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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of this study was to examine the discourse of six selected 

Retrospective \fiscue Analysis (RMA) session transcripts for effective and promising 

procedures, questions and discussion strategies. Data sources consisted of session 

transcripts and interviews to determine how the RMA team's discourse accomplished their 

intended purposes across six RMA sessions with a fourth grade reader. Phases of the 

analysis included 1) veriiying the existing data sets, 2) selecting six RMA sessions from 

the set of eleven, 3) conducting and analyzing interviews with the RMA team, 4) 

structural analysis of sessions, 5) speech act analysis of discourse moves, 6) sequential 

analysis of question cycles, 7) categorization of patterns that emerged in the data. Three 

broad discourse themes, based on the RMA team's stated purposes for the RMA sessions, 

guided the categorization of team members' talk; 1) discourse moves providing revaluing, 

2) discourse moves providing instruction, and 3) discourse moves encouraging the 

reader's strategy use. 

The structural analysis of the RMA sessions generated elements of the instructional 

sequences and phases that made up each session, and a profile of RMA session 

procedures. Findings revealed; the RMA team used a wide range of question types to 

analyze miscues; discourse patterns involved in instruction and revaluing involved a 

variety of question cycles, position statements and 'you-statements' about the reader's 

reading strategies; problematic discourse sequences stenuned from problematic questions, 

responses and belief structures involved in interactions; by analyzing other readers in 

comparison with his own reading the reader's self-concept increased. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Discourse analysis has informed the educational community by revealing patterns 

of teacher-student interaction and has encouraged educators to reflect on and sometimes 

reconsider the way they structure lessons and their forms of discourse with students. 

Results of classroom discourse studies have reinforced educators' interaction structures 

and styles, as well as critically revealed common discourse patterns in traditional 

classroom discourse. 

The purpose of this study is to explore the questions and discussion strategies used 

during Retrospective Miscue Analysis (RMA) through discourse analysis. RMA is a 

collaborative exploration of the reader's reading process by both a reader and the teacher-

researcher(s) (Goodman & Marek, 1996). It is an instructional, revaluing activity or series 

of strategy lessons which opens up to the reader and to the teacher-researcher the 

language of reading and the reading process, thereby revaluing the reader and the reading 

process itself 

Specifically, RMA involves engaging a reader and one or more educator/ 

researchers in discussing particular excerpts of the reader's oral reading of a complete text 

(usually a story) as audio-recorded on a previous occasion. Reader miscues, or 

unexpected responses by the reader when observed reading orally (Goodman, 1969), are 

discussed to elucidate the reader's reading strategies. The goals of RMA are twofold; a) 

to allow readers to discuss their own reading process to better understand and value the 

complex processes of reading and thereby revalue themselves as readers and learners, and 
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b) to allow the educator/researcher(s) to investigate with the readers their reading 

strategies, and thereby confirm understandings held about reading and/or come to better 

understandings about reading processes (Goodman & Marek, 1989). The questions raised 

in the present inquiry investigated how these goals were achieved in the discussions and 

questioning used within several RMA sessions. 

Statement of the Problem 

Retrospective Miscue Analysis has been developing in classrooms and the research 

community over the past twenty years. Its evolution is traced in educational literature 

primarily through studies conducted by Yetta Goodman and her colleagues (Worsnop, 

1980; Costello, 1992; Goodman & Marek, 1996; Miller & Woodley, 1983). Several 

procedures and questioning techniques for RMA have been explored in RMA research, as 

is reported in detail in the literature review. While a set of general guidelines outlined by 

Goodman and Marek (1996) recommends procedures and suggests questions, in each of 

the RMA studies the procedures and questions were modified for the ease and 

management for participants of various ages and in various contexts. Furthermore, 

questions were added and changed to get at readers' strategy use and to expand readers' 

and researchers' understandings. Lingering queries about efifective RMA practices are; 

What questions should we ask in RMA?, How should we begin and end a session?. Should 

RMA take on a particular structure or format?, and What discussion strategies are 

effective and authentic in encouraging a reader to revalue him/herself as a reader?. The 

purpose of this study is to answer questions like these, posed by practitioners of RMA, 

regarding effective procedures, questions, and discussion strategies in RMA. 
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Significance of the Study 

This study is concerned with the discourse patterns found in RMA sessions, which 

brings to a metacognitive level readers' reading strategies and understandings about the 

reading process. This research is important for the following reasons; 

1. There is no research specifically analyzing the discourse of RMA sessions. 

2. Few studies on metacognition and reading include educator discourse 

strategies. 

First, the bulk of the growing literature on RMA has been case studies of teachers' 

and learners' experiences demonstrating RMA's impact on its participants (Costello, 1996; 

Flurkey, 1996; Germain, 1998; Goodman & Marek, 1989; Marek, 1987; Martens, 1998). 

In an early RMA study Miller and Woodley (1983) set out to investigate RMA itself as an 

instructional activity in order to delineate a set of procedures. They found that RMA was 

both a research tool and an instructional tool and that procedures and questions used 

could differ for purposes of research or instruction. Some researchers (Costello, 1996; 

Marek, 1987) introduced new procedures and questions for RMA sessions, reflected on 

the changes, and made recommendations for future studies. However, no work has been 

done to systematically analyze the procedures and questions used to conduct RMA 

sessions. This discourse analysis of RMA sessions contributes to the RMA research base 

by a) adding to our understanding of RMA procedures, b) evaluating the use of RMA 

questions and discussions analyzing reader miscues in a one-on-one situation, and c) 

making recommendations for future RMA research and practices. 

Second, most research on metacognitive strategies in reading focuses on 
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intervention and the effectiveness of teaching metacognitive or regulatory strategies and 

supports the benefits of metacognitive awareness of reading strategies (Brovm & 

Palincsar, 1986; Cross & Paris, 1988; Rosenshine & Meister, 1993; Schumaker, Descler, 

Alley, Warner & Denton, 1984). In constrast, results of the discourse analysis of RMA 

sessions in the current study contribute to our understanding of the structural parameters 

educators select as well as the discourse patterns used in an educational interaction 

devoted to revaluing readers and reading through metacognitive inquiry. Results of this 

discourse analysis provide educators a means to analyze the effectiveness of their 

interactions with learners and hold the potential to inform their instructional practices. 

In addition, this study advances discourse analysis research in education by 

demonstrating the power and potential of multiple systems of analysis. The discourse 

among the RMA team members and a fourth grader is analyzed from a structural 

perspective of the RMA sessions as reading strategy lessons, from a categorical 

perspective to determine functions of participants' speech acts, and from a sequential 

perspective to observe question cycles and other discourse patterns. The findings of 

multiple systems of discourse analysis highlight different aspects and features of teacher-

student interaction which provides a more holistic perspective of classroom language 

patterns than only one method of analysis (Dillon, 1988; Green & Harker, 1988; Green & 

Wallat, 1981; Morine-Dershimer, 1988). The methodology and findings presented in this 

study advance the understanding that student-teacher interactions are multi-dimensional. 



Research Questions 

The discourse analysis of two RMA team members' discussions with a fourth 

grade reader about his oral reading explores the kind of questioning cycles and discussion 

strategies which prove effective in revealing and revaluing the reader's reading process. 

Specifically, the purposes of analyzing discourse in the RMA sessions are; a) to determine 

the elements of the RMA session format in order to enhance understanding of RMA as a 

lesson and evaluate its effectiveness, and b) to observe the language used to discuss the 

reading process as a reflective practice. The key questions that guide my analysis are; 

1. How did RMA participants structure RMA sessions? 

A What procedures were used? 

B. How did the actual RMA sessions take shape? 

2. What discussion sequences and questioning techniques were used to fulfill 

the purposes of RMA sessions? 

A. What questions or statements were posed to fulfill intents and goals for 

sessions? 

B. What discourse patterns were evident in RMA sessions? 

C. How did participants talk about the reading process? 



Limitations 

This analysis is limited to the discourse patterns of three participants in six RMA 

sessios; two RMA team members and one student. A second limitation is the lack of 

nonverbal cues involved in the interactions between the RMA team members and the 

student. Each session was audio taped and transcribed with minimal notation of nonverbal 

communication. 

Like other metacognitive interview situations (Forrest-Pressley & Waller, 1984; 

Gordon, 1990; Jacobs & Paris, 1987; Myers & Paris, 1978) this study also runs the risk of 

several limitations regarding the verbal reports of young students. Gamer (1987) cited 

several criticisms of children's verbal report data on their reading. Children may a) lack 

the language and verbal facility to discuss cognitive events; b) report rationalizations or 

mimic explanations used by their teacher or the researcher, c) make fabrications because 

of the demand characteristics of the situation, and/or d) respond with what they perceive 

to be socially desirable. 

In addition, while the multiple systems of analysis presents a multi-dimensional 

perspective of the discourse between the RMA team and Zach, it is primarily 

sociolinguistic in nature and thus is still limited in scope. Certainly, different methods of 

analysis highlights different aspects of discourse. The analysis in this study does not 

include a critical perspective of the discourse in terms of its defining and positioning 

participants into particiilar roles or its reflection of power relations (Foucault, 1980; Luke, 

199S). Neither does the analysis deal with ideological concerns in the discourse (e.g.. 

Gee, 1996). Rather, this study presents a sociolinguistic perspective of the instructional 
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elements of the sessions, the fimctions of interacting speech moves, and patterns of 

discourse used to meet session purposes. 

Finally, while every effort was made to confirm the analysis through periodic 

interviews with the RMA team members, the reader was not interviewed for confirmation. 

Thus, the study is limited to the RMA team members' interpretations of interactions 

during the sessions. 

Definitions of Terminology 

The following are definitions of terms used in this study; 

MISCUE: An observed response in oral reading which differs fi'om the expected 

response (Goodman, 1969). 

VnSCUE ANALYSIS: A procedure based on sociopsycholinguistic principles and 

used to analyze oral reading miscues (Goodman, Watson & Burke, 1987). 

RETROSPECTIVE MISCIIE ANALYSIS: A reflective process involving readers 

in analyzing their own reading miscues through questioning (Goodman & Marek, 1996). 

REVALUING; A process of transforming one's perception as reader; "to come to 

appreciate their own strengths, to recognize the productive strategies they already can use, 

and to build positively on those" (K. Goodman, 1996). 



Background of the Study 

This study is an analysis of the discourse of six RMA sessions conducted by the 

RMA team members Yetta Goodman, Alan Flurkey, and Prisca Martens in 1993. In 

essence I conducted research on data that had been collected for a separate study. This 

section summarizes this RMA research to provide background information about the 

participants as well as the purposes and procedures for the RMA sessions. It is important 

to note that Goodman, the primary researcher conducting the sessions, is one of the major 

contributors to the emerging research in RMA. She teaches a biannual graduate-level 

research course in RMA and has authored articles on RMA topics (Goodman, 1996; 

Goodman & Flurkey, 1996; Goodman & Marek, 1996) and co-edited the book 

Retrospective Miscue Analysis: Revaluing Readers and Reading (Goodman & Marek, 

1996). Thus, Goodman has played a critical role in the development of RMA techniques 

and of the RMA research. 

The RMA Study with Zach 

In the autumn of 1993 Goodman, professor at University of Arizona, along with 

Prisca Martens and Alan Flurkey, two graduate students at the time, engaged in a series of 

eleven RMA sessions with a fourth grade boy at a local elementary school. Goodman and 

Flurkey had completed a study with a group of seventh graders in which they conducted 

RMA by closely foUowing a set of specific questions based on questions used to complete 

miscue analysis procedures (Goodman, Marek, Costello, Flurkey, Wizinowich & Brown, 

1989). Martens had not engaged in RMA activities and wished to learn about RMA and 

assist and contribute to the study. Since the RMA study with Zach both Flurkey and 
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Martens continued conducting research and writing about RMA (e.g., Flurkey, 1996; 

Martens, 1998) 

Goodman and Flurkey had developed a new set of questions about RMA after the 

seventh grade study: Could RMA be done effectively with elementary age students?; How 

young could they be?; and Could RMA be done effectively if it were less scripted by the 

questions and more co-constructed with the reader(s)? In other words, the RMA team 

members sought to observe the processes of RMA with a middle elementary grade reader 

conducted in a less structured manner than had previously been reconunended. 

Their reader, Zach (a pseudonym'), was referred to Goodman by a principal of a 

school where the RMA team members had worked before and knew many of the school 

staff on a professional basis. The principal told Goodman that Zach's mother was 

concerned about his progress in reading. His mother said he had difficulty completing his 

reading assignments at home and believed he had not received enough phonics instruction. 

Zach's reading difiSculties were confirmed by his teacher, who said that Zach and most of 

his classmates were nonreaders. 

Setting up the RMA sessions 

The RMA team members met with Zach at approximately the same time and day 

of each week throughout the fall semester. At the first session in September, Zach was 

asked his thoughts and beliefs about reading through a Reading Interview (Goodman, 

Watson & Burke, 1987) and then asked to read aloud the story. The Man Who Kept 

House (Mclnnes, 1962), and to provide a retelling of what he had read. The interview, 

reading, and retelling were audio taped, while Goodman, Flurk^ and Martens (the RMA 



team) marked Zach's miscues as he read. Each week after the initial session, Goodman 

and Flurkey discussed selected miscues with Zach while Martens observed and recorded 

field notes. The RMA team's primary purpose was to focus on high quality miscues to 

encourage Zach to reflect on the quality of his own miscues. Their intention for many of 

the sessions was to point out the reading strategies that helped in his meaning 

construction, such as prediction, self-correction, regression, and substitution. At the end 

of each RMA session Zach read aloud a new text while the team members recorded his 

miscues. They used this reading as the basis for the next RMA session. This continued 

until December. In January, for comparative purposes, Zach was asked to read once again 

The Man Who Kept House and to answer the questions from the Reading Interview. 

After each RMA session the team members met for debriefmg to reflect on the 

session and to begin to plan for the following week's session. Then, Flurkey took home 

the taped reading to record a detailed miscue marking and analyze the oral reading data. 

He used the results of his miscue analysis to plan the next week's RMA session: to set 

purposes, choose possible miscues, and complete planning sheets. Then Alan discussed 

his suggestions with the other RMA team members at a planning meeting that occurred 

during the morning before they worked with Zach. 

At about 9:30 a.m. each Wednesday Flurkey met Zach in his classroom, where he 

was usually finishing math, and chatted with him as they walked through the hallways to 

the room where the RMA sessions took place. The team members described the setting as 

a small room that could have been a conference room with space for a standard school 

issue rectangular table about three feet by six feet and a few people around the table. 



With shelves used to store items for a school store on two walls and no windows, the 

room became crowded when an additional person such as Zach's mother, teacher, 

principal, or other observer was present. Nonetheless, the team members observed that 

Zach always was willing to come and talk and read with them. Aiter greetings from 

Goodman and Martens, and a brief conversation to build a comfortable rapport, Goodman 

would generally begin a session by reviewing what was discussed and read the previous 

week before starting to talk with Zach about his reading using miscues planned for the 

session. Both Goodman and Flurkey led RMA discussions while Martens primarily 

observed and recorded field notes, occasionally contributing to the discussions. 

Mother's and teacher's perceptions of Zach 

Field notes from the study detail perspectives on Zach's reading abilities from his 

mother and teacher. Zach's mother, Mrs. Cole was concerned that he was a poor reader, 

which she attributed to insufficient phonics instruction. She told the team members that 

Zach had phonics for a half year in kindergarten, but she did not believe he had received 

any systematic phonics instruction in school since then. She held a strong view of the 

necessity of phonics, which she believed should be separated from other language 

activities. In a conversation with Goodman, Mrs. Cole said that her older son can read, 

"but he had phonics and this made the difference." She said that whenever Zach read to 

her he could not sound out the words, and she has to tell him every word. Because of her 

concern she had considered buying a commercial product, '^Hooked on Phonics," for him. 

She observed that Zach does well in math, but he cannot write or spell. She said she 

helped him with homework because he could not read directions and had great difBculty 
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with school assignments. Mrs. Cole wished she had time to read to Zach, but she had a 

young baby and other children to attend to. 

In a meeting with the RMA team members Zach's teacher, Mr. Rodriguez, also 

stressed the importance of phonics and sounding out words. When talking about Zach in 

relation to his class, Mr. Rodriguez said he was proud of Zach and all the kids but "when 

they can't do their homework they know they are not so good." He remarked that twenty 

students in his classroom have difficulty with directions and homework. He observed that 

Zach is confident and "taking oS" in math. Zach and Mr. Rodriguez worked together 

after school one day each week to improve his reading. 

One day Flurkey discussed with Mr. Rodriguez his impressions of Zach as well as 

the class as a whole. Mr. Rodriguez thought that not very many of his students were good 

readers or writers and that the instruction they'd had in their earlier grades contributed to 

their lack of reading and writing skills. He believed the holistic approach Zach's previous 

teachers used was to blame and his job was to set his class straight and get them back up 

to where they should be. The research team described Mr. Rodriguez's self-contained 

fourth grade classroom as traditional in that children sat in rows and reading instruction 

involved the use of basal readers. 

RMA team members' initial impressions about Zach 

Upon first meeting Zach, the RMA team members observed that he was rather 

quiet and cautious. After the first session he is described in the field notes as a "small 

Afiican American, pleasant and not intimidated by the three team members. His voice is 

quiet but clear.'* Early on he responded with short answers and read slow and haltingly. 
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When they talked with him about his reading for the first time he "seemed to be relaxed 

and interested throughout the RMA session." He was fidgety, dropping pencils and 

moving in his seat, but did not resist coming to the RMA sessions or reading. Goodman 

was carefiil to point out that they told him that he could decide not to come to the 

sessions at any time and could ask to stop a session at any time, yet not once did he 

decline to meet with them nor stop a session early. 

When asked about their initial impressions of Zach, Flurkey replied, "One of the 

impressions that stands out the most comes fi'om ... the first reading of The Man Who 

Kept House . . ." First of all he retold the story with that clarity that kids that are really 

following the text very closely do ... . I remember Prisca and I looked at each other [as if 

to say], 'This is a nonreader?' We looked at each other-Yetta and I-'This is a 

nonreader?"' As a reader, the RMA team observed Zach using efifective reading strategies 

as they marked miscues on the very first story he read for them. Flurkey continued, "We 

were marking high quality miscues on the first page!" Thus, the RMA team members 

reported that although Zach thought he was a bad reader, and his mother and teacher 

perceived him to be a bad reader, his first oral reading of a complete text proved just the 

opposite. They perceived Zach as a reader who used effective reading strategies to 

construct his meaning of the story. 

During subsequent RMA sessions the team members were impressed that Zach 

recalled the story in detail and even remembered reading particular lines of text. While 

discussing a miscue, he recalled what he was thinking as he read a specific sentence, 

explaining his use of peripheral text information to confirm predictions he was making 



about the sentence. Despite this articulate explanation of his reading process, Zach still 

believed he was not a good reader and lacked confidence in his reading ability. Thus, it 

was the team members' goal for Zach to see his strengths as a reader and value the good 

miscues he made. 

Guiding Framework for Addressing Research Questions 

In attempting to answer the research questions, I investigated relevant research 

and created a research design to involve the three methods of discourse analysis required 

to address the questions. Chapter n discusses the theoretical fi-amework and examines the 

bodies of literature relevant to this study. Chapter m presents the design of the study, 

detailing the data sets and the methodology used. Chapters IV and V describes and 

illustrates the use of each of the discourse analysis approaches and presents the findings as 

they directly answer Research Questions 1 and 2, respectively. Chapter VI summarizes 

the findings of the study, relating them to the research literature and integrating them with 

previous RMA studies. The study concludes with recommendations for RMA endeavors 

and fiiture research. 



CHAPTER n 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

This study builds on a theoretical firamework in the transactional 

sociopsycholinguistic model of the reading process, considers discourse as a socially 

constructive situated activity, and is based in discourse analysis theory as a research 

methodology. Retrospective Miscue Analysis involves bringing to a conscious awareness 

strategies used in the reading process as well as individuals' perceptions of themselves as 

reader, and thus can be regarded as a metacognitive activity. To understand the 

theoretical foundations for this investigation of the discourse analysis of six RMA sessions 

the following bodies of literature are examined; 

I. Transactional Sociopsycholinguistic Model of the Reading Process 

n. Miscue Analysis and Retrospective Miscue Analysis 

m. Metacognition 

IV. Discourse Analysis in Educational Settings 

Section I examines the transactional sociopsycholinguistic model of reading 

primarily developed by Kenneth Goodman and supported by others. Underlying premises 

and basic elements of the model are presented. This model is fundamental to the present 

RMA sessions under study because the team members used this model of reading as a 

foundation from which to explore the reader's reading processes, strengths and challenges. 

Furthermore, they used terminology during the RMA sessions which refer to the basic 

elements of the sociopsycholinguistic model. 

Section II examines miscue analysis and Retrospective Miscue Analysis by defining 



and describing the deveiopment and use of miscue analysis procedures, and the 

development and use of RMA sessions with readers. The use of miscue analysis as a 

research method as a basis for RMA is examined. The development of questions used in 

RMA studies is highlighted. 

Section m examines metacognition by tracing its development from Flavell's 

ground-breaking conceptualization and expansion of his ideas throughout the past three 

decades. It includes definitions and views of metacognition, metacognitive knowledge, 

and metacognitive experiences. Special focus is placed on perspectives of the relationship 

between metacognition and reading, including related investigations with young readers. 

Section IV examines discourse analysis in educational settings. Research based in 

sociolinguistics and ethnography of commimication examining literacy activities is 

reported. Three main topics will be covered; participant structures and communicative 

obligations, discourse strategies and patterns, and structural analysis. These studies 

provide the knowledge and tools with which to conduct the RMA session analysis. 

Section I: The Transactional Sociopsycholinguistic Model of Reading 

Kenneth Goodman (1994) described the transactional sociopsycholinguistic model 

of reading as a Copemican Revolution in that it forms as great a shift away from thinking 

of the word as the center of the reading process as scientists' shift away from thinking of 

Earth as the center of the universe. This model is based on several premises about reading 

as language. The first premise is that as a psycholinguistic process reading involves 

language and thought (Goodman, 1969, 1973a; Smith, 1973). Specifically, reading 

involves an active transaction between the language and thought processes of the author 



and the language and thought processes of the reader. Thus, reading is a transactional 

process (Rosenblatt, 1978). Second, as a psychological process, readers use both visual 

and nonvisual information. The process is visual in that individuals need to see print, but 

is mostly nonvisual because we use what we already know about language, about print, 

about reading and about the world when we read Goodman, 1994; Smith, I97S, 1982). In 

fact, the more nonvisual information we have (like knowledge about the genre and the 

content), the less visual information we need, and vice yersa (Smith, 1975). Third, 

reading involves the simultaneous and interdependent interaction of all the language and 

knowledge systems (Goodman, 1994). This premise will be discussed in detail below. 

Fourth, as a sociolinguistic process, reading is embedded in and not separate from the 

multiplicity of contexts in which the reader lives and engages in reading (Bloome & Green, 

1984; Gee, 1996; Harste and Burke, 1978). Reading always occurs in a context wherein a 

literacy event shapes the context and is shaped by it (Bloome and Greene, 1984). 

Elements of the Transactional Sociopsvcholinguistic Model of Reading 

That reading involves the simultaneous and interdependent interaction of all the 

language and knowledge systems is explained through discussion of the elements of the 

transactional sociopsycholinguistic model; Language cuing systems, cognitive strategies 

and cycles. Figure 2.1 outlines the elements in detail. 
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Figure 2.1 

Elemeats of the Transactional Sociopsycholinguistic Model of Reading 

Language (Cue) Systems 
graphophonic (symbolic) 

orthography phonology 
phonics (relationships between semiotic systems) 

lexico-granunatical (structural) 
syntax/grammar morphology 

order of fimctions wording 
inflections 
function words 

semantic-pragmatic (meaning) 
semantic pragmatic 

ideational 
interpersonal 
textual 

Cognitive Strategies 
initiate/recognize (act of reading) 
sample/select 
predict 
infer 
confirm/discoafirm 
correct 
terminate (act of reading) 

Cycles 
visual 

scan 
fix 

perceptual 
image formation 

syntactic 
assign siuface structure 

apply transformations 
assign deep structure 

semantic 
assimilation 
accoflunodation 

Goodman, 1994, Figure 3, p. 1120 
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The language cuing systems 

Viewing reading as a psycholinguistic process in the 1960s, K. Goodman set out 

to determine what happens during oral reading. He began with the premise that all 

responses to text are not accidental but are purposefully caused by the reader who draws 

on the totality of prior experience and learning. Reader responses can be observed as a 

means to get direct insight into how the reading process is functioning for an individual at 

a particular time (Goodman, 1969). Through examination of readers' unexpected 

observed responses, or miscues, during oral reading he found that readers use 

graphophonic, syntactic and semantic mformation which he described as the language 

cuing systems (Goodman, 1969). Having theoretically grounded his theory with 

Halliday's (1975) levels of the language cuing systems, he now refers to the cuing systems 

as the graphophonic system which comprises the symbolic system of language, the lexico-

grammar, the system which structures the language, and the semantic-pragmatic system in 

which meaning is constructed (Goodman, 1994). 

First, the graphophonic system involves the relationship of the orthographic 

symbols we use for writing, and the sound (phonology) symbols for oral language system. 

The set of relationships between orthography and phonology in our alphabetic written 

language is known as phonics. Readers use graphophonic information as one cuing 

system in the process of reading. Second, the lexico-grammar cuing system involves the 

structural nature of our language system. The lexicon, or set of words in our language, 

combines with the grammar - a structure closely related to the patterns of sentences - to 

make a semiotic system with which to make meaning. Specifically, placement of words in 
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the structure of language indicates what function they serve (e.g., noun, verb, 

determiner). Goodman states, "Just as the writer must create the grammatical text to 

represent meaning, a reader must use grammatical features to create a grammatical text. 

A text cannot be comprehensible to a reader without being grammatical to the reader" 

(Goodman, 1994, p. 1119). 

The third cuing system is the semantic-pragmatic system. Readers use the 

experiences and knowledge about the world and about language use in various contexts to 

construct meaning. Goodman (1994) explains; 

"[T]he semantic system of language is not simply a set of definable words; it is the 

whole system by which language may represent highly complex social and personal 

meaning. The meanings created and shared may be ideational, interpersonal and/or 

textual. .. . how much knowledge is shared by reader and writer will strongly 

influence how the text is constructed and how successful the reader's 

comprehension will be." (p. 1121) 

This cuing system also has a pragmatic component. Readers infer notions about the text 

based on the reading situation as well as on cues in the text itself For example, 

"differences between the straightforward and sarcastic, the profane and the profound, the 

humorous and the serious are found in cues in both the text and the context of the literacy 

event" (p. 1121). 

Coimitive strategies and cvcles 

Through the use of cognitive strategies, often called reading strategies, readers 

integrate the language cuing systems in a meaning-making endeavor (K. Goodman, 1973a, 
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1973b, 1994; Y. Goodman, Watson & Burke, 1987). First, a reader initiates reading, then 

engages in sampling, predicting, inferring, confirming/disconfirming the predictions and 

inferences, correcting, and at any point finally terminates the reading episode. The three 

cuing systems are used interdependently and simultaneously and act interactively with the 

cognitive strategies. 

The reader also engages in several cycles of the reading process. Although the 

cycles are presented in a sequential order here, they actually work in "a sequence that 

resembles a merry-go-round in which the optical cycle follows and precedes the semantic 

cycle" (Goodman, 1994, p. 1124). First, the eye scans and makes fixations in a visual or 

optical cycle of seeing the text. Secondly, by attending to certain information we form 

images and schemas in a perceptual cycle. Third, in the syntactic cycle readers assign 

surface structure, applying transformations to deep structure to get meaning. Goodman 

(1994) argues that contrary to a common-sense idea that words must be known before a 

sentence can be understood, "the words can't be known until the structure they are found 

in is assigned" (p. 1126). Fourth, in semantic cycles of assimilation and accommodation, 

readers assimilate new information mto their schema and accommodate to rebuild the 

schema for information that conflicts with what they think they know. 

Summarv of Section I 

This section presented the premises and elements of the transactional 

sociopsycholinguistic model of reading. This model holds the premises that a) reading 

involves a transaction between language and thought of both the author and the reader, b) 

readers use visual and nonvisual information, c) readers use the cuing systems interactively 



with reading strategies or cognitive processes, and d) reading is embedded in and interacts 

with a multiplicity of social contexts. The basic elements of this model of reading include 

the three language cuing systems: graphophonic, lexico-grammatical and semantic-

pragmatic. Readers use these cuing systems interactively and simultaneously with 

cognitive processes referred to as reading strategies: sampling, predicting, inferring, 

confirming/disconfirming, correcting and terminating. The reader is also involved in 

visual, perceptual, syntactic and semantic cycles within a pragmatic reading event. 

Section D: Miscue Analysu and RMA, Windows to the Reading Process 

This section defines miscues, describes the development of miscue analysis and 

Retrospective Miscue Analysis (RMA), and summarizes RMA studies conducted to date. 

Miscue Analvsis 

We learn not only about a particular reader's reading strategies, but also about the 

reading process by studying the oral reading miscues and the reader's retelling of a text 

(Goodman, K., 1973b; Goodman, Y., Watson & Burke, 1987), Miscue analysis is a 

means to observe the sociological, psychological and linguistic cues, as well as the reading 

strategies that readers use as they read. Since it is impossible to see into the minds of 

readers, analysis of readers' oral reading miscues becomes a window to the reading 

process. 

As stated earlier, Kenneth Goodman's (1969) initial research in observing readers 

read was based on a developing psycholinguistic theory of reading. His purpose was to 

provide a descriptive analysis of what happens when a reader reads orally. His analysis of 

their miscues, "observed responses (O.R.'s) which do not correspond to [the observer's] 



35 

expected responses (E.R 's)" (p. 12), was a psycholinguistic analysis of what the reader 

was doing to read text orally. The Goodman Taxonomy of Reading Nfiscues (Goodman, 

1977) was developed to analyze miscues qualitatively through a series of questions related 

to the reader's use of the language cuing systems. Analyzing the quality of reader miscues 

focused attention to the construction of meaning and the reader's strategies as opposed to 

regarding the reading process as text replication. Thus, as Goodman (1973b) wrote, "We 

start in miscue analysis with observed behavior, but we do not stop there. We are able, 

through analysis of miscues, to see the [reading] process at work" (p. 94). 

Miscue analysis as a research method and diagnostic tool has been developed using 

the original and adapted forms of the Goodman Taxonomy. The Reading Miscue 

Inventory, developed by Y. Goodman and Burke (1972) and revised later (Y. Goodman, 

Watson & Burke, 1987) took questions from the Taxonomy to create procedures RMA 

team members and reading teachers could use to evaluate students' reading. It differs 

dramatically from other diagnostic tools. As Y. Goodman et al. (1987) point out; 

When a diagnostic instrument results only in quantitative analysis, all errors have 

equal weight because exactness is the goal; deviations are considered random and 

irrational, and the reader is expected to "attack" written material in a prescribed 

manner. Because quantitative analysis examines surface behavior, strategies such 

as self-correction and regressions, which are in fact necessary for proficient 

reading, are often treated as problematic instead. Qualitative analysis, on the other 

hand, evaluates why miscues are made and assumes that they derive from the 

language and thought that the reader brings to the written material in the attempt 
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to construct meaning from reading, (p. 4) 

When conducting miscue analysis the educator asks a student to read aloud a 

complete text the reader has never seen before. Before reading, the teacher or researcher 

explains that she will not assist the reader in any way and tells the reader to do whatever 

he would do if he were reading by himself. She also informs the reader that he will be 

providing a retelling of the text after reading. The student's reading is audio-recorded as 

the educator follows along on a typescript of the text. After reading, the student is asked 

to provide a retelling. The retelling is an important aspect of miscue analysis because it 

"provides teachers and researchers with insights into the depth and breadth of the reader's 

understanding of the story" (Y. Goodman, et al., 1987, p. 44) as well as insights to the 

way the readers use basic concepts, background information and integrate language 

systems when reading (K. Goodman & Y. Goodman, 1977). 

Once miscues are recorded on the typescript and confirmed by listening to the 

audio-recording, they are analyzed using one or more of the RMl coding procedures (see 

Y. Goodman et al., 1987). Some procedures of analysis are more in-depth than others, 

but all assess the quality of the miscues. Miscue analysis procedures systematically 

evaluate the degree to which the reader uses syntactic and semantic information 

strategically and assess the reader's knowledge and use of graphic and phonic information. 

Miscues are evaluated to determine if they support or disrupt the construction of meaning 

in the reading process. In addition, miscue analysis reveals the reader's use of reading 

strategies. For example, when a reader self-corrects she demonstrates the ability to 

disconfirm predictions that either do not fit in the syntactic structure of the sentence, are 
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not cohesive with the semantic information constructed, or do not correspond to the 

graphophonic cues in the text. 

The miscue codings are compiled to develop a profile of the reader, which is then 

analyzed in terms of patterns demonstrated by the miscues. By looking closely at patterns 

of a reader's miscues, teachers can develop more in-depth understanding about a student's 

reading strategies and teacher/researchers can develop further understandings about the 

reading process (Y. Goodman, et al., 1987). When these understandings are shared with 

readers, a "revaluing" of the reader and the reading process itself occurs (K. Goodman, 

1986, 1996, Y. Goodman, 1996). In other words, teachers and students place a (new) 

proper value on the students' strengths and productive strategies they akeady use as 

readers. The next section will discuss RMA as a literacy activity in which educators 

engage in a revaluing process with readers. 

Retrospective Miscue Analysis 

Retrospective Miscue Analysis (RMA) moves miscue analysis research into a new 

direction. In an RMA session the researcher/educator discusses the reader's miscues with 

her as they engage in a type of collaborative discourse analysis of the oral reading. 

Participants analyze together the miscues that the reader made, revealing the reading 

process and the specific reading strategies the reader used for a particular reading 

(Goodman, Y. & Marek, 1996). This cooperative investigation creates an additional 

window - another perspective - to the reader's reading process by providing the reader the 

opportunity to explain individual strategies and thought processes during reading and by 

socially co-constructing with researcher/educators an understanding of reading processes. 



It also encourages readers to discover for themselves that reading is a meaning-making 

process through an exploration of a) why they might have made miscues, b) if and how 

miscues affected their understanding of the text, and c) whether or not miscues were, or 

needed to be, corrected (Goodman & Marek, 1996). 

RMA research to date has demonstrated that this practice improves readers' views 

of themselves as effective and proficient readers and increases self-esteem (Worsnop, 

1980; Costello, 1992; Goodman & Marek, 1996; Germain, 1998). 

The first known use of retrospective miscue techniques was by Chris Worsnop in 

1975. Inspired by the insights to student's reading processes that miscue analysis 

provided, and by the manner in which fellow teachers changed their attitudes about 

reading as well as their teaching practices after doing miscue analysis, Worsnop believed 

that students could also experience positive changes in their attitudes about their own 

reading by analyzing their own reading miscues (Worsnop, 1996). After initially doing 

RMI coding procedures (see Y. Goodman, et al., 1987) with a struggling seventh grade 

reader one-on-one, he decided to modify his approach because the task of marking the 

miscue coding forms "did not engage her - the patterns did not emerge quickly enough 

and she was not impressed with percentage scores" (Worsnop, 1996, p. ISl). Instead of 

marking miscues on coding sheets he and the reader listened to the recording of the 

reading together recording miscues they heard and asking questions about them. After 

each miscue was marked they considered the miscue through a hierarchy of questions, 

emphasizing semantic consistency and syntactic coherence over graphic and sound cues. 

If the student answered "yes" to the first question (see below), the other questions would 
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be skipped to maintain a focus of reading as a meaning-making process. These questions 

corresponded directly to the RMI procedure questions regarding semantic acceptability, 

syntactic acceptability and use of graphophonic cues; 

1. Does what the reader said mean the same as what is in the book? 

2. Does what the reader said still make a good sentence? 

(Later changed for clarity to; Does what the reader said still soimd like 

language?) 

3. Does what the reader said look like what is in the book? 

4. Does what the reader said sound like what is in the book? 

(Worsnop, 1996, pp. 151-152) 

This approach proved encouraging and led Worsnop to try RMA with pairs of high 

school students placed in a Specific Learning EHsability program. One student read a story 

then the pair, with Worsnop, would ask the RMA questions for each miscue they heard. 

When a student answered "yes" to the first question, Worsnop also typically gave the 

reader praise for "going for meaning" or for knowing "what reading is all about." He 

reports, "Through our discussions, the students began to realize that the surface text 

information is there as a guide, but the meaning and grammar can be maintained without 

paying attention to the graphophonic cues" (p. 153). 

Throughout the school year, Worsnop made several additional modifications to the 

RMA questions and discussions. First, he saw the need to include the issue of self-

correction, which allowed the students to see how the semantic and syntactic cuing 

systems triggered corrections. Worsnop added the questions; Was the miscue corrected?; 
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and Why was it corrected or not corrected? Second, he found that participants in the 

RMA sessions were so focused on listening for miscues that attention to meaning suffered. 

To encourage more listener involvement, the retelling procedure was changed. The 

listener could also contribute to the retelling by adding to or arguing with the reader's 

retelling. Finally, Worsnop himself gained a higher respect for the students' developing 

knowledge and started to discuss miscues and the reading process with more specific and 

accurate terms like "miscue" and "semantic cuing system". 

One question remained; What impact did RMA have on the students' day to day 

reading and attitudes about reading? Analysis of the RNfl data combined v^th the teacher 

reports showed that "all of the students handled progressively more difficult material while 

either maintaining or improving their miscue profiles when compared to those with which 

they started" (p. 154). Final interviews with the students revealed that their attitudes about 

themselves as readers changed. They reported more confidence and were able to explain 

their effective reading strategies. The students' teacher reported that those who attended 

RMA sessions regularly increased their grades and developed habits of leisure reading. 

Worsnop's early work became a foundation for future researchers interested in discussing 

miscues and the reading process with readers. 

Raisner also conducted collaborative inquiry of miscues in 1977. In her study, 

fourteen college students read firom three or four expository texts and provided retellings. 

They listened to tapes of their readings, noted miscues they heard, and discussed the 

miscues. Raisner concluded that the non-proficient college students generally relied more 

on the graphophonic cuing system than on the semantic or syntactic cuing systems. The 
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researcher found that more proficient readers utilized the syntactic and semantic cuing 

systems better than the less proficient readers within the group. 

Y. Goodman and a team of graduate students set out to explore the use of RMA 

procedures in 1982 (Miller & Woodley, 1983). Their main objectives were "to gain first 

hand insights to [Worsnop's] procedures," "to delineate a set of procedures" for RMA, 

and "to identify issues and areas of interest related to RMA for future investigation and 

work" (p. 53). In two exploratory sessions the team worked with two ten-year-olds, 

focusing on which types of questions were most appropriate, what steps should be 

followed in terms of listening to and identifying reader miscues, and what level of 

emphasis should be placed on instruction during the sessions. Miller and Woodley (1983) 

concluded that "a teacher may want to use a specific, purposefully leading set of questions 

for instruction whereas a researcher trying to get at the reading process may use a very 

different line of questioning—more open ended in design" (p. 56). Thus, RMA was 

discovered to serve two distinct yet interrelated purposes. It is an instructional tool or 

strategy with which teachers can educate readers about their reading strategies, and it is a 

research tool with which teacher/researchers can learn about readers' strategies and the 

reading process itself 

A third RMA session in the study explored procedures for collaborative miscue 

analysis with the same two readers. One boy read aloud and provided a retelling while the 

other listened and was encouraged to volunteer additional information to the retelling. 

The boys listened to a recording of the reading, stopped the tape when they heard a 

miscue, and asked questions about the miscues. Based on observations of this and the 
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other two exploratory RMA sessions. Miller and Woodley (1983) generated questions that 

guided subsequent RMA investigations up to the current endeavors. These enduring 

questions are; 

1. What applications do RMA procedures have to instruction? to research? 

2. With whom, with what types of readers, are RMA procedures useful? 

3. Can RMA be eflFective without the direct participation of an instructor? 

4. What questions related to analysis of miscues should be asked? 

a) Should there be a set series of questions? 

b) Should the questions be leading or open ended? 

c) What does one want the reader to gain through the questioning? 

5. What level of reading difficulty of RMI story is best for use within RMA 

procedures? 

6. Is there an optimal time lag between the oral reading and retelling in the RMI 

and the subsequent analysis of miscues? 

7. Should all miscues be analyzed by the reader? If not, which ones should be? 

(P -  57 )  

The researchers recommended two sets of RMA procedures relating to and 

depending on the stance the educator's purpose might take; research or instruction. The 

research stance places all decision making for identifying and discussing miscues on the 

researcher to encourage investigation of particular questions. The instructional stance 

places more procedural decision making in the hands of the participants, who might or 

might not include a teacher and one or more readers. They suggest several grouping 



options, which depend on the teacher's purpose(s). Questions used for research purposes 

would attempt to gain insights into the reading process, and be exploratory and open 

ended in nature. In contrast, a set of leading questions for instructional purposes would 

help readers revalue their use of reading strategies. Above all, the authors' 

recommendations encourage both teachers and researchers to use their own expertise as 

well as knowledge of the participants and the context surrounding the use of RMA to 

guide their decision making for RMA procedures. The purposes educators set for RMA 

sessions, however, should focus on highlighting a reader's strengths and help specify 

problems within a meaning-focused model of the reading process. They should also 

integrate knowledge and use of the language cuing systems and reading strategies (Miller 

& Woodley, 1983). 

To observe the use of RMA procedures in an instructional setting, the research 

team studied RMA sessions conducted in a high school reading lab throughout the 1982-

83 school year. For the first three weeks, the teacher was involved to establish procedures 

and demonstrate supportive interaction while discussing miscues. After this introductory 

period, one student volunteered each week to read aloud and retell a passage while being 

privately recorded. The anonymous recordings were then used for analysis of miscues in 

four dififerent classes ranging firom ten to fifteen students. First, the students listened to 

the entire recording to get a sense of the story, the reader, and the reader's miscues before 

analyzing the miscues. During the second playing of the taped reading students indicated 

when they heard a miscue and the tape was stopped for discussion. After all participants 

agreed on what the miscue was, the following guiding questions were asked; 



1. Does it (the miscue) make sense? 

2. Does it fit the passage? 

3. Does it sound like language? 

4. Does it look like what is on the page? 

5. Does it sound like what is on the page? 

6. Did the reader correct it? 

7. Should the reader have corrected it? (Miller & Woodley, 1983, p. 62) 

Like Worsnop's (1996) reported procedure, questions four and five were asked only if 

the students gave "no" answers to the previous three, placing emphasis on the reader's 

sense of language and meaning making over the use of graphophonic cues. 

After several weeks, the teacher evaluated each group in terms of the degree to 

which they were supportive and not critical of each other, were willing to engage in 

analyzing miscues, were willing to reconsider their previously held beliefs about the 

reading process, and enjoyed and benefitted from the sessions. As a result of the 

evaluation, two classes continued doing RMA, but were placed this time in groups of four 

or five students in order to maximize student participation. The researchers found that 

although the resuhs of RMA as an instructional activity were inconclusive, the teacher 

reported that students became more comfortable talking about their own reading, were 

less critical, and were more accepting of their and others' reading behaviors. Also, RMA 

procedures allowed the teacher to hear extensive oral reading by her students and follow 
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up with specific instructional responses. 

The work by Y. Goodman and her colleagues reported in Miller and Woodley's 

(1983) article was the beginning of the development of RMA techniques. Their 

exploratory investigations with RMA in the classroom established procedures and raised 

questions that continue to be investigated today. 

Aim Marek (1987) further developed RMA as an instructional strategy in her 

dissertation study involving two adult readers. RMA questions and techniques were 

developed and piloted to revise procedures previously cited in research (Miller & 

Woodley, 1983; Worsnop, 1980). Unlike the previous RMA studies, Marek selected 

miscues for discussion ahead of time. In a pilot study, she found that preselected miscues 

enabled her and her readers to discuss effective miscues without the necessity of listening 

to lower quality miscues that occurred earlier in the reading. Marek asserted that 

confidence building is essential to RMA, so for earlier sessions she selected miscues to 

show effective use of strategies. Gradually she introduced miscues that demonstrated less 

than productive strategy use. Thus, Marek created a more strategic RMA procedure by 

first highlighting high quality miscues to develop reader confidence then slowly 

introducing lower quality miscues to compare effective and ineffective reader strategies. 

A typical RMA session began when Marek pointed out on a typescript the miscue 

for discussion. Then she and the reader listened to the portion of the audio tape 

containing the miscue. Marek modified the questions used to discuss each miscue after 

her pilot study demonstrated limited usefulness for the question "Does it sound like 

language?". She also found that the RMA process also called for two additional questions 



(questions 5 and 6 below) to raise to a conscious level the strategies of selecting and 

predicting. For each miscue Marek asked, "What did you do here?", allowing the reader 

to verbalize the miscue. Then she asked the following questions; 

1. Does the miscue make sense? 

2. a. Was the miscue corrected? 

b. Should it have been? 

If the answer to Questions 1 and 2a was 'TSfo," then an attempt was made to reveal 

other cuing systems the reader may have used in making the miscue. These 

questions were then asked; 

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

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

In an attempt to raise the strategies of selecting and predicting to a conscious level, 

the following question was always asked; 

5. Why do you think you made this miscue? 

Finally, for each miscue, readers were asked to evaluate the extent to which they 

thought the miscue was detrimental to their understanding of the text. 

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

(Marek, 1987, pp. 62-63) 

Each session was audio taped, transcribed, and analyzed to follow the development of 

each reader's model of the reading process. After twelve to sixteen weeks of weekly 

RMA sessions Marek asked both readers about their perceptions of the reading processes 

and their own reading strengths and weaknesses in a Closing Interview (Marek, 1987). 



Marek's conclusions related to the RMA questions used as well as to the readers' 

perceptions about the reading process. Regarding the RMA questions, she found that by 

using the question "Does the miscue make sense?" rather than "Does the miscue sound 

like language?" the readers responded to both the semantic and syntactic qualities of the 

miscue. Marek's original decision to eliminate the latter question was supported by these 

responses, since the former resuhed in responses addressing salient aspects of the reading 

process and was not confusing to readers. Second, the question "Was the miscue 

corrected? Should it have been?" typically highlighted the reader's focus on 

preoccupation with exact reproduction of text. Discussions relating to this question 

helped the readers realize that all readers make miscues and that efficient readers correct 

miscues that do not make sense but do not correct miscues that do not afifect meaning. 

Third, the reader's model of the reading process was illuminated with the question "Why 

do you think you made this miscue?" Initially, the readers responded with self-criticism, 

such as "I'm careless," but as sessions progressed they shared the thinking processes 

involved, relating the miscue to an earlier part of the text, for example. Fourth, Marek 

found that she infrequently asked the questions relating to the graphophonic cuing system, 

"Did the miscue look like the text? Did the miscue sound like the text?" Since the readers 

were seen as already overly focused on graphophonic cues, Marek did not want to support 

increased focus on that cuing system. In the end, she found that graphophonic cues were 

discussed as a natural response to the question "Why do you think you made this 

miscue?", when the readers related their use in conjunction with other reading strategies. 

Fifth, Marek found, "It was in the context of responding to the question "Did that miscue 
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affect your understanding of the text?" that both readers began to realize the relative 

unimportance of any one word in a text" (Marek, 1987, p.244). Both readers talked about 

miscues in terms of chunks of meaning rather than specific meanings of words and 

suggested that "meaning somehow transcends the words, going beyond their specific 

definitions and grammatical fiinctions to a conceptual understanding that exists not on the 

page but in mind of the reader as an integrated whole" (p.244). 

Regarding the readers' perceptions, Marek found that their beliefs about reading 

and about themselves as readers underwent a transformation. She reported that they 

shifted away from the model of reading as text reproduction to one of meaning 

construction. The readers justified their high quality miscues, arguing that meaning is 

constructed despite the miscues. They also demonstrated increasing control over the 

reading process by monitoring and correcting when miscues were disruptive to meaning, 

and in some instances by declaring that their words were better than the author's. In 

conclusion, both readers' confidence in themselves as readers grew and both readers' 

perceptions about the reading process shifted. 

Several of Marek's final questions for further consideration touch on issues related 

to the current study; "Is the [RMA] technique useful with younger readers? Used in what 

ways?"; and "What other variations on Retrospective Miscue Analysis session routines, 

other than those described in this study, are possible?" (p. 250), The next few RMA 

studies conducted, in fact, attempt to explore some of these questions. 

Marek and Y. Goodman planned a study with seventh graders for the 1989-1990 

school year to build on what they had learned about RMA and extend the growing RMA 



research base to younger readers. Several doctoral students and Goodman engaged in 

RMA with a group of middle school students ". .. to verify our hypotheses, to extend our 

insights and to raise new questions about how helping readers become conscious of the 

reading process supports them in revaluing themselves as readers" ( Y. Goodman & 

Flurkey, 1996, p.87). Twelve middle school students were involved: five were designated 

as good readers, five as poor, and two alternate readers who replaced participants who 

moved away were designated as middle readers. The researchers completed an average of 

eleven RMA sessions with each of the designated poor readers and completed four 

sessions with each of the designated good readers who needed less time to revalue their 

proficient reading strategies (Goodman, Marek, Costello, Flurkey, Wizinowich, & Brown, 

1989). 

Initial Reading Interviews (Goodman et al., 1987), oral readings, and retellings 

were done with each student. The readings and retellings were analyzed using RMI 

procedures. The designated poor readers met with the researchers approximately every 

week, while the "good" readers met with them about once per month. Following Marek's 

(1987) procedures, the researchers planned RMA sessions beforehand by selecting 

miscues. Each RMA session was related to a theme or focus intended to highlight reader 

strategies and particular types of miscues, and to allow the reader to talk about his or her 

own reading processes. They used Marek's six RMA questions shown above, including 

introductory questions such as. What did you do here? What did you say here? In 

addition, a number of probing questions and statements were used in flexible response to 

the reader's remarks and to follow their lead. Some of the comments were more open-



ended, such as. Tell me about that/Tell me more about that. More provocative questions 

led readers to articulate their reading processes and beliefs about the reading process, such 

as Why do you suppose that happened?; What do you see/think when you read that?; Can 

you change the text like that?; and What does it mean when that happens? (Goodman et 

al., 1989). 

Reader responses in RMA sessions indicated that, on the whole, the students a) 

were thinking about their language processes as they read, b) became consciously aware 

of their reading processes and were able to articulate them, and c) related background 

knowledge and other contextual variables to their reading process. As a result of 

explaining their miscues and their predicting and confirming strategies, readers developed 

positive opinions of themselves as readers by realizing the value of their own problem-

solving abilities. Their confidence in establishing authority over the text they were 

transacting with increased. The researchers concluded; 

Although each reader articulated their changes over time in different ways and to 

varying degrees, there is abundant evidence in the [RMA] transcripts that each 

reader was less critical of his or her reading ability and more likely to take risks as 

a reader toward the end of the study (Goodnum & Flurkey, 1996, p. 99). 

Furthermore, all five of the designated "poor readers became more effective and more 

efiBcient in their use of reading strategies throughout the course of the study..." (p. 100) as 

evidenced in the miscue analysis conducted on each text they read. 

The most recent RMA study was done by Prisca Martens (199S) with Michael, the 

youngest student yet, a third grader. Martens sought to better understand why some 



children have more difficulty reading and how RMA could support a reader in becoming 

more proficient. Like all the RMA studies mentioned here, she conducted initial and 

follow-up interviews with Michael to gain insight into how he perceives himself as a 

reader, and what understandings he has about the reading process. Beginning in 

September of a new school year, Martens asked Michael to read a story for audio taping 

and miscue analysis. Then she chose high quality miscues to focus discussion on his 

strengths and to help him revalue his reading process thereby revaluing himself as a reader. 

The miscues she chose included "(a) uncorrected high-quality substitutions, omissions, and 

insertions that retained meaning of the text and (b) self-corrections he made when his 

predictions did not make sense" (Martens, 1998, p. 177). 

After initial RMA sessions failed to persuade Michael to view miscues as 

indicators of strategy use. Martens demonstrated miscues she herself made to show that 

readers' miscues can demonstrate a reader's strengths and knowledge of the story. 

Though not explicitly stated, the RMA procedures used in this study were reported as a 

combination of RMA questions from previous studies, (".. . why a particular miscue was 

made, if it made sense, how much it resembles the printed text, if it was corrected, and if it 

needed to be corrected' (p. 177)) and instructional strategy lessons to demonstrate the 

use of various reading strategies. 

By November, Michael had made a shift firom viewing his miscues as inaccurate 

replication of the text to perceiving them as strategies he used to make text meaningful to 

him. He began to revalue himself as a reader. Martens also observed \fichael begin to 

use the reading strategies they discussed throughout the school year. He increasingly 


