply not focussed on making sense and 
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not trying to bring meaning to the text. Instead, she is simply producing isolated 

words as she has been taught to do. 

Further evidence of her failure to listen and bring meaning to the text occms 

when she again omits an entire line of text. 

On Friday afternoon, when William got home from 

~ChOOl, he tiptoed into Mrs. Phillips's room and put 

the picttn'e and the pin back on the bureau. When h~ 

turned around she was standing in the doorway. 
From The Castle in the Attic. Winthrop, p. 7. 

Figme 6.5 Christine's Miscue No.5 

When she reached doorway at the end of the sentence, I stated tty ou missed a line." 

Instead of returning to the beginning of the paragraph or even to put so she could 

create a meaningful chunk, she simply went back to the pictme and re-read the 

sentences. This still kept the meaning and sense of the sentences and characters' 

actions fragmented and confused. 

Christine's retelling illustrates her confusion about characters. 

Christine: Phillip stole. Well, Phillip's mom I think wanted to be 
bmied with the picttn'e and the pearl necklace, I think, and then he 
didn't want his mom, Mrs Phillips, to leave so he took the picttn'e and 
the pearl necklace and put it in his rock collection. His dad asked if he 
had seen it and he said no and then he went to bed and then he put the 



picture back on the $bmerr with the pearl necklace and his mom was at 
the door and he started crying and that's all 1 remember. 

Christine was thoroughly confused about the role Mrs Phillips played in the story, 
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insisting she was either the mom or an amt. I'm quite certain that acquaintances who 

are being raised by nannies are totally outside this child's experience, but her 

assignment of the mom role to the nanny omits the role the mom did play. There 

were several conversations where William and his mother talked about Mrs. Phillips. 

Further, the use of the formal title of Mrs Phillips would seem to eliminate the 

possibility that she could be an aunt. 

Further questioning revealed that she had no recollection of the gymnastics 

practices, the meet, or any of William's outside activities. She tried to create answers 

that might seem plausible, but when 1 challenged her she retreated back to "I don't 

know." 

It is clear from the intonation of the reading itself, and the confused and 

spartan retelling, that, while Christine may be producing text with a high degree of 

smface accuracy, she is not developing a relationship between her thoughts and her 

transactions with the text. In fact, she does not appear to be focussed on meaning 

some of the time. 

Group Discussion 

January 11, 1995: Session # 1 

Christine's reading of Castle in the Attic (Winthrop, 1985) was the very fast 

tape used for the discussions involving the entire group. The discussion took place on 
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January 11, 1995 in my office adjacent to the classroom. Christine was visibly 

nervous, her face became mottled with red patches (a sign of stress for this child) and 

she twitched in her chair. 

As I stated in Chapter 5, I set up the group task as tutorial for both Heather 

and Christine. Because of the lateness in the year and seriousness of their problems, 

I lacked total faith in the collaborative process (See Chapter 4). Before we began, I 

shared with the group the fact that Christine produced text quite accurately but was 

unable to remember what much of the story was about. Audrey caught her f11'st 

important miscue and stopped the tape. 

~ 
:~ She still looked disappointed. "What do you mean?" 

~ f,j Abrtt~Ml 
\\ \. "Ht\), added an ArabIan dive roll at the end of my 

rOuJ-+ira 
floor routine. 

From The Castle in the Attic. Winthrop, p. 3. 

Figure 6.6 Christine's Miscue No. 6 

Audrey: Stop. Arabian. 

Researcher: Okay, what do you suppose she is doing? 

Audrey: 

Heather: 

Audrey: 

Abraham, because it looks sort of like it. 

I think I might have said that. (She was very close). 

Or maybe she bas never heard the word Arabian before and 
Abraham ... 
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Researcher: Was that a good substitution? 

All: Yes. 

Researcher: Did it sound like language? 

All: Yes. 

It was quite fortunate that this frrst miscue was of high quality. It gave the 

group an opportunity to set a supportive tone for the discussion and allay some of 

Christine's fears. However, if I wanted the group to focus on meaning her omissions 

and insertions of ptmctuation needed to be addressed. 

Her voice was formal, distant. he sat on the stool 

~ 
and wiped off his face with the toweI.she handed ~ 

/l 
"I'm going to be leaving ... 

From Castle in the Attic. Winthrop, p. 4. 

Figure 6.7 Christine's Miscue No.7 

Researcher: What did she do here? 

Audrey: She said she wiped his face with. The towel she handed him 
I'm going to be, she didn't stop when the period said stop. 

Researcher: Right. She is reading over the punctuation. What is 
happening when she is doing that? 

Audrey: It's making ... 

Heather: A rtm-on sentence. 



Researcher: A nm-on sentence. What else? Listen again and see what 
happens to the meaning that you hear. 

They re-listen. 

Audrey: She put the period after the towel. 

Researcher: Does that make sense? 
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The group continued with discussion of the purposes of plmctuation in written text and 

its impact on meaning. Then they listened to large segments of text with no 

interruption. Worried about Christine's nervousness, I stopped the tape and ran it 

forward to her retelling. At this point, Audrey asks why she skips Plmctuation. 

Christine: I don't know, I guess I'm reading too fast. 

This answer correlates with her defmition of reading as reproducing the surface text, 

and as quickly as possible. 

Following the retelling, I prompted the girls to come up with ways to help 

Christine. They began hypothesizing (Barnes and Todd, 1995) about what she was 

doing and how they can help. 

Researcher: What do you think is happening here, what's she doing? 

Christine: I'm forgetting. 

Heather: She can read it good but she can't remember it. 

Researcher: What can we tell her to do? 

Heather: Read slower. 

Audrey: Concentrate more on the book 
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They continued to put forth ideas such as nervousness about being taped, being 

in the resource room too long, reading too many grades over her ability, and finally 

focussing too much on the words instead of the meaning of the book. This opened up 

an opportunity for me to share the following: 

Researcher: ... the fll'St reason we read is to make meaning, the 
second thing we do when we read is to sound out the 
words on the page. But if we are making meaning we can 
read words that aren't on the page and not change the 
meaning. 

I brought the discussion to an early close as I didn't want to stress Christine too 

much and the group proceeded to listen to Heather read the same selection. 

Procedure I Reader Proflle 

The statistics for Christine's reading of The Castle in the Attic (Winthrop, 

1985) are contained in Table 6.2. 
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Table 6.2 CHRISTINE'S READER PROPH..E: PROCEDURE I 

January 4, 1995 

TEXT: THE CASTLE IN TIlE ATTIC - CHAPTER 1 

MEANING CONSTRUCTION 

No Loss 36% 
} Partial Loss 8% 44% 

Loss 56% 

GRAMMATICAL RELATIONS 

Strength 36% } Partial Strength 12% 52% 
Overcorrection 4% 
Weakness 48% 

GRAPIllC/SOUND RELATIONS 

GRAPIllC 
High 45% 

} Some 45% 90% 
None 9% 

SOUND 
High 54% } Some 45% 99% 
None 0% 

NUMBER OF WORDS 798 
NUMBER OF MISCUES 25 
NUMBER OF MISCUES PER 100 WORDS 3.1 

RETELLING HOLISTIC SCORE 2/5 

A major portion, 56%, of Christine's 25 miscues in this selection were 

omissions or insertions of punctuation (14 punctuation changes). Some of these 
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miscues included inattention to quotation marks that resulted in misread dialogue, 

confusing who was saying what. She sped through the text reading individual words 

as single units, even predicting the full fmm of the contraction you're and reading you 

are. 

There were only two words in the entire text that appeared to give her trouble, 

Arabian and routine. She made no attempt to correct her miscues, simply proceeding 

forward Two other words, absorb and bureau, she produced phonetically but it was 

obvious to the listener that the words carried no meaning. In the retelling she could 

not produce bureau accurately because she was not looking at the word. In the 

subsequent discussion with Heather as the reader of the same selection, she admitted 

not knowing what a bureau was in spite of the fact that it was heavily embedded in 

context. 

Christine is clearly a reader in trouble. She displays evidence of an overdose 

of phonics and "word attack" instruction at the expense of strategies to enhance 

comprehending and comprehension. Her release from the resource program in 

October was based solely on test scores that measured her skill at word attack and 

production of isolated vocabulary. The psychologist even admitted to me that she 

could do nothing about her comprehension problems and, based on test scores, was 

required by the state to release her. The state program does not include any testing of 

comprehension. 
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The Hare and the Orphan Februaty 13. 1995 

On February 13, 1995, I asked Christine to read a chapter from Lynne Reid 

Banks' collection of short stories, The Magic Hare (1993). Since this was the fIrst of 

several stories the girls read from Banks' text, Christine lacked backgrOlmd 

lmowledge of the kind of magic the hare could perform and his motivation for doing 

so. 

Synopsis: An orphan girl living alone in a woodland cottage finds a 
magic hare in one of her snares. She takes him into the house to 
prepare him for supper. The hare asks her fIrst to get onions, carrots, 
and then a bay leaf for the soup. She obliges but resists going for the 
bay leaf as this means traveling to the edge of the forest. The hare goes 
with her and she loses her fear of the woods and discovers the outside 
world. The hare then vanishes. 

Taping the Reading 

Prior to the taping, I reminded Christine about taking the pmctuation into 

accotmt, particularly quotation marks that indicate a change in speakers. In the f11'st 

paragraph she committed four punctuation miscues by rearranging periods, signaling 

the prediction of different syntactic structures. 
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@ 
There was once a beautiful girl who had been' left 

af her WAS 
~ orphan when she was very youn~ Her homX was in a little house in 

a deep, dark forest;l Since her parents died, she had neve~ft the little 

clearing around her house, because she was so afraid of the darkness 

The Wo..tcr 
under the tree~e trees themselves, and whatever might lie beyonq;:, 

From ,,~ Hare and the Orphan" in The Magic Hare. Banks, p. 11. 

Figme 6.8 Christine's Miscue No.8 

Two of these miscues resulted in loss of meaning, but the other two were partially 

acceptable. She adjusted her pace and reduced her percentage of punctuation miscues 

from 56% in Castle in the Attic (Winthrop, 1985) to 24 % for this text. 

In this selection, she encountered many more unfamiliar words than in earlier 

stories, and again, relied on phonics to produce her text. Readers of Chapter 5 will 

remember the following trouble spot for Heather. 

,; 
ex- Cell-cnt ..s"'rer 

"Aha! You will make me an excellent supper!" she said 
From "The Hare and the Orphan" in The Magic Hare, Banks, p. 11. 

Figme 6.9 Christine's Miscue No.9 
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Christine approached the word excellent phonetically by breaking the word into 

syllables and accenting cell instead of ex. Her lack of regression on ~ indicates 

that she is not monitoring for meaning as she reads this segment. She used the same 

phonetic strategy for reproachfully (re-protch-fully) and purpose (pur-pose). 

As in previous readings, Christine again omitted lines of text. 

"Of comse! Who ever heard of eating hare without carrots?" 

So she went outside again and pulled up some carrots. This time she 

left the door open very wide. 
From "The Hare and the Orphan" in The Magic Hare, Banks, p. 12. 

Figme 6.10 Christine's Miscue No. 10 

This time she self-corrected the omission. She had used the appropriate end 

plmctuation on the previous sentence and appears to be monitoring for meaning when 

left the door made little sense. 

However, in the beginning of this text, Olristine seems to be producing words 

as single lmits lmrelated to meaning as a whole. 
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horned 
"I shall be honored to be eaten by such a beautiful woman," he said 

in a very pleasing and polite voice. 
From "The Hare and the Orphan" in The Magic Hare. Banks, p. 11. 

Figure 6.11 Christine's Miscue No. 11 

She read this sentence smoothly but in a monotone. There was not the slightest 

hesitation following homed. Although it is inflected as a past tense verb, this again 

indicates a lack of focus on making meaning from text. A few paragraphs later she 

produced the following: 

She 
She half eX~ed that he would have nm away - in fact a bit of her 

hopped \She whic.h 
hoped that he had - but\he was sitting up on the table with his little 

front paws tucked to his breast. 
From "The Hare and the Orphan" in The Magic Hare. Banks, p. 11. 

Figure 6.12 Christine's Miscue No. 12 

Again there was no hesitation associated with the miscue hopped. although in this 

sentence she substituted she's for he's which did cause her some concern discussed in 

the retelling. These miscues indicate that regression and correction when 
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disconfirming information is encOl.mtered are not part of Christine's consistent reading 

strategies. 

Later in the text, however, I did notice a shift in prediction strategies. 

(f) 

1 
4en fJ.e In 

left the door open very wide. But whtm she came bac" the hare was 

waiting. 
From "The Hare and the Orphan" in The Magic Hare. Banks, p. 12. 

Figure 6.13 Christine's Miscue No. 13 

This entire paragraph is marked by evidence of monitoring for meaning. The fll'St 

portion contains the line she omitted and then corrected noted in Figure 6.10. 

Toward the end of the story she again showed evidence that she was 

monitoring for meaning during her reading. 

$4t @ At first she was almost too 

~ She ~ /l 
terrified to walk. But the hare danced along the path in front of her, 

and after a little while she found herself dancing, too. 
From "The Hare and the OIphan" in The Magic Hare, Banks, p. 13. 

Figure 6.14 Christine's Miscue No. 14 
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If she had retained her miscue and read to the comma, But she had danced along the 

path in front of her, this part of the sentence would have been syntactically and 

semantically acceptable. Her self-correction is evidence that she is using 

disconfirming strategies by realizing that if the girl was too terrified to walk, dancing 

would have been difficult. Whatever cues she used, she is no longer plunging blindly 

through text producing single words in isolation; she has shown signs of monitoring 

for meaning, albeit in a limited sporadic fashion. 

Retelling 

Christine had a major problem with the retelling because of a seemingly minor 

group of miscues. As I noted after Figure 6.12, she substituted she's for he's in the 

sentence cited in that figure. During her retelling she stated that the girl was asking 

for the carrots and onions for the soup, not the hare. She was aware that the girl is 

the she and the hare is the he and she showed evidence of predicting because She is 

the subject of the sentence. 

Christine: The girl was going to eat the hare. And Urn she wanted to go get onions 
and the rabbit was still ... well fIrst she put him on the on the table and asked him 
where the onions were and he said what onions so she went outside to get the onions 
and the hare was still there and she asked where's the carrots and he said ... well I 
forgot that part. So she went outside to get the carrots and put it in the soup and 
then she said she was going to get the bay leaf from the forest and then she said I'm 
afraid and he said then don't go and so the rabbit went with her to get the bay leaf 
and then they came back and the girl said I'm not going to eat a bite of meat again. 
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When I pushed her with questions, she said the girl needed to know where the onions 

and carrots were. She continued by saying the rabbit was scared and wanted to be 

eaten. And she later stated he became the girl's pet. None of this is accm·ate. 

A shift occurred in the aided retelling that coincided with the shift in 

monitoring strategies cited in Figures 6.13 and 6.14. Christine clearly recalled that the 

rabbit wanted to help the girl enter the forest but the girl was afraid. Christine also 

recalled that they went into the forest together and the girl saw the mOlmtains and 

overcame her fear. It appears that, midway through the reading, Christine shifted 

strategies from word calling to monitoring for meaning. I did not stress the positive 

aspects of the reading, leaving her instead with "You did a pretty good job." 

Group Discussion 

February 23, 1995: Session # 8 

The girls met for several homs over a two day period to discuss Christine's 

reading of this story. When Christine entered the office she appeared to be nervous 

and cranky, even a little hostile. Over the entire two days of discussion she only 

volunteered one or two comments in self-defense, and answered direct questions with 

a minimal answer or "1 don't know." The rest of the time she sat in stony silence, 

allowing the group to talk about her rather than to her. I assume this hostility was 

actually a cover for feelings of inadequacy that I may have innocently introduced 

following the retelling with my luke-warm comment about a "pretty good job." 
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With Christine's reading as a backdrop, Heather and Audrey gathered a great 

deal of information about reading process. They were particularly concerned with 

Christine's lack of regression when she encountered disconfrrming text. 

@fhe 
"Oh, all right, then," she said, and went out intolher garden and 

pulled up some onions. She left the back door open on purpose, 
From HThe Hare and the QIphanH in The Magic Hare, Banks, p. 12. 

Figure 6.15 Christine's Miscue No. 15 

Audrey: She said propose. this doesn't look like that though. 

Researcher: She said pur-pose and it looks exactly like that. She took 
her best guess. We need to encourage her to go back 
when it doesn't sound like English. 

Audrey: I have a question. When it doesn't make meaning why doesn't 
she go back? 

Researcher: Ask her. 

Christine: I don't know. 

Christine continued to hide behind "I don't know' in spite of further prodding. Audrey 

fmally concluded with a comparison of Heather's regression strategy and Christine's 

under-developed use of regression strategies. Not a pleasant pronouncement for 

Christine, but Audrey was able to verbalize a reader's use of regression when 

disconfirming information was encountered. While she did not use the terminology of 

reading process, it was not necessary in this instance. What Christine needed to hear 
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was "When it doesn't make sense ... go back/' Audrey and the group appear to 

value meaning, not accurate word production. 

The group completely ignored the two corrected sections of text that illustrated 

the presence of some monitoring strategies, (Figures 6.13 and 6.14). I wanted the 

group to notice the change and increase their awareness of monitoring, so I stopped 

the tape when she paused at an awkward construction of text. 

She stopped at the bay tree and cried, "Look! How lovely it 

is! And I got here! And I'm not afraid!" 
® 

t'Pick leaf, and let's go back for supper." 
From "The Hare and the Olphan" in The Magic Hare. Banks, p. 13. 

Figure 6.16 Christine's Miscue No. 16 

Researcher: Stop it. Why did she pause there? 

Michelle: She said pick leaf. 

Audrey: Cause it didn't make very much sense. 

Heather: Maybe it's the rabbit talking because he's been ta1k;ng like a 
regular hwnan but then he wasn't. 

Michelle: Or maybe it's because he was really happy and he's like 
PICK LEAF. PICK LEAF. 

Audrey: So what do you 'call it? Is that English? 

Christine: No. 

Researcher: So Chris· paused because ... ? 



Michelle: It didn't make sense. 

Finally, Christine has provided the group with evidence that she is beginning to 

monitor for meaning, and the group recognized her efforts. 

The discussion of the retelling was lengthy, mostly focussed on her 

substitutions of who was asking whom for the onions and carrots. I brought the 

session to a close by asking the group what they thought they could do to help 

Christine with her reading. 

Audrey: You can, if she is concentrating too much on the words ... 
why can't we tell her to try to forget some of the words you 
don't know and go on with the rest of the sentence and see if 
you can figure out what's going on. Don't pay so much 
attention to pronunciations. 

This suggestion allowed me to describe c10ze procedmes which I felt would be 
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beneficial to Christine. The group agreed, but we were never able to fmd the time to 

do it In other years, this would have natmally become part of my whole class 

reading instruction, but, because of parental objections to anything associated with my 

data collection, I did not follow through. We concluded with a final suggestion from 

me that Christine pause briefly at the end of each paragraph and think about what is 

happening in the story. I also urged her to try to focus on what is happening in her 

head instead of the print on the page. 

Procedme I Reader Prome 

Table 6.3 contains the statistical data from the Procedure I analysis of this 

reading. 



TABLE 6.3 CHRISTINE'S READER PROFll..E: PROCEDURE I 

February 13, 1995 

TEXT: THE HARE AND TIIE ORPHAN 

MEANING CONSTRUCTION 

No Loss 
Partial Loss 
Loss 

GRAMMATICAL RELATIONS 

Strength 
Partial Strength 
OVercorrection 
Weakness 

GRAPI-llC/SOUND RELATIONS 

GRAPI-llC 
High 
Some 
None 

SOUND 
High 
Some 
None 

NUMBER OF WORDS 
NUMBER OF MISCUES 
.MISCUES PER 100 WORDS 

RETELLING HOLISTIC SCORE 

38% 
22% } 60% 
38% 

32% 
14% } 54% 
8% 

44% 

96% 
0% } 96% 
3% 

92% 
7% } 99% 
0% 

827 
49 

5.9 

'l/5 

For this reading, miscues on punctuation only account for 12 % of her 49 
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total miscues, a significant improvement over 56% in the Castle (Winthrop, 1985) text. 

She still remains heavily dependent upon graphic/sound featmes of the smface text 

and syntax. The 3% in the None category for Graphic represents an ~ to the 

substitution. Percentages in the Meaning Construction category are coming up largely 
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because of increased corrections. She is beginning to monitor for meaning by using 

appropriate regression and correction strategies when she encounters disconfnming 

information in her text. This is a major step forward 

Strider March IS. 1995 

On March 15, 1995, I again asked Christine to read for me. This time I 

allowed her to select anything she wanted She was currently reading Strider (Cleary, 

1991) and wanted to continue with that. Since this was her spur-of-the-moment choice 

I did not have a typescript prepared. The book is written in diary form and she picked 

up on page 48 with the July 30 entry. 

Synopsis: Barry, Leigh's friend and co-owner of the dog, Strider, 
retmns from vacation. They joke and wrestle over a funky shirt Leigh 
bought for school. Leigh's dad calls and asks him to ride along while 
he takes a load of garlic to a dehydrator. Dad asks about his mom and 
whether she has any boyfriends. Leigh decides not to tell him. 

Taping the Reading 

Christine appeared to be comfortable with the book and said she was enjoying 

it. At the conclusion of the July 30th entry I stopped her and asked her to predict 

what would happen next. She said she thought the dog would run away. In the text, 

the dog is happily sitting on the sidewalk while Barry pets him. I made no further 

comment and allowed her to continue. However, dming the discussion she revealed a 

logical reason for her prediction. She thought the dog would go back to the beach 

where the boys fotmd him because he sensed that Barry was mad at Leigh for getting 

so close to him while Barry was away. At this point, it appeared that she was 
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attending to inferences and character motivations embedded in the surface structln'e of 

text. Finally, there appeared to be the beginnings of a relationship between Christine's 

thought and the language of the text. 

As she proceeded through the tex4 she made several intonational shifts. Near 

the beginning, her expression was excellent and she read conversation in appropriate 

tones. However, at the page break in Figure 6.17 and amid the following miscues she 

shifted back to monotonic word-by-word text production. 

Skil'1b:u:~ vJ~ 
John Steinbec~ot the 

idea for his story from fields like thes~ Dad sai~ 

Ue @''1Wh .. + 
he wouldn't know, but he did know the flowers 

were raised for seed, which brought a good 

pricctJ 
b~C'AA.ue $&io.~+Or Glor9 
1lecause of the dehydrato~Gilroy 

From Strider. Cleary, p. 53. 

Figure 6.17 Christine's Miscue No. 17 

She also made 19 miscues on this one page of text. Six of these are repetitions of 

miscues made earlier. All the punctuation changes on this page are illustrated in 

Figure 6.17. She added some expression to dad's next piece of conversation but then 
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reverted back to a monotone. About four paragraphs from the end of the selection, I 

stopped her again. 

Researcher: Are you stopping for punctuation? 

Christine: Yes. 

Researcher: Are you tb;nJdng about what is happening in the story? 

Christine: Yes. 

The text that followed this interruption made up the bulk of what she remembered 

from the reading and related in her retelling. 

Retelling 

Since I was still reluctant to believe that she was actually copying her journal 

entries from her peers and I had renewed hope that she was beginning to value the 

significance of meaningful text, I decided to try a written retelling first with this 

reading. We turned off the tape recorder and I asked her to write down everything she 

could remember from the text. (Original spelling has been preserved. See note that 

follows explaining **'s). 

Levi was going to the airport to see his dad and one of his friends got 
mad Because he never gets to see Strider. And his dad took levi for a 
ride** he asked how is mom was. He said shes ok. Has she made any 
friends his dad asked Yes she does. Levi didn't want to tell him about 
Bob. Bob alwased took him out to dinner. And he alwased rode a 
ambelenc.e. 

** Note: The portion of the retelling that precedes the asterisks above 
was from text read with a great deal of expression. The portion 
following the asterisks is from text that immediately followed the point 
where I stopped her to ask if she was focussed on PWlCtuation and 
meaning. Christine's reading of the two full pages of text that fall 



between the asterisks was monotonic and expressionless and was not 
mentioned in her written retelling nor her unaided oral retelling. That 
portion of text discusses taking garlic to a dehydrator for marketing, 
things they saw along the way, stopping for pizza, and discussing 
Leigh's future plans. Even in the aided retelling details from this 
portion of text are extremely sketchy. 

Her oral retelling is a good match for the written one except for an 
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unintentional intertextual connection. Instead of calling Strider by his correct name 

she called him Shiloh. We were reading Shiloh (Naylor, 1991) for a class literature 

study at the time. 

The aided retelling exposed a gap in Christine's general knowledge that may 

have caused her some problems with this text. The story is set in the rich agricultural 

area of California during the fall harvest time. Questioning revealed that Christine 

believed that fresh fruits and vegetables came from the grocery store. She was 

unaware of the process involved in growing, processing, and shipping these items. 

When the text began a detailed description of the process of taking garlic to a 

dehydrator and then to market, her intonation shifted to a flat word-for-word 

production of text. This shift may have occurred because the text was describing 

information that was beyond her own schema or she simply lacked interest in the 

information. Her intonation shifted back following my query and the return to a 

discussion between the boy and his dad, a familiar situation. 
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Group Discussion 

March 17, 1995: Session 41 11 

At the close of the previous discussion with Christine as the reader, Session 41 

S, I asked the girls to think of some ways to help Christine focus on meaning as she is 

reading. They came up with the possibility of using cloze procedures and I suggested 

stopping periodically to think back about what is happening. While some 

improvement was noted since this conversation, my most serious concern was still the 

infrequent use of regression/correction strategies when she encountered text that did 

not match her predictions. 

Early in the reading the following miscue occurred and from it the girls 

developed a plan. 

Strider wagged his piece of (fJ and sat down 

with his chin up and ears back, whichl~~~t he 

wanted to be petted. 

$~~r\l'\ised 
t tensed up, waiting to see ... 

From Strider. Cleary, p. 49. 

Figure 6.IS Christine's Miscue No. IS 

Researcher: Stop it right there. 

Michelle: She said tennised. 



Researcher: ... Ask her why she didn't stop. 

Audrey: Why didn't you stop. 

Christine: I don't know. 

Researcher: What did this mean to you? I tennised up. 

Audrey: I don't think she noticed it 

Researcher: ... Did you notice it? 

Christine: You can hear the end, the end is the same. 
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Christine's defensive remark about the word ending was her way of not 

admitting that she had not noticed the miscue or did not know what to do about it. It 

may also be a reflection of her instruction about paying attention to word endings. 

Audrey's off-hand comment about not noticing and Christine's avoidance of the issue 

fmally opened some doors for me and the other group members. Ouistine was highly 

skilled in reproducing text phonetically, but was fully aware that she was missing 

something the others were not. She interpreted her need as a lack of specific word 

defmitions, since that has been the focus of her learning since f11'st grade, that must be 

what she is doing wrong. I suddenly realized that what she was actually missing was 

the awareness that texts enable the reader to create conceptual understandings of new 

experiences based upon the personal schema they bring to the text. Of course she 

misread tensed. she had not developed a conceptual reason for Leigh to be tense 

because she was focussed on accurately producing words. 
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One of the major questions used in miscue analysis is "Does it solUld like 

language, English language in this case." Christine's phonetic control and knowledge 

of syntax was so highly developed that most words she produced could comfortably 

pass as English, only Christine knew something was missing. Heather, on the other 

hand, produced many non-words that could never be mistaken for English. This 

helped expose her problems much earlier in the study. 

Christine's well-developed habit of reading very quickly made her miscues 

less noticeable to listeners. In this selection alone, I would have missed exorcised for 

exercised, showed for showered, flatted for flatbed, and acress for acres if I had not 

been carefully listening and re-listening to an audiotape of the reading. She could 

produce English text, or text that sounds like English, without developing sufficient 

conceptual understanding of the material. 

At this point I asked the group how they could help her. 

Audrey: Get her in the habit of going back. 

Heather: Every time that she loses it maybe . . . 

Audrey: What Heather is trying to say is that every time she reads out 
loud and she loses meaning and she doesn't go back and fix it, 
how is that going to help her? 

Michelle: In the hallway, she can read to somebody in the classroom 
and shel1 have the same book and if she messes up and still 
keeps on going Audrey can stop her and tell her to go back 
to that word. 

Audrey: Get her into the habit of going back when she loses meaning 
instead of keep on going. . . . Until she gets in the habit of 
doing it herself. 
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The girls continued listening to the text, only this time when Christine 

produced a miscue they explained what the word was. They covered dehydrator, 

flatbed trucks, showered, and exercised in this manner. They fmally asked me to 

photocopy the next few pages of text so they could all listen as Christine continues to 

read, helping her recognize her miscues during the reading act. I was not very hopeful 

that playing to her need for isolated word meanings would have any impact on her 

ability to conceptually comprehend text, but I allowed them to try. 

She made numerous punctuation changes in the fIrst section which they simply 

pointed out to her. At the end of the August 20th entry, they asked for a retelling. It 

was complete and detailed. I was surprised. 

She encountered her f11'st unknown word in the September 12th entry. 

He's a 

rich kid. Anyone can tell by his expensive 

h, . ed shirts dChhini~a..s 'th watc 11'on sport ,an c os WI 

creases instead of jeans. 
From Strider. Cleary, p. 59. 

Figure 6.19 Christine's Miscue No. 19 

Audrey tried to stop her at the point of the miscue, but I advised her to let Christine 

fmish the sentence to see if she can figure it out. She didn't so I re-read the sentence 
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inserting the word blank for chinos. Unfortunately, Audrey jumped in and said they 

were slacks before Christine bad a chance. I explained what they were and what they 

looked like and the reading continued. 

The next miscue illustrates the extent of Christine's text-bound dependence. 

o @a.ppo.; \i Ilj 
a.pp"n~ 

"She said is was in a lling taste." 
From Strider. Cleary, p. 60. 

Figure 620 Christine's Miscue No. 20 

Audrey stopped her after the second attempt. Christine, however, continued. 

Christine: Appell. appeen. appailing. 

Researcher: Let's see if we can fmel another word. She said it was in 
blank taste. They are talking about fashion. 

Audrey: And she doesn't like the shirt. 

Researcher: (Christine is still working on the word). Stop looking at 
that word, let's try to find another word. (I covered the 
word and Christine tried to push my hand away and then 
fell silent). 

I fmally gave Audrey permission to tell her and we discussed substitution as a 

strategy. 

In spite of om efforts, it appeared that Christine was still following a word-by-

word model of reading. 



Mis.s 
... , Ms. Habis-Jones, 

who)Qoks unhappy and wears her hair twisted 
(!Y~t\ot 

into alknob on top of her head. She ties a white 

scarf around the ~b, which makes her hair ,,\ 
wO!.lf\ded - (I;}<..e a. clo'~ 

look as if it had been wounded and bandaged. 
From Strider, Cleary, p. 61. 

Figure 6.21 Christine's Miscue No. 21 
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When Christine produced wounded (like a watch), I allowed her to fmish the sentence, 

hoping that bandaged would disconfirm her prediction. When it did not, I asked her 

to repeat the phrase. She did and then told me wotmded (like a watch) is an English 

word. When I asked for a homonym she produced wounded (injmed). The girls 

pointed out the context clue from bandaged and related it to a recent injmy of a 

classmate that yielded a bandaged finger. We finished the section in a similar fashion 

and, again, she gave an excellent retelling. 

Later in the day, Heather and Christine entered the office, turned on the tape 

recorder and began a one-on-one session. At fIrst Heather stopped her frequently, but 

soon they developed a rhythm that allowed Christine ample opportunity to correct her 

own miscues and continue. Heather also learned to reserve her requests to stop for 
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important losses of meaning. At the end she asked Christine for a retelling but could 

not resist peppering her with questions. 

During this retelling, Heather revealed some incredible intuition that perhaps is 

reserved for child to child exchanges, intuition that adults seem to outgrow as they 

gain more knowledge about their world Christine read the following text with only a 

single regression. 

Kevin waits every morning, but I 

keep ahead of him, and we both outrun ~rry. 

Kevin's legs are longer, but I have more Istam-

ina, thanks to Strider. 
From Strider. Cleary. p. 63. 

Figure 6.22 Christine's Miscue No. 22 

Christine regressed on stamina but I assumed that was caused by the hyphenation, an 

unfortunate reality supported by the publishing indus tty . Heather knew better. 

Heather: When he said thanks to Strider when he was running and 
ttying out for cross countty, why did he say thanks to 
Strider? 

Christine: Maybe Strider congratulated him, wished him good luck. 

Heather: Strider is a dog, how can he wish him good luck. Some 
people can't lmderstand what dogs say. (Only children have 
these wonderful conversations). 



Christine: Well, maybe Leigh can. 

Heather: Kevin's legs are longer but I have more you stumbled on that 
word - stamina. 

Christine: Stamina. I said that. 

Heather: But you had trouble. What is the real word? 

Christine: Stamina. 
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Heather: Thanks to Strider, after that he says thanks to Strider. 

Christine: I don't know. 

Heather: Why do you think. he said thanks to Strider? 

Christine: I have no idea. 

Heather continues by reminding Christine that Leigh and Strider have been nmning 

every day all smnmer long. She never directly defmes stamina for Christine instead 

she leads her to a conceptual understanding of all the activities with the dog that 

contributed to Leigh's increased running ability. With a sudden intake of breath, 

Christine excitedly declares that "Oh, I get it now!" 

While I duly noted the regression on stamina. I'm not sure I would have 

recognized the word as unknown given the fact that she correctly produced it. 

Heather herself may have struggled with the concept of Strider's contribution to 

Leigh's mnn;ng ability and realized that this may have been a problem for her peer. 

For whatever the reason, Heather's focus on the concept rather than the defmition of 

the word provided Christine with another way of knowing. This discussion marks a 

major tlU'Ding point for Christine. 
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The girls continued through several more diary entries, tackling Algebra and 

another go arOlmd with wounded. When they fmished Heather informed me that 

Christine was arguing with her and not very cooperative. I did not notice this 

behavior on the tape, but Heather's sensitivities may have been reacting to Christine's 

slightly frosty attitude. 

At fIrSt, when I reflected back over this intense day with Christine, I felt that 

the group had exerted too much authority over Christine, stifling what slight progress 

she had already made. I had not listened to the discussion of Christine and Heather on 

their own so I continued to feel the sessions were not particularly productive and did 

not encourage more. At this point in the study, my despair about helping Christine 

increased. 

Procedure I Reader Prome 

Table 6.4 contains the statistical data from the reading of pages 48-56 of the 

Strider (Cleary, 1991) text. I did not statistically analyze the session with Heather as 

there were far too many stops, starts, and intervening conversation to yield any 

worthwhile quantitative data. 



318 

Table 6.4 CHRISTINE'S READER PROFILE: PROCEDURE I 

March 15, 1995 

TEXT: STRIDER 

MEANING CONSTRUCTION 

No Loss 22% 
} Partial Loss 24% 46% 

Loss 53% 

GRAMMATICAL RELATIONS 

Strength 37% 
} 69% Partial Strength 29% 

Overcorrection 3% 
Weakness 29% 

GRAPlllCISOUND RELATIONS 

GRAPlllC 
High 83% } Some 13% 96% 
None 2% 

SOUND 
High 81% 

} Some 16% 97% 
None 2% 

NUMBER OF WORDS 1209 
NUMBER OF MISCUES 58 
MISCUES PER 100 WORDS 4.8 

RETELLING HOLISTIC SCORE 2/5 

While the cmnulative statistics for Meaning Construction are still low , close 

examination exposes improvement in some areas. Her miscues on ptmctuation are 

now only 15% of the total miscues, (9 of 58 miscues) down from 56% in the first 

reading in January. Her expression also improved over a portion of the text. She 
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read conversation in meaningful speech units and showed evidence of chWlking other 

text segments. Since her reading and discussion with Heather occurred after this 

reading, there is no noticeable effect reflected in these statistics. 

Little House on the Prairie: April 11. 1995 

After what I considered at the time to be a disastrous session with Strider, I 

was not very hopeful as I prepared to collect the last RMI on Christine. (I had still 

not listened to the tape of Christine and Heather reading Strider.) The class had just 

begun reading The Little House on the Prairie (Wilder, 1935) as the concluding 

segment of a year long study of Native Americans and the ever increasing settlement 

of western territories. When I called Christine into my office she had already begm 

chapter 1. I asked her to continue from where her marker was placed. 

Synopsis: The Wilders leave the house in the big woods and begin 
their travels to Indian Territory. They cross the frozen Mississippi 
River, camp in an empty shelter and continue south onto the prairie. 
They cross many streams and creeks, sometimes on a raft and Pa trades 
the mules for two mustangs. They deal with mud, floods, and cold food 
along the way. As the chapter ends, Lama is sick of the endless stretch 
of prairie and begs Pa to stop and camp. 

Taping the Reading 

Again I had no typescript available because I had no way of knowing what 

Christine was going to be reading. While Heather and I had developed a comfortable 

pattern of conversing dming the taping, Christine and I had remained quite formal. 

She began the reading at her usual break-neck speed and, by the third paragraph, I 

cautioned her to slow down. As I listened I noticed an increase in both regressions 
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and self-corrections of miscues. However, toward the end of page 7, she was racing 

again and becoming careless with punctuation. Again I cautioned her to slow down 

and read to her ptmctuation. In the next paragraph she corrected the following miscue. 

@ 
But it was warm when Pa had builtla fire in 

the frreplac~ That night Mazy and Laura and 

Baby Carrie ... 
From Little House on the Prairie, Wilder, p. 7. 

Figure 6.23 Christine's Miscue No. 23 

Since that night would fit nicely with the fIrst sentence, she did not encotmter 

disconfirming information until she read Maty and Laura. If that night went with the 

frrst sentence, Mao" and Laura could not be part of it. She regressed an appropriate 

distance to bring full meaning back into the chtmk of text and continued. In the next 

paragraph she caught another omission of a period, regressed, corrected and continued. 

The reading continued very smoothly over the next five pages until she 

encountered a description of the horses. 



They were beautifu 'ttle horses, and Pa said 
C. 

they were not really ponies; they were western h/).rd 
tf\ole!J sen-" ~ 

mustangs. ''They're strong as mules and gentle as -
kittens," Pa said They had large, soft, gentle 

$lt\4.hds 
SMtl"ds . eyes, and long manes and tails, and slender legs 

and feet ... 
From Little House on f11e Prairie, Wilder, p. 12. 

Figure 6.24 Christine's Miscue No. 24 
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When she read $mands. I had a problem. I allowed her to continue through slender 

legs, then stopped her. 

Researcher: Christine wait a minute. You are describing a horse. 
What part of the horse is the $mand? 

Christine: I don't know. 

Researcher: Go back and look again. Start the sentence again. I know 
you know what it is. Are you picturing a horse? 

Christine: No. 

She regressed to the semicolon after ponies and corrected all of her miscues. 

She read the rest of the chapter very smoothly, correcting most of her serious 

miscues and leaving acceptable miscues alone. The most defmitive evidence of 
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monitoring her text occurred when she encountered a word that has become 

inappropriate slang over the years since Wilder used it. 

It Whip~d Laurar:t brown hair and 

Mary's go~n cmls every-which-way, and the 

strong light~crew~ their eyelids. 
From Little House on the Prairie. Wilder, p. 14. 

Figure 6.25 Christine's Miscue No. 25 

When she read the word screwed she looked up at me with a fearful look in her eye. 

Her most common meaning for the word is quite different than Wilder's and she knew 

it to be inappropriate for school. I assured her that it was okay and she continued, 

reading smoothly to the end of the chapter. 

Christine's retelling was a delightful surprise for me. She began her reading 

for me in the middle of the chapter, but in her retelling she regressed to the beginning 

of the chapter and told about selling the house and leaving the aunts, meles, 

grandparents and cousins behind in the big woods. She described the crossing of the 

Mississippi and many other creeks and streams and Laura's boredom and her whining. 

She ftnished the retelling by recounting that Lama stopped whining but still felt mad 

and naughty inside. 
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The only part of the chapter that was a bit unclear for her was Wilder's 

metaphor of the endless horizon as a huge grassy circle that trapped the horses inside 

itself. Such a description would be outside Christine's experience, considering the 

mountainous terrain surrOlmding her home. 

I praised her and then asked about her strategies. She said she was " going 

back and stuff." She knew she had done a wonderful job, and her manner during the 

entire discussion reflected enormous pride in her accomplishment. Her back was 

straight, she smiled the entire time, and answered all my questions with exuberance. 

After many months of struggle and disappointment, Christine had experienced an 

epiphany that crystallized the mystique of reading. She had discovered the 

relationship between thought and language and was able to produce a meaningful text. 

Group Discussion 

Apri112, 1995: Session #- 14 

The girls met on April 12, 1995 to listen to the RMI and discuss the reading. I 

was not present during any of the discussion. In the discussion, the girls stopped the 

tape for the purpose of assisting Christine with vocabulary they believed she did not 

know. They did not mention the improved regression and correction strategies and the 

obvious use of predicting and confU'IIling strategies. They describe the latter by 

explaining regression when it does not make sense. 

The first 23 lines of text contained only two miscues, one (tmcorrected). They 

did not stop the tape tmill she committed two uncorrected miscues close together. 



Only two or three men in boots and 
plA'jed 

fur caps and bright plaid coats were to be seen. 

~Molisst's 
Ma and Laura and Mary ate bread and molasses 

in the wagon. 
From Little House on the Prairie. Wilder, p. 6. 

Figure 6.26 Christine's Miscue No. 26 

Audrey: Stop 

Christine: Molasses. 

Audrey: Right. What did you say? 

Christine: Molisses, melasses. 

Heather: Why do you think you said that? 

Audrey: Why do you think you made that? Do you know what 
molasses is? 

Christine: Hold on. 

Audrey: You don't know what molasses is do you? 

Christine: No. 

Audrey: Molasses is sort of like a jam or jelly and it's orange-yellow 
and you usually spread it on bread. 

Since I was not present, Audrey also remains confused about molasses. Unlike 
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Heather, Audrey feels compelled to give Christine a text book definition of the words 
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she believes she doesn't know, rather than asking her to use a contextual approach. 

Audrey also began to discuss the miscue on ~ thought better of it and simply said 

that it was okay. They listened to 30 more lines of text before stopping the tape 

again. 

This time Michelle stopped the tape, thinking that tiny is actually pronOlmced 

teeny. Audrey spelled teeny on paper for her and they continued. 

They chose to ignore the only group of miscues that resulted in meaning loss. 

/I ''How do you like that, little 
v. \JG. .... . 

Pin.t .... 1 

half-pint of sweet cider half drunk up? Do you 

like goi§] out west where Indians live? 
From Little House on the Pmirie. Wilder. p. 9. 

Figure 6.27 Christine's Miscue No. 27 

I considered several reasons why they chose to ignore these miscues. First, they may 

not have had any better idea about the meaning of half-pint of sweet cider half drunk 

Yl2 than Christine, and/or they recognized the enormous improvement in the reading 

and didn't want to burst her bubble. Instead, they let the tape nm another 22 lines, 

fmally stopping on the minor substitution of ~ for the. 
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Following a brief comment, they let the tape run for 80 lines of text before 

stopping it again. Like molasses, they stopped the tape on a word they thought she 

mispronOlmced and therefore didn't know. 

~ rT!enS 
Pa's back was hunched. The reins were loose 

in his hands. 
From Little House on the Prairie. Wilder, p. 14. 

Figure 6.28 Christine's Miscue No. 28 

Audrey: What was that word she messed up? Reins not rings. 

Christine: That's what 1 said. 

Heather: That's what it says but you didn't say that. 

Audrey: She did, she just didn't say the word correctly. The word is 
reins, okay? 

Heather: Do you know what reins are? 

Christine: The thing you use to slap the horse? 

Audrey: No that's a whip. The reins are, you go like this, and you go 
like that, and you hold them. (I imagine she is demonstrating 
using reins to guide the horse left or right.) 

1 did not consider her pronunciation of reins as a miscue, although it does sound more 

like $reens. 1 also believe both girls know what reins are but their experiences with 

horses differ. Audrey's experience is with the more formal English style of riding that 

includes a whip, while Christine is more familiar with the bareback western use of a 



horse as transportation where the reins are used to slap the horse's back or 

hindquarters to increase his speed. 
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At the end of the formal reading, both Heather and Audrey praised Christine 

but she was anxious for them to hear her excellent retelling. 

Audrey: Good job! Great! 

Christine: Wait! You have to hear the retelling. 

And when it was over ... 

Audrey: I LOVED it. You remembered so much, hub. Heather? 

Heather: YEAH! 

Christine's joy with her newly discovered abilities permeated the entire 

classroom. She would frequently come bounding up to me to exclaim that this or that 

event occurred on the prairie. When she wasn't sharing with me she was chatting with 

Heather or Michelle or any warm body nearby and pointing happily to text. Christine 

had found the reader inside herself. 

Procedure I Reader Prome 

Table 6.5 contains the statistical data from the RMI of Christine reading Little 

House on the Prairie (Wilder, 1935), Chapter One. 
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Table 6.5 CHRISTINE'S READER PROFILE: PROCEDURE I 

April 11, 1995 

TEXT: L1TILE HOUSE ON THE PRAIRIE, CHAPTER ONE 

MEANING CONSTRUCfION 

No Loss 62% 
} 75% Partial Loss 13% 

Loss 23% 

GRAMMATICAL RELATIONS 

Strength 65% 
} 78% Partial Strength 11% 

Overcorrection 2% 
Weakness 20% 

GRAPHIC/SOUND RELATIONS 

GRAPHIC 
High 73% 

} 81% Some 8% 
None 17% 

SOUND 
High 67% } Some 20% 87% 
None 11% 

NUMBER OF WORDS 1691 
NUMBER OF MISCUES 43 
MISCUES PER 100 WORDS 2.5 

RETELLING HOLISTIC SCORE 5/5 

The statistics for this reading are important in number of ways. First, her No 

Loss and Partial Loss of Meaning Construction and her Strength. Partial Strength, and 

Overcorrection of Grammatical Relations are nearly 80%, sufficient to produce 

meaningful text. Her Graphic/SOlmd Relations no longer indicate a reader so tightly 

bound to surface structure. These scores in the 80% range for High and Some 



329 

combined indicate she is beginning to produce some miscues that are not generated by 

what her eye perceives but by what her thoughts are producing. 

Christine's low ratio of miscues per 100 words indicates that for each 100 

words she read 97.5 of them correctly the fll'St time. Further analysis reveals that 11 

words of the total 1691 words in the text resulted in some loss of meaning, that 

computes to .6 % of the total text. Add to that a thorough retelling, and the picture of 

an effective and efficient reader begins to emerge. 

Conclusion 

Christine is a product of four years of intensive one-on-one tutoring in reading 

through the resource program for children labeled learning disabled. At the outset of 

the study, her defmition of reading focussed entirely on word by word "decoding" of 

text with limited conceptual evidence that readers are supposed to be making meaning 

from text. She was released from the resource program in the fall of 1995 because her 

test scores placed her on grade level. These scores, however, only measured word 

attack, phonics, and vocabulary words in isolation. There was no measure of 

comprehension. 

When I began to informally listen to her read and retell, I became aware of her 

monotonic reproduction of text at irregular intervals and her sporadic comprehension. 

She was also dependent upon my collection of picture books and lacked enthusiasm 

for the novels the others were reading. I asked her to join my study because I felt she 

needed to develop more refmed strategies for comprehending text. 
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Attitude and Self-Image 

At the beginning of the study she was defensive and aloof. Her attitude about 

reading in general lacked spirit and genuine interest and I suspected she was hiding 

her inadequacies from everyone. She appeared to regard reading not as a pleasurable 

activity to be continued outside of school but as a school only task. The behavior that 

leads to this perception could, however, be related to a crowded family situation 

mentioned in the chapter. She was pleased to join the group because it offered the 

individualized attention she was accustomed to receiving from the resource program, 

but she was instantly defensive when someone pointed out her miscues. 

Christine carefully hid her low self-image from her peers. She took part in 

literature discussion groups but never volunteered new information or formulated her 

own opinions. Several months into the school year, I discovered she was copying the 

work of her peers and turning it in as her own. She a1so became fearful and vague 

when questioned about the content of her reading. 

Group Discussions 

Christine brought her own agenda into the study; she believed that reading was 

knowing how to pronounce words and words carried meaning in and of themselves. 

She believed that somehow she had failed to learn enough words, so she intended to 

learn more individual words through group discussions, a step in the right direction. 

However, she repeatedly resisted the group attempts to shift her focus to meaningful 

concepts in the text by becoming defensive and highly critical of the other readers. 
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Eventually, she managed to tum the group toward her vocabulary focus but not before 

they made significant impact on her concept of reading. 

In an intensive group discussion, the girls decided to force her to focus on 

meaning by stopping her after she made a miscue that disrupted meaning. The text 

they used was Strider (Cleary, 1991), Christine's own choice. With the entire group 

present, she was cooperative but defensive. When she and Heather continued the 

process later in the day, Heather introduced her to the idea of conceptualization of new 

vocabulary rather than defining it. She encomaged Christine to focus on events 

threading their way through the story to bring meaning to the text. In spite of some 

resistance, this strategy appears to have had a profound effect upon her ability to 

produce meaningful text instead of isolated words. 

Statistical Analysis 

The statistical analysis of all formal RMI's is reported in Table 6.6. Christine 

demonstrated a fairly strong grammatical sense from the very beginning. She had a 

good feel for how language works and brought that knowledge into her reading. Her 

meaning construction, however, was cause for serious concern. While she frequently 

produced English words of the correct grammatical case they did not carry meaning 

acceptable to the text as a whole. 



Table 6.6 CHRISTINE'S READER PROFILE: PROCEDURE I ALL TEXTS 

TEXT: WOL CASTLE ORPHAN STRIDER HOUSE 
11/4/94 1/4/95 2/13/95 3/15/95 4/11/95 

Nffi~GCON~UCTION 

NO LOSS 41% 
} 53% 

36% 
} 44% 

38% 
} 60% 

22% } 62%} 
PARTIAL LOSS 12% 8% 22% 24% 46% 13% 75% 
LOSS 46% 56% 38% 53% 23% 

GRAMMATICAL RELATIONS 

STRENGlH 48% 36% 32% 37% 65% 
PARTIAL STRENGlH 17% 12% 14% 

} 54% 
29% 

} 69% 
11%} 

OVERCORRECTION 4% } 69% 4% } 52% 8% 3% 2% 78% 
WEAKNESS 29% 48% 44% 29% 20% 

GRAPmCISOUND RELATIONS 

GRAPmC 
mGH 01% } 45% } 96% 

} 96% 
83% } 73%} 

SOME 22% 89% 45% 90% 0% 13% 96% 8% 81% 
NONE 9% 9% 3% 2% 17% 

SOUND 
mGH 70% } 54% } 92% } 81% } 011 SOME 22% 92% 45% 99% 7% 99% 16% CJ7% 20% 87% 
NONE 6% 0% 0% 2% 11% 

NUMBER OF WORDS 1173 798 827 1209 1691 
NUMBER OF MISCUES 41 25 49 58 43 
MISCUES PII00 WORDS 3.4 3.1 5.9 4.8 2.5 
RETELLING HOLISTIC 3/5 2/5 2/5 2/5 515 

w 
w 
N 
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To begin the discussion of the statistics across the five texts, I would like to 

look at the numbers that reflect Christine's defInition of reading at the beginning -

accurate reproduction of text. Percentages for Graphic/Sound Relations began rather 

high and actually increased as she felt pressure to improve her reading. Her belief 

that good readers produce the author's text exactly seems to be upheld through the 

official reading of Strider (Cleary, 1991) on March 15, 1995. 

During the group discussion of the Strider text, the girls decided to stop 

Christine during the act of reading each time she produced a miscue that disrupted 

meaning. Further work between just Heather and Christine produced a remarkable 

discussion that appeared to shift her focus away from individual words toward the 

development of concepts during the act of reading. The subsequent effect of that 

conversation resulted in an entirely different portrait of a reader revealed in the 

statistics generated from the Little House on the Prairie (Wilder, 1935) text read one 

month later. The changes reveal a decrease of 15 percentage points in Graphic 

Relations and 10 percentage points in Sound Relations. 

Evidence that a new deftnition of reading, this time meaning oriented, is 

beginning to emerge is revealed upon examination of the shift in meaning construction 

between just these last two texts. In one month, Christine improved her meaning 

construction by 29 percentage points and at the same time reduced the number of 

miscues per 100 words by 50%. 
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Christine's retelling is the most significant piece of data produced in the Little 

House (Wilder, 1935) reading. For the frrst time, she produced a complete, detailed, 

and coherent aCCOlmt of the events in the chapter. She no longer had characters 

confused or assigned improper roles, and she even related the inner feelings of Laura 

as naughty. While much of the language of her retelling is the language of the text, 

this is still a major step forward for this troubled reader. She has discovered that text 

carries whole significant stories, complete and meaningful in and of themselves. 

The final chapter, Chapter 7, addresses the original research questions, issues 

that arose from the modifications to CRMA procedures and methodology, and new 

understandings I have reached because of the research. It concludes with suggestions 

for further study. 
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CHAPTER 7: CONCLUSIONS, EVALUATION OF MElHODOLOGY, AND 

IMPLICATIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH 

This chapter addresses the original research questions, issues that arose from 

modifications to the research methodology, new understandings I have reached about 

the reading process and implications for further research. The chapter concludes with 

discussion of the potential for Collaborative Retrospective Miscue Analysis as an 

instructional tool to assist readers in trouble as they revalue themselves. 

Conclusions 

The underlying pwpose of the study was to examine the potential of 

Collaborative Retrospective Miscue Analysis as an instructional strategy to help 

troubled readers revalue themselves and improve their reading performance as defined 

in Chapter 1. The design of the study was built around four specific research 

questions conceived to lead to general conclusions about the larger question of CRMA 

as a viable instructional strategy: 

1. What do troubled readers understand about reading at the outset of 

the study both consciously, as evidenced by their talk, and intuitively, as 

evidenced by how they read? 

2. What do troubled readers understand about the reading process that 

enables them to consciously monitor and improve their abilities as 

revealed by their RMI data? 



3. In what ways do the CRMA procedures of small group analysis and 

discussion of miscues help troubled readers improve their reading 

performance as defmed in Chapter I? 

4. In what way does Retrospective Miscue Analysis change troubled 

readers' attitudes and self-images as readers? 
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The study was conducted in a fourth grade classroom in southeastern. Arizona. 

Of the four girls who participated in the study, Audrey, Michelle, Heather, and 

Christine, the two latter readers were designated as troubled because of the difficulties 

they were experiencing making sense of the reading required in their school setting. 

The data pool used for analysis was composed of four different types of information: 

personal interviews, Reading Miscue Inventories (Y. Goodman, et al), transcripts of 

group discussions, and observational notes. Each participant was interviewed on four 

separate occasions over the course of the academic year and the answers were 

analyzed for evidence of changes in attitudes about reading, shifts in self-esteem, and 

modifications in personal defmitions of reading. Baseline Reading Miscue Inventories 

were created for Heather, Christine, and Michelle. Audrey did not generate enough 

miscues on trial texts to facilitate analysis. Michelle did not generate enough miscues 

to warrant statistical analysis, but her reading provided enough information to include 

in discussion. Retrospective Miscue Inventories were collected on Heather and 

Christine at one month intervals for a total of five RMI's per reader. Michelle 

participated as a reader with two texts and her reading was the focus of three 
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discussions. A total of 15 discussion sessions were held with the group of four (see 

Table 3.1). I was present for all or some of each session except Session #'s 12, 14 

and 15, when I deliberately left the group on their own. In each session, the group 

listened to a reader, stopping the audiotape of the fIrst reading to discuss miscues as 

either I or they deemed appropriate. The discussion sessions were transcribed and 

analyzed for conversation that appeared to have a direct influence on the reading 

behaviors and attitudes of other group members. I also made limited observational 

notes of anecdotal incidents supporting notable changes in Heather and Christine's 

behaviors and attitudes. These notes were analyzed and used as a secondary source of 

data. 

There were numerous similarities between Heather and Christine identified at 

the beginning of the study. First, they both seemed to have an interest in reading, 

particularly for pleasure, but this interest manifested itself in quite different ways (See 

Chapters 5 and 6). Second, they both used some positive strategies to help them read. 

The use of illustrations was evident with both readers, Heather was even able to 

directly attribute a miscue to an illustration (See Chapter 5). Both readers also took a 

direct approach to print, continuing to read in spite of difficulty, instead of terminating 

the reading. Third, they both held a skills based view of reading that reflected their 

educational histories with basal reading programs. They consciously believed that 

reading is SOtmding out words and that they learned to read by breaking words apart. 
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Both Heather and Christine had also developed ways to convince both their 

peers and the adults trying to educate them that they did not have any reading 

problems. Heather produced an elaborate smoke screen using procedmal displays 

(Bloome, 1987) that convinced even those closest to her that she was a good reader. 

Christine outwardly professed indifference to the entire process but secretly hid picture 

books in her desk for private perusal. 

However, discussion of the conclusions for each research question are separated 

here due to the number of individual differences between Heather and Christine. While 

there are many similarities and the conclusions themselves are generally the same, the 

results were often arrived at by very different processes. 

Question # One 

1. What do troubled readers understand about reading at the outset of 

the study both consciously, as evidenced by their talk, and intuitively, as 

evidenced by how they read? 

Data relevant to this question is discussed in detail in Chapters 5 and 6. Both 

the initial interviews and the baseline RMI were used to develop conclusions. 

Heather 

Initial data gathered on Heather revealed that she believed that reading is 

sounding out words and she learned to read by breaking words apart. She also 

mentioned word lists and a concern. with reading levels, both instructional techniques 

that were part of her educational history. Her baseline RMI, however, revealed that 
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she also knew that text teaches, and, by reading on, she could sometimes figure out 

unknown or unfamiliar material. 

The baseline data of her actual reading strategies (see Table 5.1) showed little 

evidence of sounding out strategies but heavy dependence upon graphic/sound 

relations. The baseline collected on her retelling also revealed dependence upon 

illustrations to assist her comprehension. She did not mention making meaning or 

making sense from the text at the outset of the study. 

Christine 

Christine's understanding about reading at the outset of the study was 

contradictory. She verbally expressed the concept of producing meaningful text, even 

hinting at the reader's ability to create herfhis own text, but her actual reading was 

often a monotonous reproduction of words that were either accurate or 

graphophonically close. She did produce meaningful text more than 50% of the time 

and her sentences were syntactically acceptable 69% of the time. However, her 

retellings were weak. Further investigation into her instructional history revealed 

extensive instruction in the resource program on accurate" decoding" of print to sound 

with minimal emphasis on conceptual understanding. 

Question #- Two 

2. What do troubled readers understand about the reading process that 

enables them to consciously monitor and improve their abilities as 

revealed by their RMI data? 
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K. Goodman's (1994) socio-psycholinguistic model of the reading process 

describes readers whose first pmpose is to bring meaning to text. This is 

accomplished through use of the language cueing systems of syntax, semantics and 

graphiC/sound similarities. The model describes the cycles of visual, perceptual, 

syntactic, and semantic processes the reader controls while transacting with text and 

describes the strategies the reader employs, initiating, sampling, predicting, conf1l'llling 

or disconfuming, correcting, and terminating as they interact with print. 

When a reader's pwpose is to bring meaning to the construction of text, the 

text is constantly monitored for conf'1l'llling and disconfirming information. The 

monitoring of text is evidenced by the regression and correction strategies the reader 

uses as meaning is constructed. When a reader does not understand that reading is the 

construction of meaning from text, or does not have control over appropriate strategies 

to help, there is little evidence of regression/correction strategies. Often such readers 

are children who were taught with methodologies based on breaking down reading into 

component skills, a process "that makes nonsense out of what should be sense" 

(Smith, 1985, p. 6). Data relevant to the informants' abilities to monitor text was 

gathered from examination of regression/correction strategies across the study. 

Heather 

At the beginning of the study, Heather was trying to work with self-selected 

text beyond her abilities. When faced with unknown or unfamiliar text, she would 

insert a non-word and continue. She regressed infrequently and only on familiar text. 
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Many of the group discussions with Heather focussed on helping her develop a sense 

for when she had lost meaning and encouraging her to go back and re-read On 

February 13, 1995, three months after the baseline data was collected, her reading of 

''The Hare and the Otphan" (Banks, 1993) reflected ameliorated development in her 

ability to regress and correct, and the quality of her miscues showed improvement. 

As Heather became more proficient with her regression strategies, the discussions of 

her reading supported her growing ability and illustrated the development of patterns 

in her regression/correction strategies. Group support for her new strategies kept the 

cycle going and by Apri113, 1995 with the Little House on the Prairie (Wilder, 1935) 

text, she was able to discriminate between miscues that needed correction and those 

that did not. 

only the wind moved 

Suddenly' 
tealthily tbrough the grass, and the large, low 

S-lnirs genHt 
stars hung glittering from the great sky. 

From "Camp on the High Prairie" in Little House on the Prairie. Wilder, p.31. 

Figure 7.1 Heather's Miscue No.1 

In Figure 7.1, Heather only corrected the miscues that disrupted meaning. She was 

content to leave the wind blowing suddenly and the stars hanging gently in her own 

text, revealing her ability to use the minimum amotmt of graphic information to 
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produce meaningful text. Heather now clearly understood that reading is creating 

meaning from text and that readers create their own text for themselves. She had also 

developed the ability to monitor her text using less graphophonic cues to create 

meaning. Heather was becoming an efficient and effective reader. 

Christine 

Initially, Christine's definition of reading was decoding print to sotmd This 

was evident in her efforts to accurately reproduce the author's text. She was not 

focussed on making meaning as much of her retellings omitted large portions of text. 

Fluctuations in her intonation also signaled portions of text that had no conceptual 

interest to her as a reader. These were largely long segments of description, lacking 

action or conversation and were often missing from her retellings. 

Christine proved to be a challenge for the group to assist because she was 

capable of producing text without miscues a large portion of the time. Her use of 

expression and the flow of her language did vary from highly expressive to nearly 

monotonic. The group discovered that when she was reading with minimal expression 

she was not creating meaning, a sign teachers and collaborators need to tmderstand to 

alert themselves to problems. 

This discovery was followed by a private session with just Heather and 

Christine. During this session, Heather stopped her during the reading when she 

sensed Christine was not focussed on meaning. She also helped Christine focus on 



concepts rather than defInitions of isolated words. The fmal RMI produced some 

dramatic changes (see Table 6.6). 
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As the study progressed, both Heather and Christine gained a great deal of 

knowledge about the reading process. This new knowledge led to an increase in their 

recognition of the importance of monitoring their text for meaning and an increased 

use of regression/correction strategies when meaning was lost. 

Question # Three 

3. In what ways do small group analysis and discussion of miscues 

help troubled readers improve their reading performance as defined in 

Chapter 11 

For the pmposes of this study, performance is defmed as the measurements 

generated by the RMI Procedure I forms, in-depth analysis of the types of miscues the 

reader is producing, and the quality of the retelling. Improvement in performance is 

evaluated through increased production of high quality miscues, some reduction in 

graphic/sound dependence, and shifts toward the productive use of reading strategies 

focussed on making meaning. The contributions of the group through discussions 

compared to subsequent changes in the reader's performance measures assisted in the 

analysis of the value of the discussions. 

Heather 

Before the study formally began, I worked one-on-one with Heather, 

encouraging her to focus on meaning and teaching her to regress and re-read when she 
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felt meaning was lost. As a result, her performance measures between the baseline 

RMI and the first RMI in January show significant improvement. Strengthening of 

regression strategies and the use of high quality SUbstitutions is evident upon internal 

analysis of the meaning construction and grammatical relations categories in Table 

5.6. While the fIrst initial changes were attributed to the teacher/student relationship, 

Subsequent changes were attributed to the group interaction. 

Christine 

The girls were very frustrated with Christine throughout much of the study 

because she refused to take their advice to regress and re-read. What they didn't 

realize was the fact that she was not monitoring her text and did not recognize her 

own miscues. For Christine, there was a limited relationship between her thoughts and 

meaningfu1language when she read Instead, Christine's thinking related directly to 

production of the surface text as she had been taught through regular classroom 

instruction and intense remediation. 

During a private session with Heather (See Chapter 6), Christine was 

encouraged to draw conceptual conclusions about the meaning of a word by using the 

context of the text. Up to this point, Christine had believed that her problem was not 

knowing the meanings of very many words. Heather showed her a whole new way to 

fmd the meaning of unfamiliar text by using information gathered from more familiar 

text. In other words, Heather was trying to teach Christine that text teaches, a concept 

Heather had successfully used for some time. The subsequent reading of Little House 



on the Prairie (Wilder, 1935) read on April 11, 1995 reflects dramatic statistical 

changes. 
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Changes in Heather's reading strategies directly related to the group 

discussions were extremely subtle, but they did occur and resulted in steady growth. 

With Christine, only slight, inconsistent changes were noted mill after the April 

session (Session #12) with Heather. The changes following Session #12 were 

dramatic and appeared to be a direct result of one discussion about one miscue but 

may also represent an accumulation of thinking about reading process that suddenly 

brought the concept of making meaning clear to her. 

Question # Four 

4. In what way does Retrospective Miscue Analysis change troubled 

readers' attitudes and self-images as readers? 

The data used for analysis of this question includes Questions # 9 and # lOon 

the Reading Interview (Goodman, et ai, 1987), evidence of emotional support from the 

group discussions, and observational notes on relevant classroom behaviors. 

Heather 

Heather was warmly received by the group from the very beginning. Audrey 

continuously shared her own strategies for dealing with difficult text, thereby teaching 

Heather new strategies and helping her realize that all readers have difficulty some of 

the time. High quality miscues and good retellings were rewarded with applause and 

praise. 
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For Heather, this study was enormously successful. However, she brought 

some of the necessary ingredients into the research that resulted in success for her. 

First, she had a sincere desire to become a good reader, a skill she highly admired in 

her peers. Second, she had enough self-confidence to risk criticism and exposure of 

her problems, and third, she always believed she could do it and was willing to try her 

hardest. 

Christine 

At the outset, Christine's attitude toward the other group members was 

defensive and cold. She frequently pointed out miscues the others made but was quick 

to defend or deny her own. Consequently, the group did not respond to her with the 

same warmth and support they showed Heather. 

Finally, it was Heather, the other reader in trouble, who was able to make the 

real breakthrough with Christine (See Chapter 6, Strider). It was Heather who taught 

Christine to build conceptual comprehension through context clues; she taught her that 

text teaches. The fact that this teaching/learning situation occurred between both 

troubled readers, without the support of a more capable peer lends credence to K. 

Goodman and Y. Goodman's (1990) theory that Vygotsky's Zone of Proximal 

Development does not require a more capable peer, any peer will do. Christine's 

subsequent reading of Little House on the ~airie (Wilder, 1935) produced noticeable 

changes in her performance and subsequently her self-esteem and self-image. 
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Critique of Methodology 

Since some of this research was breaking new ground, there are issues related 

to the methodology I used and changes I made that need discussion. The fOlmdation 

for the methodology was Y. Goodman and A. MareICs (1996) studies using 

Retrospective Miscue Analysis one-on-one with the reader and researcher. Costello 

(1992) modified their methodology to use with a group of seventh graders and 

developed Collaborative Retrospective Miscue Analysis procedmes. I found further 

modification necessary to extend the study to a fomth grade level. 

Modifications 

The first modification I made involved selection of the readers. My concern. 

for troubled readers prompted me to directly face the issue of CRMA as an 

instructional strategy to assist these readers before their attitudes about school and 

themselves as readers and learners deteriorates in adolescence. Therefore, I altered the 

selection of readers to include two troubled readers and changed the focus of the 

group discussions from exploration of the reading process to a tutorial role. While the 

ultimate results of the study were successful, some issues need discussion. 

Selection of Troubled Readers 

My decision to select troubled readers was guided by the general population 

and abilities in my immediate classroom. As discussed in Chapter 4, I faced my own 

moral dilemma of facing these students' problems head-on or eliminating them from 

my study. True to my own personality, I chose the head-on approach. Guiding this 



349 

decision was the personal value I placed on the importance of what can be learned 

from average readers examining the reading process versus the importance of assisting 

a troubled reader to comfortably handle school related reading tasks. My choice was 

very personal and in no way denigrates the importance of what can be learned from 

average readers talking about reading process, another important research goal. I 

simply chose this course because I saw little help emerging from Heather and 

Christine's future schooling in terms of what I believe about reading and how reading 

should be taught in school. 

Tutorial versus Collaboration 

The decision to work with two troubled readers then created another dilemma: 

to retain the pme collaborative make-up of the group or set the task as tutorial. 

Again, I made a very personal decision, discussed in depth in Chapter 4. I have 

subsequently struggled with my decision to change the focus away from collaboration 

in favor of a tutorial stance, feeling that, in so doing, I have also abandoned the basic 

tenets that guide my teaching. However, as I step back from the data collection, the 

analysis, and the reporting of the research, some new understandings are emerging. 

If I had left the task as purely collaborative but kept the same configmation of 

readers, two troubled, one efficient and effective, and one effective, the informants 

themselves would have quickly discovered the differences in their abilities. What 

would the group do then? Would the ultimate results be the same/different? Would 

one group member emerge as "teacher" when the researcher was absent, as Audrey 
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did? How would the troubled readers react when the others realized their difficulties? 

How would the effective readers react when they discovered the troubled readers' 

difficulties? Would there be recriminations or support? These are all issues that need 

to be investigated thoroughly if CRMA is to emerge as a viable instructional strategy 

for troubled readers. 

Interrupting the Reader 

One of the most dramatic modifications I implemented in this study was my 

practice of interrupting the reading when I felt meaning was being left far behind. 

The results of this practice are widely mixed. When Heather and I were working one

on-one before data collection began, it was a comfortable pattern for both of us. 

However, when I stopped her during the formal RMI's the practice was both beneficial 

and detrimental. 

In Figure 5.28, Heather is deeply mired in mUltiple miscues that I felt seriously 

affected her comprehension. Consequently, I stopped her and asked her to re-read. 

When she did, she re-encountered the word snares and asked if she could substitute 

~. This marked a major change in how she dealt with unfamiliar text. By reading 

ahead she knew what the snares were used for and asked to use a word that 

represented a more familiar concept. When I gave her permission to do so, she began 

to redefme reading. This led to more high quality substitutions and praise from the 

discussion group. She began to realize that she could create her own meaning from 

text. 
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However, dming the reading of "The Hare and the Vampire" (Banks, 1993), I 

interrupted much too quickly after her substitution of monsoon for mansion. Heather's 

personal schema made the selection of monsoon a perfectly acceptable choice in this 

context. My interruption carried an error message and threw her off the next segments 

of text. Had I allowed her to proceed, there were numerous clues within the text that 

would have cbanged her concept from monsoon to mansion. I concluded that if an 

interruption is to take place, it must only occm after all textual clues are exhausted. 

Furthermore, no interruption should occur if the disruption affects only a minor point 

of the subplot. 

Other Issues 

Three other issues emerged from the data that also need examination at this 

point in the analysis. These issues include the group's defmition of a miscue, the third 

person references that permeated the discussions, and the absence of alternative ways 

to discuss miscues. 

Definition of a Miscue 

Led and fueled by Audrey's incredibly enthusiastic desire to bolster the 

troubled reader, the group began to develop the notion that a miscue that does not 

disrupt meaning is not a miscue at all. This belief is tied to their concept of error as 

something not right. Throughout the study, they never grasped the concept that a high 

quality miscue can still be a miscue and make sense to the reader within the context of 

the text. Audrey even stated that flit's not really a miscue at all." This notion supports 
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the concept of the readers' personal transaction with text as an acceptable component 

of the reading process, but disrupts the ftmdamental basis for analysis through 

examination of miscues. If miscues are no longer miscues they can not be used to 

analyze reading process. More work needs to be done defining the concept of a 

miscue as anything other than the expected response and then distinguishing between 

high quality miscues and those that are disruptive to making meaning from text. 

Third Person References 

From the very fll'St discussion, the group tended to talk about the reader rather 

than directly to the reader across the data. I believe that this is a phenomenon unique 

to this particular group of girls because of the climate present in the fll'St discussion. 

This frrst group interaction focussed on Christine as the reader. She was withdrawn 

and obviously fearful during the discussion, prompting me to cut the session short. 

The group tended to talk to me about her, sensing that reaction from her would not be 

productive. When I suggested they address her directly, their attempts were usually 

greeted with a terse "1 don't know" or a shrug. They continued this pattern of third 

person references during discussions when Heather and Michelle were the readers. 

This pattern shifted when I was not with the group, suggesting that my presence was 

the influencing factor, which may be accurate. But their interactions when I was not 

present became more teacher/student oriented rather than collaborative, not a positive 

situation either. 
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In the future, I will begin discussions with the text of a reader more confident 

and self-assmed about their reading process. If the same third person references begin 

to smface, the situation needs to be dealt with directly and immediately. I feel much 

valuable interaction was lost because of this practice within this study. 

Alternative Ways to Discuss Miscues 

Throughout the study, I modeled only one way of discussing the reader's 

miscues: does the miscue sound like language, does it make sense, was it corrected, 

did it need to be? The girls never explored alternative ways of discussing miscues as 

I had hoped. Reflection brings with it the reality that they did not know how, and I 

should have modeled alternatives (See Chapter 4). Alternative ways of discussing a 

miscue hold the potential for new discoveries about prediction and schema that did not 

emerge in the group discussions for this study. 

New Understandings of the Reading Process 

The role of the teacher/researcher is always that of a leamer, and, in this 

capacity, I developed new understandings about the reading process from analysis of 

my research data. Most striking among these new understandings is the importance of 

the personal schema the reader brings to the reading process. If I believe, which I do, 

that reading encompasses all that we know and understand combined with new 

information gleaned from the reading at hand, then I have to respect the power of 

prior knowledge and its effect on comprehension. This point was painfully evident in 

Heather's miscue of monsoon for mansion discussed above and in Chapter 5. When I 
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questioned her miscue, she told me that her choice of monsoon made perfect sense. 

Within the context of her life experiences in Arizona and the text of the story up to 

that point, she was absolutely justified in her belief. My interruption only served to 

confuse her and make her uncertain about the text she was creating. This resulted in a 

multitude of omissions and miscues on familiar words and loss of meaning for a 

portion of the text. 

As a teacher and researcher, I need to keep the knowledge of schema and its 

impact in the forefront of my thinking. To do this, I also need to remove my own 

schema from the interaction and look only at the reader and what the reader is 

bringing to the transaction with the text 

Two other new understandings that emerged from my data concern Christine's 

ability to accurately produce text that sounds like English but does not carry meaning 

for her as a reader, and Heather's declaration that she can not "read" a word that she 

can pronounce. Christine had had sufficient remediation and basal instruction to fine 

tune her ability to phonetically produce most English words found in fomth grade 

texts with a high percentage of accuracy. The sparseness of her retellings led to some 

serious questions about the meaning she brought to the text she could produce. Until 

this study, I would not have thought it possible for a reader to produce text as 

accurately as Christine could without the attendant conceptual understandings. 

Christine's skill carries some important lessons for teachers and researchers 

alike. I was often perplexed at the thin, spartan retellings but did not think to ask her 
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to re-read specific segments of text and explain them to me. If I had, I would have 

understood much earlier the nature of her reading problems and would have been able 

to provide assistance at a much earlier time. Instead, I learned much from the 

intuition of another troubled reader, Hea.ther, (See Chapter 6) about what is and is not 

understood during the reading act. Heather taught me to be a far more astute listener 

and questioner. She also taught me not to be so quick to provide specific answers, 

but, instead, to help the reader to develop concepts from the context of the 

stn'rOlmding text and to create their own new Wlderstandings. 

Heather's statement that she could not "read" the word snares even though she 

could pronounce it generated one of the most exciting moments in this research. It 

signaled a major shift in her defInition of reading as SOWlding out words to making 

meaning. This shift only occmred after months of prodding to re-read when she lost 

the meaning of a passage or the text stopped making sense to her (See Chapter 5) .. 

Implications for Further Research 

As with most research, answers to questions always lead to more questions. 

The potential for CRMA is a new and exciting threshold that teachers and researchers 

need to examine and study as they strive to help their students improve their reading 

performance. The work of Ken and Yetta Goodman has sown the seeds of the 

Copernican Revolution in reading. K. Goodman's (1994) socio-psycholinguistic model 

of reading process has brought the educational community to new levels of 

understandings about what reading is and presented new ways to examine the process. 



The Goodmans' work has opened up many new areas for educators to explore as 

answers to literacy problems are sought. 

CRMA as a Whole Class Activity 
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One of the planned aspects of this study that had to be abandoned (See Chapter 

4) is the investigation of the feasibility of using CRMA with an entire classroom. 

New studies (Costello, 1996) are lDlderway that address this issue. Additional areas 

that are either currently under investigation (Goodman and Marek, 1996) or in need 

of study include the allotment of time necessary to implement such a program, the 

necessity and value of using CRMA with all readers in a given classroom, the effect 

of CRMA on able readers, and the lowest age limit where CRMA is an effective 

instructional tool 

Most classrooms in American schools have readers in trouble. Readers that 

have somehow missed the major connections between thought and language. These 

readers interpret reading as word calling as Christine had done or learning words on a 

list as Heather believed. 

If CRMA can help these readers recapture the natural focus of reading for 

meaning, then feasible ways must be found to bring the procedures into the reading 

curriculwn. However, when something new is added to a school curriculum, 

something else must be sacrificed. Individualized reading curriculum needs to be 

carefully examined for activities that are expendable for the more troubled readers 

until they have developed the necessary strategies to bring their own meaning to print. 
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For Christine, this could have included the time taken to respond in her literatme log, 

a critical activity for able readers but a waste of time for her because she copied the 

thoughts of her peers. For Heather, it may have been the unproductive time spent 

during free reading time, struggling with self-selected text that proved too challenging 

for her to comprehend. While these adjustments are highly individualized there may 

exist a common denominator that needs to be found 

Another aspect of CRMA that begs for examination is the potential to increase 

capable readers' conscious knowledge of the process through work in heterogeneous 

groups, and study the effect this has on the reader in trouble. Some work has been 

done with able readers (Goodman & Marek, 1996) but their effectiveness within a 

group situation needs study. Some of the work in this study provided Audrey with an 

enormous amount of knowledge about the reading process which she subsequently 

used to prod both Christine and Heather to reach for new understandings. It was 

Audrey that kept after Christine about not going back and re-reading, the very key that 

fmally exposed the reality that Christine did not recognize her miscues. It was also 

Audrey that provided endless support for Heather as she created her own text 

according to her prior knowledge and understandings about how the world works. 

Further examination of my data and collection of new data focussed on this type of 

interaction will provide information about the most successful group configurations for 

CRMA. 
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Patterns of Strategy Development 

As Heather began to develop regression strategies, she began by regressing 

over long segments of text. When her confidence improved and she became more 

secure about the meaning she was bringing to her text, her regressions became shorter, 

covering only the immediately pertinent text. If this is a developmental pattern, 

awareness of it would be helpful to teachers as they chart their students' progress. 

Heather's other strategy of non-word production that was eventually replaced 

with omissions is also another pattern that needs to be carefully examined. It is my 

belief that she used the non-words as placeholders because she had learned from basal 

text (dependent upon controlled and repeated vocabulary) that the text would 

eventually teach her the specific unfamiliar word. As she worked with more and more 

authentic text, she realized that it was the concepts the text was teaching, not word 

defmitions that carried meaning. She shifted to using omissions mid-way through the 

study. Goodman and Gollasch (1980) make a distinction between deliberate and non

deliberate word omissions. It is my belief that Heather's omissions were quite 

deliberate, although fmther study of Heather's shift in strategies is needed to determine 

if this is a phenomenon specific to Heather or more universal. If this pattern is more 

universal, it will provide teachers with a benchmark of progress as they help students 

improve their reading performance. 
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Additional research relative to CRMA needs to address discomse analysis, 

intonational issues and age limitations. The fume use of CRMA as a instructional 

strategy for troubled readers appears viable based on analysis of the data in this study. 

Collaborative Retrospective Miscue Analysis as an Instructional Strategy 

Analysis of the four specific questions addressed in the study lead directly to 

the positive potential of CRMA. Both Heather and Christine improved their 

performance, attitude, self-image, and knowledge about the reading process. Audrey 

gained valuable insight into the reading process which she was able to use to support 

and encomage both Heather and Christine. With the support of the group at fIrst, 

Heather and Christine were able to apply their new knowledge to existing reading 

behaviors and emerge more capable and more confident in their own abilities. There 

is no question in my mind that these two readers in trouble now possess the 

knowledge about reading process necessary to be successful on their own with future 

school and life experiences. 

CRMA is a viable strategy to use in schools with readers in trouble. The 

effects of CRMA on the readers' use of cognitive strategies, attitudes and self-image, 

and measurable performances are all positive. Through CRMA two readers learned 

they were not to be blamed for their problems and began to take positive steps to help 

themselves. They learned to va1ue their own thinking and interpretations of text and 

to stop relying on the author to provide the only correct text. All fom group members 



also came to appreciate the power of collaboration and the role of exploratory talk 

(Barnes, 1992) as a problem solving technique. 
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While the Copernican revolution in reading (Goodman, 1996) is beginning to 

bring about change in primary reading instruction, there are legions of older students 

and adults that continue to labor lIDder the assmnption that reading is sounding out 

words. It is essential that we bring socio-psycholinguistic lIDderstandings about 

reading process to this population so they, too, may enjoy the full benefits reading 

brings to the lIDderstanding and enjoyment of our world. This study has identified and 

focussed on two such readers in trouble. My pmposes were to both assist these 

readers as they revalued themselves and to examine the Collaborative Retrospective 

Miscue Analysis process as a viable means to accomplish this revaluation. With the 

dedication, enthusiasm, and determination of four wonderful fourth graders, both goals 

have been attained. Two readers in trouble have revalued themselves and their reading 

abilities, and CRMA is supported as a valuable procedure to accomplish this critical 

result. I look forward to continued research and increased use of CRMA to assist and 

support readers in their quest for new lIDderstandings and control of the reading 

process. 
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APPENDIX A 

READING INTERVIEW 

Name. __________ Age. ___ --'Date ______ _ 

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

Do you ever do anything else? 

2. Who is a good reader you know? 

3. What makes a good reader? 

4. Do you think ever comes to something shefhe doesn't know? 

5. "Yes" When does come to something shefhe doesn't know, what do you 
think shefhe does? 

"No" Suppose comes to something shefhe doesn't know. What do you 
think she/he would do? 

6. If you knew someone was having trouble reading how would you help that person? 

7. What would your teacher do to help that person? 

8. How did you learn to read? 

9. What would you like to do better as a reader? 

10. Do you think you are a good reader? Why? 

Additional Question: 

11. What do you do when you come to something you don't understand? 
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