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ABSTRACT 

Working with five preservice teachers who were 

beginning their education coursework, I used Retrospective 

Miscue Analysis (RMA) as a research tool to investigate 

instructional strategies I used to assist the preservice 

teachers in reconstructing their perceptions of the reading 

process. I documented the changes in their belief using 

data collected from interviews, miscue aJialysis, 

Retrospective Miscue Analysis sessions, written 

reflections, and Literacy Belief Profiles. By analyzing 

the data of all five participants as a group case study, I 

documented changes in perception of the reading process as 

influenced by RMA over time. Then, using a case study 

format, I examined in depth the data from two participants 

to determine their use of language cue systems and the 

specific changes they articulated over time. 

The research participants described rich language 

experiences in early childhood, classified themselves as 

"good readers," and none remembered any difficulty 

"learning to read." All the participants relied on their 

earliest memories of schooling when they characterized 

reading as a text reproduction process. 
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Each preservice teacher listened to audiorecordings of 

miscues they themselves produced in their oral readings. 

Through discussions in the RMA sessions they began to 

realize that as they transacted with text they omitted 

words, inserted words, and changed wording in a text as 

they constructed meaning- Prior to these sessions the 

preservice teachers had never scrutinized their reading 

practices to such an extent and all were surprised at the 

miscues they produced. 

Over the course of the research the participants 

examined their assumptions about reading, became acutely 

aware of and revalued their reading strategies, and came to 

the realization that efficient effective reading does not 

result when readers focus on every word in a text. The 

most proficient readers use only the necessary information 

from a text to construct meaning. 
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Chapter 1. Setting the Stage 

When a teacher's conception of what and how to 

teach, and to what ends, is heavily shaped by 

his or her experiences in school—a most normal 

occurrence—that teacher stands a fair chance of 

failing to educate the learners in his or her 

charge {Fenstermacher, 1994). 

That was me. Fenstermacher was describing the kind of 

teacher I had been. I taught exactly the way I had been 

taught, not because I was satisfied with my teaching or the 

results, but because I had no idea of how things might be 

different. I probably would have remained stagnant had it 

not been for the influence of two seemingly unrelated 

persons, a young first grade boy who loved to read and a 

noted theorist and author. The influence of these two 

people changed forever my perception of the reading 

process. That change eventually led to this research which 

investigates the use of Retrospective Miscue Analysis (RMA) 

as an instructional tool to help preservice teachers 

reconstruct their perception of the reading process. 
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In this chapter I present the theoretical framework 

for my research, a review of prior RMA research which 

informed my study, the results of a pilot study I conducted 

using RMA. as a research tool, and the research questions 

which guided my study. However, before I introduce my 

research I must first tell my story. 

My Teaching Narrative 

I attended a small midwestern teachers college at a 

time when behaviorist theory flourished. My undergraduate 

reading methods class consisted of learning how to write 

behavioral objectives. We never discussed reading theory. 

We never investigated basal readers, a staple in reading 

instruction at that time, or how we might integrate the use 

of reading textbooks into our classrooms. We never 

considered how we might bring our future students into, 

what Smith (1988) calls, the "literacy club". 

About the same time I was studying behavioral 

objectives, Harste and Burke (1977), in their involvement 

with supervising and teaching college students, recognized 

that three paradigms of reading existed in the field. 

They labeled one view of reading as a decoding 

orientation which perceives reading as a derivative of oral 
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language. While syntax and semantics are components of 

reading they are not primary factors. The relationships 

between sounds and symbols are the foundation of reading. 

Words are built upon that foundation and meaning becomes 

the pinnacle. In this orientation, identification of 

letters and words becomes the most important component of 

reading. Teachers view the best readers as those who 

produce high grapheme/phoneme correspondences between words 

and sounds. 

Harste and Burke identified a second orientation as 

skills based. Reading is seen as one of four language arts 

areas including listening, speaking, reading, and writing. 

Components of reading are grammar, decoding, vocabulary, 

and comprehension. When the elements of reading are 

combined they are seen as a collection of discrete skills 

with common abilities. Typically children are first 

expected to master letter-sound relations. New vocabulary 

words are introduced before silent or oral reading takes 

place. Upon completion of reading children are required to 

answer a series of comprehension questions and complete 

workbooks pages focusing on specific skills. This view of 

reading is widely popular for several reasons. Most basal 

reading textbooks reflect this orientation and 

traditionally the scholarly literature available to 
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teachers was largely based on cognitive skills and the 

improvement of mental processes. Supporters of this 

orientation believe they are well-rounded, using the best 

insights frora all views of reading (Y. Goodman, Watson, & 

Burke, 1987) . 

A third orientation to reading was identified as whole 

language. In this view reading is seen as one of four ways 

in which language is realized- Reading, writing, speaking, 

and listening are shared, interactive, and interdependent. 

Meaning is the core of reading, encircled by the syntactic 

system and graphophonic surface features of the language. 

When I began teaching I was typical of the teachers 

Lortie (197 5) described. I taught the way I had been 

taught. I was a traditional skills model teacher. I 

placed my students in fixed reading groups based on 

standardized test scores. The children progressed through 

basal readers with controlled vocabularies, endured lessons 

which focused on discrete skills, completed mountains of 

workbook pages, and learned to despise reading. I began to 

despise teaching it. My experiences mirrored those of 

teachers described by Routman (1994; 1996). Because all of 

my schooling occurred in traditional classrooms based on a 

skills instructional model of learning, a skill and drill 
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philosophy dominated my thinking. The children and I were 

frustrated and bored. 

One day Nathan'*, a bright first grade student who 

loved to read and write, said to me, "I don't want to read 

this story." I looked closely at the simplistic four page 

story about Mike and his bike. The repetition of language 

and the non-existent story line were boring for Nathan. I 

had to admit I wasn't interested in the story either. I 

needed a change. I rationalized that the problem was with 

the grade level and not the method of teaching. I thought 

certainly the reading material in a fourth grade basal 

reader would be more interesting so I began teaching fourth 

grade. I soon realized the watered down versions of 

children's classics found in basal reading textbooks would 

hold no more interest for Nathan than the exploits of Mike 

and his bike. 

Realizing my students were not becoming readers, I, 

like many other teachers in the early 1980's, began 

experimenting with the use of authentic literature. The 

basal reading textbook in my fourth grade class contained 

an excerpt from James and the Giant Peach (Dahl, 1961). I 

• Pseudonyms are used throughout this research to protect the identify 

of the participants. 



21 

decided to have lay students read the entire book. It was a 

challenge finding sufficient copies for the class. We 

searched through public libraries, classroom libraries, 

used book stores, older siblings' bookshelves and 

eventually we obtained the needed copies. For the first 

time I noticed my students reading at times, places, and in 

situations where they never would have read before: in the 

morning before school began, during recess, while eating 

lunch, waiting for the bus after school, individually, and 

in small groups. Not only were they reading at novel times 

they were discussing amongst themselves the chapters they 

had read: "I finished chapter 7 last night." "Don't tell 

me how it ends! I'm not there yet." "The centipede needs 

to get Velcro shoes." 

Reading class became the most anticipated time of the 

day. Judging from the positive reaction of my students and 

their parents I knev; I was heading in the right direction. 

But I wasn't sure where I was going. Feeling a need for a 

more theoretical background I began reading professional 

literature and attending graduate classes at a nearby 

university. 

The first book I read about reading was Reading 

Without Nonsense (Smith, 1985). I found an answer to 

Nathan's reluctance to read the basal text. Smith explains 
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that readers ask questions of printed text while they read. 

When children are asked to read boring nonsensical material 

it provides no possibilities for asking questions. 

Therefore it should come as no surprise that children are 

not learning to read. 

Reading as a Transactive Sociopsycholinguistic Process 

It was during my graduate coursework that I first 

became exposed to the transactive sociopsycholinguistic 

nature of reading while viewing a video tape of a miscue 

analysis session. Miscue analysis was developed by Ken 

Goodman in the early 1960's and has been used by teachers 

and researchers to investigate and explore the intricacies 

of reading (Y. Goodman et al., 1987) . Determined to study 

reading as language, K. Goodman recorded audio tapes of 

hundreds of readers reading entire authentic texts. What 

intrigued K. Goodman most about his research were the 

unexpected responses readers produced which deviated from 

the printed text. These unanticipated responses were 

termed miscues "because of the negative connotation and 

history of the term error" (Y. Goodman & K. Goodman, 1994, 

p. 105). Rather than viewing these responses as 

carelessness or inexperience he realized they provided 
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clues to a reader's knowledge and experience with language. 

Reader's uninterrupted reading of an entire text provided a 

"window on the reading process" (K. Goodman, 197 3a/ p. 5). 

Out of K. Goodman's research a theory began to emerge which 

viewed reading as a psycholinguistic guessing game with 

readers using linguistic knowledge and cognitive strategies 

to build meaning (K. Goodman, 1970) . 

As K. Goodman (1965) conducted his research using 

miscue analysis it became apparent that readers transacting 

with entire texts produced different miscues than those 

reading isolated words in lists. Goodman postulated that 

when reading words in isolation the only cues readers have 

to the meaning of the word are the graphophonic cues 

contained within the words themselves. Reading words in 

authentic texts provide additional language cues to assist 

the reader in making meaning. The children in Goodman's 

study were able to read many words in context which they 

could not read in isolation. Goodman's research also 

indicated that miscues readers produce occur as they are 

processing information in an attempt to reconstruct a 

message from the author (K. Goodman, 1982). 

During oral reading readers are involved in a recoding 

of the text from written to oral form. Meaningful reading 

requires that readers use graphic input to produce an oral 
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rendering that sounds like language while simultaneously 

reconstructing meaning. In an alphabetic language it is 

possible for readers to accurately produce an oral 

performance of a text with no meaning construction. 

"Anyone literate in English can do so with *A marlup was 

poving his kump^' It is even possible to do so with a 

language that is foreign to the reader and which he neither 

speaks nor understands" (K. Goodman, 1982, p. 26) . 

During the reading process readers sample and select 

from the text the graphic cues most useful and necessary to 

construct meaning. Reading would indeed be a cumbersome 

activity if readers focused on every letter in every word. 

When dependence on graphic cues is overemphasized to the 

exclusion of the other cue systems readers begin to lose 

meaning. In their research with readers ranging in 

proficiency level from low second grade to high tenth 

grade, K. Goodman and Burke (1973) found less proficient 

readers relied heavily on the graphic information of the 

text. 

According to K. Goodman's (1994) research, reading 

involves the integration of the graphophonic, syntactic, 

and semantic cue systems. As readers transact with text 

they make judgments about which cues or combination of cues 



25 

will most effectively provide the information needed to 

make meaning. 

The graphophonic system refers to the complex 

relationship between the graphic forms of a language, such 

as the shapes of letters and the sounds or phonological 

forms of a language. The association between these two 

systems is known as phonics. Without graphophonic 

information reading simply could not exist. The 

graphophonic cue system serves two important functions. As 

readers transact with text the graphophonic cues provide 

clues which convince them to continue. When a miscue is 

produced and subsequently corrected because a loss of 

meaning has occurred the graphophonic features provide 

additional information to assist in the correction 

(Menosky, 1976) . 

The syntactic system is the grammar of a language. It 

can be described as the architecture or design of a 

language and is comprised of the structural rules including 

word order, tense, number, and gender (Y. Goodman et al., 

1987). While the three cue systems function most 

effectively when they function interdependently, the 

syntactic system forms the basis through which the 

interaction occurs. 
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The semantic system, the association between meaning 

and language, is the essence of reading (Y. Goodman, 

Watson, & Burke, 1996). Included in the semantic system 

are the meanings of words and phrases, both dictionary 

meanings and contextual meanings, and how those meanings 

change over time. Semantic cues contribute to the ability 

to integrate meaning and knowledge (Page, 1976). 

Everything readers are and know about the world and 

language come together in the semantic system. 

The importance of graphophonic cues lie in the 

interaction with and relation to the other cueing systems. 

In proficient reading the use of graphophonics is delimited 

by the semantic and syntactic cues of a text. It is 

important for readers to have the ability to judge when the 

use of graphophonics is necessary for meaning making 

(Menosky, 1976). Proficient readers maintain a healthy 

balance between the systems. They become highly selective 

in sampling the graphic cues that assist in predicting 

language structure and getting to meaning. 

Reading is largely a process of using the minimal 

available amount of cues from text in order to obtain 

maximum benefit. The most efficient reading results from 

the most accurate first predictions or guesses. Efficient 

readers are able to arrive at meaning with the least amount 
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of effort. They have "better sampling techniques, greater 

control over language structure, broadened experiences, and 

increased conceptual development" (K. Goodman, 1970, p. 

256) . Reading is effective when meaning has been 

constructed. 

While reading readers "must actively bring to bear the 

knowledge of language, their past experiences, the 

conceptual attainments or the processing of language 

information encoded in the form of graphic symbols in order 

to decode the written language" (K. Goodman, 1973b, p. 15). 

They must have an organized structure of the written form, 

syntax, and concepts presented in the text to be able to 

select, use, and apply the appropriate cue systems. 

During the transactive meaning making process readers 

utilize general cognitive strategies. As described by K. 

Goodman (1984) they include: 

1. Initiation or task recognition. Before reading can 

begin readers must make a conscious decision that some 

readable print exists in the environment. This 

initiation strategy is the first step in the reading 

process. 

2. Sampling and selection. Once the decision to read has 

been made readers visually sample and select from a text 
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the most useful and beneficial information in an effort 

to produce meaning. 

3. Inference. Based on sampling readers infer information 

not represented in the text. These inferences are based 

on what readers know from the text they are reading, 

what readers knov/ of the subject matter, and what 

readers need to know but is still unknown. Inferences 

are also bases of prediction. 

4. Prediction. When readers have produced informed guesses 

they predict and anticipate upcoming information in a 

text. Prediction contributes to inferences. 

5. Confirming and disconfinning. Based on information from 

a text readers confirm or disconfirm predictions and 

inferences. 

6. Correction. When readers believe predictions or 

inferences have been discontinued they use the strategy 

of correction to gather more information. These 

correction strategies include rereading text or using 

information already gathered to revise inferences. 

7. Termination. Just as readers consciously decide to 

begin the act of reading, readers make a deliberate 

decision to terminate reading. 
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As readers sample and select cues from the text they 

make predictions as to what they believe will occur next. 

"Readers sample on the basis of their predictions and 

predict and infer on the basis of the sampling they are 

doing" (K. Goodman, 1984, p. 105). Sampling allows readers 

to determine the underlying graimnar of a selection and 

anticipate what will follow. This prediction strategy is 

necessary for efficient and effective reading. 

Goodman refined his theory over the years to include 

the influence of readers' social contexts. This view of 

reading is extremely complex involving a transaction 

between readers' thought processes, knowledge of language, 

and the printed text. Readers bring the sum total of their 

being to the act of reading supplying their own personal 

reading strategies, background knowledge, past grammar, and 

vocabulary experiences. While reading readers construct 

their own texts parallel to what the author has written (K. 

Goodman, 1984). The transaction between readers and text 

results in the construction of meaning. 

Rosenblatt's (1978; 1982; 1989) transactional theory 

of reading deviates from the old stimulus-response way of 

thinking, the formula advocated in my reading methods 

class. Every reading act is described as an event 

involving a particular reader, a particular text, and a 
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particular time and place. A reader and a text are 

described as "two aspects of a total dynamic situation" 

(Rosenblatt, 1994, p. 1063). Meaning does not reside 

within the author, nor within the text, nor within the 

reader, but the reader brings past experiences of the world 

and language to the reading event and through the process 

of transacting with text meaning is constructed. 

When a decision is made to read a text, a reader has a 

specific purpose in mind. Rosenblatt used the term 

efferent to describe reading in which a reader is "seeking 

information, as in a textbook; may want directions for 

action, as in a driver's manual; or may be seeking some 

logical conclusion, as in a political article" (Rosenblatt, 

1982, p. 268-269). She used the term aesthetic to describe 

reading in which meaning is centered on the inner feelings 

of a reader, most typically poems or plays. However, all 

texts can be read for either efferent or aesthetic 

purposes. The purpose of a reading will inevitably affect 

what evolves from the reading. 

Retrospective Miscue Analysis 

I was first exposed to Retrospective Miscue Analysis 

when I read an article written by Y. Goodman (1996d) in 
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which she described the process and procedures of RMA. As 

I continued to read about RMA I learned it was developed 

more than twenty years ago by a reading consultant who saw 

teachers empowered by miscue analysis (Worsnop, 1996). 

Through his involvement in miscue analysis workshops, 

Worsnop observed classroom teachers changing their beliefs 

about reading and consequently their teaching methods. He 

believed if teachers could change their views about reading 

from a decoding process to a meaning making process 

students should be able to experience the same benefits. 

Working with high school students placed in a Specific 

Learning Disability program, Worsnop recorded their oral 

readings and retellings. Pairs of students working with 

the assistance of Worsnop replayed the recordings listening 

for miscues. Whenever a miscue was detected the tape was 

stopped and the miscue was analyzed by the students. A 

specific hierarchy of questions was asked focusing on 

semantic, syntactic, and graphophonic acceptability. Over 

the course of time students realized that reading was more 

than just correctly pronouncing words. They understood 

that reading involved the syntactic and semantic cue 

systems in conjunction with the graphophonic. The 

students' definition of reading changed from one of saying 

the words properly to one of constructing meaning from the 
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text. All of the students who consistently remained with, 

the program experienced greater self-confidence as readers 

and improved in their schoolworJc and class participation. 

Marek (1987) used RMA as an instructional strategy 

with two adult readers who believed they had failed at 

reading. She discovered both readers were using non-

proficient reading strategies. The objective of her 

research was to help readers shift from a belief that 

reading is a text reproduction process to a belief that 

reading is a meaning making process. Meeting weekly over 

the course of 12-16 weeks Marek audiorecorded the 

participants reading unfamiliar unpracticed texts. The RMA 

sessions focused on the strengths rather than the 

deficiencies the readers brought to the reading process. 

At the conclusion of the study not only did the readers 

feel more confident about their ability as readers they had 

a better understanding of the sociopsycholinguistic nature 

of reading. 

Costello (1992) further researched the use of RMA by 

working with middle school students in small collaborative 

groups. At the beginning of the year-long study students 

believed good readers produced accurate oral reproductions 

of a printed text. During the research students listened 

to audiorecordings of group members reading unrehearsed 
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texts. When a miscue was heard the group members discussed 

the semantic and syntactic acceptability and graphophonic 

resemblance of the miscue. As the sessions progressed 

students began to realize that peers, whom they had defined 

as good readers, produced miscues. Throughout the research 

Costeilo saw her role as one of helping students discover 

strengths they brought to reading. At the end of the year 

participants in the study understood that miscues are a 

part of proficient reading- In an additional study 

Costeilo (1996) used ElMA with a proficient middle school 

reader. The student in this case study became more 

confident in her oral and silent reading abilities and 

shifted her focus of reading from text-reproduction to 

meaning making. 

Winser (1988) used RMA as a research tool when working 

with readers ranging in age from second grade to adult. He 

concluded that a reader's competency in reading is closely 

associated with awareness and understanding of the reading 

process. A part of that understanding includes the ability 

to verbalize reading strategies. 

Retrospective Miscue Analysis has been used as a 

curriculum tool in preservice reading methods courses 

(Woodley, 1985). Woodley's preservice teachers worked 

collaboratively as they listened to and analyzed recorded 
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miscues from children's readings. The preservice teachers 

attempted to answer a series of questions regarding each 

miscue. These questions encouraged the preservice teachers 

to focus on the reader's attempts to arrive at meaning and 

on the reader's sense of language while reading. 

Teacher Beliefs and Change 

After reading about RMA and its use as a curriculum 

tool in preservice teacher education, I looked to the 

literature addressing the issues involving teacher beliefs 

and change. Richardson (1996) provides a detailed review 

of relevant literature on teacher beliefs and knowledge. 

In attempting to define beliefs, researchers have looked to 

anthropologists, psychologists, and philosophers 

(Richardson, 1996). The following definition illumined my 

research: "Beliefs were considered as a set of assertions 

held by infomants and realized in the natural language as 

declarative sentences" (Anders & Evans, 1994, p. 139) . 

Teachers' beliefs are formed through personal 

experience (ethnic and socioeconomic background, gender, 

geographic location, religious upbringing etc.), previous 

experiences with schooling, and experience with formal 

knowledge of pedagogical and curricular areas (Richardson, 
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1996) . These beliefs form the basis for what teachers 

believe about teaching, students, learning, and subject 

matter (Feiman-Nemser & Remillard, 1996). 

Richardson, Anders, Tidwell, and Lloyd (1991) 

conducted research to determine the relationship between a 

teacher's belief system and classroom practice. Teachers 

from grades 4-6 were interviewed and observed in classroom 

settings. Overall the correlation between beliefs and 

practice was high but when a contradiction existed it was 

usually an indicator of uncertainty or potential change. 

Scholars seem to be divided on the issue of belief and 

change. Some insist that beliefs are difficult, if not 

impossible, to change (McDiarmid, 1990) while others assert 

that change in belief and practice is possible, though very 

complex (Richardson, 1996). Constructivist staff 

development programs appear to be most effective for 

inservice teachers to examine and change their belief and 

practice (Richardson & Hamilton, 1994). Complications 

arise with preservice teachers who lack practical knowledge 

and an opportunity to test their current belief system in a 

classroom setting. 

Richardson (1996) states that collaboration in 

research is a particularly important component when 

contributing to a change in attitude or beliefs. She 
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references Bussis, Chittenden, and Araarel (1976) who write 

that "personal exploration, experimentation, and 

reflection" (p. 17) must be present for significant teacher 

change to occur. These two statements spoke directly to 

the nature of my research. 

Gina: A Proficient Adult Reader 

I began to wonder how Retrospective Miscue Analysis 

might be used with proficient readers to help them discover 

their reading strengths and strategies. To test my 

question I worked with Gina, a second language speaker of 

English, pursuing her anthropology degree at a major 

research university in the southwestern United States. 

Gina was born in northern Italy and grew up in Lucarno, 

Switzerland. She was truly multi-lingual, fluent not only 

in her native language, Italian, but also in Spanish, 

English, French, and Tzotzil, an ancient Mayan language 

from southern Mexico. During the time of our research she 

was learning to speak German and readily admitted she had a 

love of language. 

Gina had few specific memories of learning to read: 

I remember that I was learning to read before 

elementary school. ... I knew a lot of words 
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already. . . . They [teachers] just taught us the 

vowels and the consonants, many times associated 

with some images like *a' with airplane or 

something like that- Or they were teaching us to 

write. I don't think that my parents helped me to 

learn to read. I don't remember that at least. 

Gina first began learning English in middle school and 

then continued in high school. Because her parents 

traveled extensively, she had repeated opportunities from 

early childhood to use her language skills. Gina admitted 

that prior to our meetings she had never consciously 

thought about reading or the reading process. 

During our first meeting I interviewed Gina using the 

Burke Interview Modified for Older Readers (BIMOR) 

(Appendix A) (Burke, 1996). It provided information about 

Gina's literacy background and revealed that she believed 

good readers sound out words and focus on every word in a 

text. For Gina, meaning resided in the text placed there 

by the author and the reader's job was to discover the one 

intended meaning. After the BIMOR I audiorecorded Gina's 

reading and retelling of Godfrey Cambridge and Fame 

(Angelou, 1997). 

At our first RMA session, one week later, I chose to 

concentrate on miscues that resulted in no loss of meaning. 
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evidenced strong grammatical relationships, and were not 

corrected. As we worked through the RMA session, Gina 

began to realize she did not produce an accurate oral 

reading of the text nor correct every miscue she made. She 

viewed her miscues as mistakes that needed to be corrected. 

At the end of our first session she commented, "You can 

even see from a simple reading you just make up meanings to 

fit your own ideas- That was awful for me." She continued 

to hold onto the concept that meaning resides in the text. 

"I would prefer to understand and read exactly what the 

writer says but it's difficult sometimes because [of] all 

our own preconceptions. For me it's important to reach as 

much of the original meaning that the writer is trying to 

convey." At the close of our session I audiorecorded 

Gina's reading and retelling of Floating (Brennan, 1991). 

Our second RMA session occurred one week later and 

Gina had been thinking about her reading. When asked to 

recall what she remembered from our first session she said. 

When we consider a mistake the product of a concept 

that you already know before, this generates all 

kind of expectations about what you are going to 

read. And many times you read something that is 

not there just because we are accustomed to think 

in a certain way and expect something to appear. 
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For the second session I preselected miscues to guide 

our discussion which were uncorrected, had no loss of 

meaning, and demonstrated strong grammatical relationships. 

In this session Gina began to look at her miscues from a 

different perspective and she gave herself permission to 

transact with the text. When talking about her miscues she 

said, "Very minor, very small and doesn't affect the 

meaning in any way." We also looked at uncorrected miscues 

that resulted in partial loss of meaning. I wanted Gina to 

understand that, while she brings meaning to the text, 

miscues resulting in meaning loss are often corrected by 

proficient readers. When examining these types of miscues 

Gina said, "I thought that it was a kind of sense but it 

didn't sound very nice. I said [to myself] what kind of 

writing is this? . . . It's not really a huge different 

meaning it's what they call a subtle difference." At the 

end of our session I audiorecorded Gina reading an 

informational article. I had given Gina the option of 

selecting the reading material for our final RMA. session 

and her choice reflected her interest in anthropology: 

Yopo Nooki: Enchanted Talk (Evers & Molina, 1996) an 

article focusing on archeologists working in Southern 

Arizona. 
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In our final session I decided to allow Gina to be in 

control of selecting the miscues for discussion. We 

listened to the tape of her reading in its entirety and 

Gina was instructed to stop the tape when she heard 

something that deviated from the printed text or something 

she wanted to discuss. Of the 32 miscues Gina produced she 

stopped the tape 14 times. The majority of the miscues she 

chose to discuss were high quality involving no loss of 

meaning and strong grammatical relationships. Gina began 

to realize she did not always correct her miscues. She 

said, "I think I noticed that [miscue] but I didn't judge 

it to be necessary. ... It doesn't change the sense. . . 

. I understood what I was reading and I didn't think it was 

worth to go back and correct." She also omitted words that 

were not necessary for her understanding of the text. In 

one instance she omitted the word southern. She explained 

it this way, "It wasn't important for me in that moment 

because I was expecting the place and southern doesn't mean 

anything to me. Yea, I think one goes for the most 

important thing." As we continued to listen to the tape 

and discovered more and more uncorrected miscues, Gina had 

this comment, "I'm not doing this on purpose. I'm not 

doing this consciously that I say I decide to go back [and 
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correct a miscue] or no I won't go back. . . .No. It's 

just something unconscious. I don't even know that I'm 

doing a mistake." Slowly Gina's perception began to 

changed. Gina said, 

I noticed that especially what you already know 

before generates ail kinds of expectations about 

what you are going to read. . . . This was 

interesting because I can understand what is going 

on in my mind when I read. ... I never noticed 

these things that are going on automatically when I 

read. 

At the conclusion of our sessions when asked to sum up 

her experience she said, 

I didn't know or notice that when you read you 

have so many different strategies going on 

simultaneously. ... I think it was very 

interesting. It helped me to improve my 

reading, to understand what are my strategies 

when I read. . . . Reading is everything, you 

know. I could not be like before because now 

when I read I think about what we did and what 

we said. Sometimes I go back and say why I did 

that. The attention now is different. 
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The RMA sessions helped Gina raise her knowledge to a 

conscious level and revalue the reading process. Although 

her strategies remained constant throughout her reading she 

became conscious of and revalued those strategies. 

Research Questions 

This experience and research led me to wonder if 

preservice teachers participating in Retrospective Miscue 

Analysis could benefit in the same way as Gina. The major 

question that guided my research was: Does participation in 

Retrospective Miscue Analysis sessions help preservice 

teachers reconstruct their perception of the reading 

process? To guide and support this question the following 

subquestions were explored: 

la. How do preservice teachers with little or no reading 

methods education courses describe the reading process 

prior to Retrospective Miscue Analysis sessions? 

lb. How do preservice teachers with little or no reading 

methods education courses describe the reading process 

following Retrospective Miscue Analysis sessions? 

2. What use of language cueing systems and reading 

strategies do preservice teachers exhibit in their own 

oral reading? 
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3. What changes over time do preservice teachers 

participating in Retrospective Miscue Analysis 

sessions experience in their perception of the reading 

process? 

To answer these questions I collected data through 

interviews, laiscue analysis. Retrospective Miscue Analysis 

sessions, written reflections, and literacy beliefs 

profiles. 

Significance of the Study 

This study is significant in three respects. 

Traditionally, Retrospective Miscue Analysis has been used 

with readers in trouble as a tool for revaluing and 

reexamining the reading process. Research has shown the 

benefits troubled readers have gained from participating in 

RMA sessions (Costello, 1992; Marek, 1987; Worsnop, 1996) . 

E^MA has been researched with proficient middle school 

readers (Costello, 1996; Weatherill, 1996) but I found no 

published research on the use of E^MA with proficient adult 

readers. This study explored the benefits resulting when 

skilled adult readers revalue their own reading-

Miscue analysis has been used successfully with 

preservice and inservice teachers (Juettner, 1996; Long, 
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1984). The preservice teachers in Juettner's undergraduate 

class used laiscue analysis as a tool to "view reading 

through the eyes and mind of a learner" (p. 120) by 

analyzing the reading of young students. Long's research 

substantiated miscue analysis as an effective tool for 

inservice teachers when evaluating and assessing student's 

reading. In my research I examined the benefits preservice 

teachers obtained when analyzing their own reading. 

The miscue analysis data collected in this study adds 

to our understanding of the reading process. The vast 

majority of miscue studies have centered around the 

readings of children and this study adds to the body of 

knowledge which addresses the issues surrounding reading 

strategies employed by adults. 

This chapter outlined the theoretical framework in 

which my study took place, summarized a review of the 

literature relevant to Retrospective Miscue Analysis and 

issues related to teacher change and beliefs, provided 

results of a pilot study I conducted using RMA as a 

research tool, and included the research questions which 

guided my study. In the next chapter I describe the 

research framework for the study, the process of selecting 
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research participants/ and the methods and sources of data 

collection and analysis. 
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Chapter 2. Creating the Research Design 

In this chapter I describe the research design used to 

explore Retrospective Miscue Analysis (RMA) with preservice 

teachers. An overview of the study, conceptual frame of 

methodology, description of the participants, and methods 

and sources of data collection and analysis are presented 

in this chapter. 

Overview of the Study 

This study investigated the following major research 

question: Does participation in Retrospective Miscue 

Analysis sessions help preservice teachers reconstruct 

their perception of the reading process? This question is 

explored through investigating several specific questions: 

la. How do preservice teachers with little or no reading 

methods education courses describe the reading process 

prior to Retrospective Miscue Analysis sessions? 

lb. How do preservice teachers with little or no reading 

methods education courses describe the reading process 

following Retrospective Miscue Analysis sessions? 

2. What use of language cueing systems and reading 

strategies do preservice teachers exhibit in their own 

oral reading? 
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3. What changes over time do preservice teachers 

participating in Retrospective Miscue Analysis 

sessions experience in their perception of the reading 

process? 

Conceptual Methodology Framework 

I conducted my research using a qualitative case study 

format. Qualitative research is characterized by data that 

consists chiefly of language and not of statistics (Miles & 

Huberman, 1984). Data is collected through participant 

observation, a time consuming process; therefore many 

qualitative studies are comprised of small groups of 

informants (Bell, 1993). Because of the collaborative 

nature of RMA, I relied heavily on participant observation 

of five preservice teachers as my main source of data 

collection. 

Case study research focuses on the uniqueness and 

particularity of individual cases (Stake, 1995). Analyzing 

data in a case study requires concentrating "on the complex 

interrelationships" (p. 37) by looking for frequencies and 

discovering common relationships. This method of data 

analysis became central to my understanding of the case. 
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Miscue analysis has been used as a research 

methodology for hundreds of studies (Brown, Marek, & K. 

Goodman, 1994) utilizing characteristics of case study 

research by focusing on the reading strengths and 

strategies of individual readers. Because Retrospective 

Miscue Analysis is always grounded in miscue analysis 

theory, it becomes a part of miscue research methodology. 

In my research I utilized a nested study format (K. 

Goodman, personal communication, October 1997). In a 

nested study approach the complete data set is analyzed to 

answer the first of several research questions. Subsequent 

questions are answered by analyzing a portion of the entire 

data set- Those subsequent questions are "nested" within 

the entire study. A nested study approach is often used 

when the amount of data collected is so voluminous that 

analysis of the entire data set is prohibitive. I first 

analyzed data from five participants to answer research 

questions la and lb, then when answering research questions 

2 and 3, I applied a case study approach and examined data 

from only two individual cases. Therefore, my case study 

analysis was nested with the larger study. 
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Research Participants 

The preservice teachers, who became my research 

informants, were an essential part of the study. In this 

section I describe the educational setting in which the 

preservice teachers studied, the Language Arts methods 

course in which they were enrolled, and a brief profile of 

who they were. 

Educational Setting 

The preservice teachers were enrolled in the College 

of Education in a major university in the southwestern 

United States. To be considered for admission into the 

College of Education students are required to have a strong 

background in the arts and sciences including English, 

languages, humanities, social science, science, 

mathematics, and fine arts. A minimum grade point average 

of 2.5, completion of 56 semester units, submission of ACT 

or Pre-Professional Skills Test scores, and completion of a 

required English, mathematics and literacy, or science 

class with a grade of C or better are prerequisites for 

admittance into the program. Candidates are evaluated on 

academic achievement, English and second language 

proficiency, and multicultural experiences with members of 

racial and ethnic groups other than their own and the 
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relationships of these experiences in classroom settings. 

In addition, three professional letters of recommendation 

addressing the candidate's skills and ability to meet the 

standards of the education profession and commitment to the 

profession as evidenced by relevant experiences with 

children in educational settings are considered. 

Acceptance into the program is traditionally quite 

competitive. 

The four semester teacher preparation program offers 

classes in a lock-step format. During the first semester 

students are enrolled in a language arts methods class, 

computers in education, culture and schooling, social 

studies methods, and six hours per week of field 

experience. Semester two requires students to study 

science methods, math methods, collaborative education, and 

eight hours per week of field experience. In semester 

three students focus on reading instruction, classroom 

culture, and eight hours per week of field experience. The 

final semester students spend 16 weeks student teaching. 

Additional required courses, which may be taken anytime 

during the program, consist of children's literature, fine 

arts, physical science, and biological science. 
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Language Arts Methods Course 

As I was looking for preservice teachers willing to 

participate in my research, I contacted Dr. K. from the 

College of Education. During my initial conversation with 

her I explained the nature and purpose of my research and 

my desire to work with preseirvice teachers who were just 

beginning their methods coursework. Dr. K. suggested that 

students enrolled in a language arts methods course might 

find my research useful to their academic goals and asked 

that I provide her with a one page summary of the research 

(Appendix G). 

The Language Arts methods course in which the 

preservice teachers were enrolled was designed to create a 

greater understanding of the use of language as a means of 

understanding and learning in all curricular areas with an 

emphasis in social studies. At the conclusion of the 

course students were expected to have an understanding of 

what language arts is; be able to design experiences for 

learning opportxinities which involve purposeful use of 

language; integrate literature-based approaches to learning 

and teaching; analyze selected issues, problems, and 

approaches to language arts instruction; use a range of 

assessments to assess children's language learning; and 

think constructively about the role of language arts in an 
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elementary classroom. Students spent a minimum of 72 hours 

of participation in and observation of the language arts 

activities in an elementary classroom. 

Research Informants 

During the first week of classes Dr. K. gave each of 

her language arts methods students a copy of the one page 

research summary and indicated that participation in my 

research and a written reflection at the conclusion would 

fulfill the course requirement of an inquiry project. 

Twelve students expressed an interest in learning more 

about the research. Dr. K provided me with the names and 

phone numbers of the 12 individuals and I contacted each by 

phone. After explaining the research in greater detail, 

six persons agreed to participate. Of those six 

volunteers, one dropped out of the research after our 

initial meeting because of personal family conflicts. 

Consequently, my research examines five preservice 

teachers. 

The five participants in my research were 

representative of a typical teacher education student 

(Feiman-Nemser & Remillard, 1996). Ninety-three percent of 

teacher education students are female Caucasians. The 

average age of preservice teachers is 25 and a third of all 



53 

preservice teachers are laarried. More than 50% of 

preservice teachers grow up in small rural towns or 

sxiburbs. Most teacher education students attend school 

full time. 

The five preservice teachers in my research were all 

Caucasian females in their 20's or early 30's. One was 

engaged, three were married, and two had children. Two 

lived outside the United States for some period of their 

childhood, one grew up in rural Pennsylvania, one in a 

small town in Iowa, and one lived her entire life in the 

suburbs of a major city in the southwestern United States. 

All the participants attended school full time. 

Methods and Sources of Data Collection 

The instruments used for gathering data have been 

compared to a carpenter's toolbox (Hubbard & Power, 1993). 

Different tools are used to accomplish different tasks. As 

I prepared my research design I crafted my data gathering 

tools to closely correspond to my research questions. 

Throughout the process of data collection I wrote personal 

notes, memos, and descriptions of the RMA sessions. These 

anecdotal records proved invaluable to me as I 

reconstructed the RMA sessions. 
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I used interviews, literacy profiles, Reading Miscue 

Inventories, written reflections, and RMA procedures as 

formal data gathering instruments. I discuss the role of 

each in the following sections, how I analyzed the data 

sets, and how I used them to answer my research questions. 

Burke Interview Modified for Older Readers 

Interviewing can be an effective instrument to explore 

and understand the experience of individuals (Seidman, 

1991) . With that in mind I interviewed my research 

participants at the onset of the research using the Burke 

Interview Modified for Older Readers (BIMOR) (Burke, 1996) 

(Appendix A) . Each interview was audiorecorded and 

transcribed. 

The interview questions from the BIMOR provided a 

basic structure for the initial conversation between the 

participants and myself. I followed the "ebb and flow" 

(Seidman, 1991, p. 66) of the conversation using the 

questions as guidelines. My intent was to make the 

interview as normal a conversation as possible. 

Interview questions were designed to help the research 

participants 1) reconstruct memories from their childhood 

about early reading experiences, 2) describe 

characteristics of good readers, 3) define strategies 
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readers use when they transact with text/ and 4) offer 

suggestions for helping readers experiencing difficulty. 

These became the codes I looked for as I analyzed this data 

set. 

I grouped together passages from the transcribed 

interviews which, corresponded to each of the four 

categories. By studying the transcripts and labeling and 

organizing categories I developed profiles of each of the 

participants. This baseline information helped me 

determine how the preservice teachers described the reading 

process prior to the research and was used to answer 

research questions la and 3. I triangulated this data with 

information gathered from the initial Literacy Beliefs 

Profile. 

Literacy Beliefs Profile 

Immediately following the initial interview I asked 

the research participants to complete a Literacy Beliefs 

Profile (LBP) (Kucer, 1996) (Appendix B). This profile was 

adapted from the DeFord Theoretical Orientation to Reading 

Profile (TORP) (DeFord, 1979) which was designed as an 

instrument to measure a teacher's theoretical orientation 

to reading. The TORP questions were modified to create the 

LBP. Modifications included combining the written language 
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processes of reading and writing and adding questions 

related to biliteracy and thematic teaching (Kucer, 1996). 

The Literacy Beliefs Profile consisted of 24 questions 

and used a five-point Likert scale response system to 

indicate strength of agreement from strongly agree to 

strongly disagree. The profile classified teacher's 

beliefs into the following major categories: phonics 

(smaller than word emphasis), skills (whole word with 

multiple skills for dealing with words) , or holistic 

(larger than word segments). 

To obtain a total numerical score for each participant 

1 coded a question response of 1 as 1 point, a response of 

2 as 2 points, a response of 3 as 3 points and so on. The 

exceptions were questions 2, 5, 14, 19, and 21, which were 

coded on a reverse scoring system; a response of 1 received 

5 points, a response of 2 received 4 points, a response of 

3 received 3 points and so on. I used the resulting score 

as a basic indicator of the research participants 

orientation to reading with a score in the lower range (0-

40) indicating a phonics orientation, the middle range (40-

80) a skills orientation, and the high range (80-120) a 

holistic orientation. Each score provided a general 

guideline of the preservice teacher's reading orientation 
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and was triangulated with information collected during the 

initial interview to answer research question la. 

I administered the Literacy Beliefs Profile again 

during the closing session and, using the same niomerical 

scoring system, compared the results to the initial profile 

to deteormine if a change in perception of the reading 

process was evident. After the participajats completed the 

closing LBP we compared the results to the initial LBP. 

This provided an opportunity for the preservice teachers to 

discuss their views about reading and the changes they 

experienced. I triangulated this data set with responses 

collected during the closing interview and used the 

information to answer research question lb. 

Reading Miscue Inventory 

The Reading Miscue Inventory (RMI) (Y. Goodman et al., 

1987) has been used to analyze the readings of thousands of 

elementary and secondary students and adult readers of 

various reading abilities in numerous languages and 

dialects (Brown, Marek, & K. Goodman, 1994) . RMI is a tool 

used by teachers and researchers to "gain insight into the 

reading process . . . [and] plan reading programs and 

instructional strategies that build on strengths rather 

than on weaknesses" (Y. Goodman et al., 1987, p. 4). RMI 
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procedures call for readers to read uninterrupted complete 

texts. Readings are audiorecorded and at the completion of 

the reading readers are asked to retell details they 

remember from the text. 

In preparation for the RMA session I selected three 

stories and one article which had been successfully used in 

previous RMA sessions with adult readers. Although I gave 

the research participants the opportunity to self-select 

reading material each individually choose not to exercise 

that option. 

The first selection the research participants read, 

Godfrey Cambridge and Fame (Angelou, 1997) , was an 

autobiographical narration of an embarrassing incident in 

the author's life. The story consists of 1,133 words. It 

concludes with a reflection on the meaning and 

responsibility of fame. 

The second story. Floating (Brennan, 1991) (1,529 

words), has a plot based on the tensions in a husband-wife 

relationship. It does not follow a chronological order of 

events but rather repeatedly shifts between real and 

imagined events in the past and present. 

The third story is titled Thief (Grenir, 1996) (1,982 

words). Set in a large city in Portugal the main 

character, a non-native speaker of Portuguese, is accused 
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by a local shopkeeper of being a thief. The story follows 

a sequential progression but never answers the question of 

the main character's guilt or innocence. 

The final article is titled "Reading: The 

Psycholinguistic Guessing Game" (K. Goodman, 1991). This 

article, which contains 1,484 words, briefly introduces Ken 

Goodman's miscue analysis research and defines the three 

cue systems readers use when they transact with text. 

The first three selections, which represented 

narrative genre, were chosen for their strong story line, 

cohesive text, and recognizable theme. The nonfiction 

selection thoroughly develops a concept about the reading 

process and contains information which should have been 

familiar and of interest to the participants, future 

teachers of reading. 

Immediately following the reading of each selection 

the participants gave an oral retelling. The retellings 

were audiorecorded, transcribed, and a numerical score, 

ranging from 0-100, was tallied. The retelling scores, 

combined with miscue analysis patterns and responses given 

during the RMA. sessions, provided a general outline of the 

participants understanding of the text. 

Each reading was analyzed using Procedure 1 of the RMI 

(Appendix C) . Miscues produced by the participants were 



60 

marked on a typescript of the text using the following 

marking system: 

1. text item sxibstitution 

said 
he asked, "Somebody said you . . . 

2. omission 

I was(no^ left alone. 

3. insertion 

me 
Luckily he doesn't see A. 

4. reversal 

"Polite," I i^finaJA^/^al^ . 

5. correction 

(C) 
\So I (fia^ to, she told . . . 

6. non-word substitution 

$woialng 
It was a beggar woman, 

7. repetition (rereading without correction) 

(R) 

\The woman said she had . . . 
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8. repeating and unsuccessfully correcting 

(UC) 
. . . stump was (khape^ like the . . . 

9. partial 

(R) fami-
. . . retelling of a \familiar . . . 

10. correction then regression past original miscue 

maintaining correction 

(R) (C) spent 1 
\The woman . . . \She had spread 2 out a ... on 

3. regression into text 
on a cloud. 3 2. she had spread 

1. She had spent 

11- page break (as indicated by horizontal line) 

I'm way up here and will he be 

amazed? 

I used Procedure 1 of the RMI to examine each miscue 

separately within the context of the sentence and within 

the context of the entire story or article. In RMI 

Procedure 1 six different questions are asked which explore 

"the reader's use and control of language systems and 

reading strategies while reading orally" (Y. Goodman et 

al., 1987, p. 75) . 
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The first question examines syntactic acceptability. 

A miscue is coded as fully syntactically acceptable if it 

occurs in a sentence that is completely syntactically 

acceptable within the sentence and within the text. A 

partially syntactically acceptable miscue occurs in a 

sentence that is either syntactically acceptable in the 

first part of the sentence, or in the last part of the 

sentence, or is acceptable in the entire sentence but not 

within the complete text. A miscue is coded as 

syntactically unacceptable if it occurs in a sentence that 

is not syntactically acceptable. 

The second question examines semantic acceptable and 

is dependent upon the syntactic acceptability of the 

miscue. If a miscue is coded as syntactically 

unacceptable, it must be coded as semantically 

unacceptable. If a miscue is coded as partially 

syntactically unacceptable, it may only be coded as 

partially semantically acceptable or semantically 

unacceptable. A miscue is partially semantically 

acceptable when it is acceptable within the first part of 

the sentence, or within the last part of the sentence, or 

within the entire sentence but not within the complete 

text. If a miscue is coded as fully syntactically 

acceptable, it may be coded as fully semantically 
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acceptcible, partially semantically acceptable or 

semantically iinacceptable. 

Question three addresses the issue of meaning change 

and is asked only if a miscue is coded as fully 

syntactically and semantically acceptable. A loss or 

change of meaning is coded if there is a change of meaning 

in a major idea, character, or incident. A partial loss or 

change of meaning is coded when there is meaning change in 

a minor idea, character, or incident. No loss or change of 

meaning is coded when no change in meaning is involved in 

the entire passage. 

Question four asks, yes or no, was the miscue 

corrected. A partial correction is possible (Y. Goodman & 

Marek, 1996b) but did not occur with any of my five 

research participants. 

Questions five and six deal with graphic and sound 

similarity. The miscue is divided into three parts 

(beginning, middle, end) and is coded as having a high 

degree of graphic or sound similarity when two parts of the 

expected response are foiand in the miscue. A partial 

degree of graphic or sound similarity is coded when one 

part of the expected response looks or sounds like the 

miscue. No graphic or sound similarity is coded when there 

are no letters or sounds in common. 
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The patterns of relationships from the answers to 

these questions allowed me to analyze my research 

participants' degree of proficiency in using reading 

strategies and their use of the language cueing systems as 

they read. 

By examining the semantic acceptability, degree of 

meaning change and ability to self-correct, I was able to 

investigate my research participants' patterns of meaning 

construction. Three categories of meaning construction are 

possible to establish the reader's pattern on a particular 

reading. No loss of meaning is coded when a miscue is 

fully semanticaliy acceptable with no meaning change or the 

miscue is self-corrected if a meaning change occurs. A 

partial loss of meaning results when an uncorrected miscue 

is only partially semanticaliy acceptable or when an 

uncorrected miscue is fully semanticaliy acceptable but 

results in some degree of meaning change. A loss of 

meaning is coded when miscues are semanticaliy unacceptable 

and not self-corrected. 

Patterns of grammatical relationships focuses on a 

readers use of syntax and semantics and the cibility to make 

corrections when necessary. A strength of grammatical 

relationships is indicated when a miscue is syntactically 

and semanticaliy acceptable or, if not, then self-
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corrected. A partial strength is coded when a miscue is 

syntactically acceptable but not fully semantically 

acceptable and not self-corrected. Overcorrections are 

laiscues that are fully syntactically and semantically 

acceptable and yet self-corrected. Finally, a weakness is 

determine when miscues are not fully syntactically or 

semantically acceptable and not self-corrected. 

After I coded the miscues a recognized expert in 

miscue analysis independently coded selected readings to 

provide reliability and verify my findings (Y. Goodman et 

al., 1987) , Data from the RMI was used to answer research 

question 2. 

Retrospective Miscue Analysis Sessions 

During the course of the research I conducted four RMA 

sessions with each research participant. Each RMA session 

was audiorecorded and transcribed. All of the RMA sessions 

followed the same general format. (For detailed 

descriptions of RMA procedures see Y. Goodman & Marek, 

1996b). 

In preparation for each session I coded the previous 

reading using Reading Miscue Inventory Procedure 1. In the 

first two RMA sessions with each participant, I preselected 

five to eight miscues to discuss with the participants. 
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Based on responses from the initial interview and the 

Literacy Beliefs Profile I chose miscues which I thought 

would most provide insight for the participants into the 

transactional sociopsycholinguistic nature of reading. As 

an example, for those readers who viewed reading as 

accurate text reproduction I chose miscues which were 

syntactically and semantically acceptable and were not 

self-corrected. For readers who were concerned with the 

surface features of the text over and above constructing 

meaning I selected insertion and omission miscues which 

highlighted the manipulation of syntax. I used the RMA 

session organizer (Appendix D) as a guide for our meetings. 

For each RMA session I had two tape recorders. One 

contained the recording of the reading we would discuss and 

the other was used to audiorecord the RMA session. The 

research participant was given a typescript copy of the 

previous reading. The typescript was prepared to 

represented the original reading as much as possible 

duplicating length of lines, special fonts, punctuation, 

and page breaks. 

I directed the participants to the appropriate portion 

of the typescript and often asked them to read the sentence 

which contained the miscue. This gave the participants the 

opportunity to reflect on what may have occurred during the 
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first reading. Often the participants accurately predicted 

what the miscue might be. I was careful not to allow the 

RMA sessions to become formulaic so I used this strategy 

judiciously. As the selected miscues were replayed the 

participants followed along on the typescript copy. I used 

the following questions to guide the discussion: 

1. Does the miscue make sense? 

2. a. Was the miscue corrected? 

b. Should it have been? 

3. Why do you think you made the miscue? 

4. Did the miscue affect your understanding of the text? 

5. What does this tell you about what readers do as they 

construct meaning from a text? 

I often expanded on these questions to strengthen the 

retrospective nature of the process by asking "Why do you 

think so?" or "How do you know?". I did not ask all 

questions of every miscue, rather I used them as a road map 

for the discussion to help the participants focus on their 

use of reading strategies and language cue systems. I 

exercised caution to ensure the questions did not become 

predictable and monotonous but rather I took my cues from 

the responses made by the research participants. 

Flexibility in such interactions are part of the procedure 

for RMA (y. Goodman & Marek, 1996b) . 
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During the last two E^MA sessions the participants 

again had a typescript copy of the reading but rather than 

preselecting miscues I invited them to select miscues for 

discussion. We listened to the tape recording of the 

previous reading in its entirety. I instructed the 

participants to stop the tape when: 

1. they heard something that differed from the written 

text, 

2. they had a question or a comment about something they 

heard, 

3. they remembered something about the previous reading 

or, 

4- something unexpected occurred in the reading. 

By allowing the participants to self-select miscues 

for discussion we were able to explore miscues which I 

might not have deemed useful for discussion but the 

participants felt were noteworthy. I discovered that often 

the participants discussed partial miscues or regressions I 

would never have chosen to discuss. We again used the 

discussion questions as described above to analyze the 

miscues. 

I read and reread the transcripts from the RMA 

sessions and the written reflections to identify units of 

information that correlated and formed the basis for coding 
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categories. I began with categories I had identified in 

the review of the literature. From, the writings of K. 

Goodman (1984; 1996a) I identified the cue systems and 

strategies used by readers as broad categories. From the 

Literacy Beliefs Profile and the article by Harste and 

Burke (1977) I developed the general categories of skills, 

phonics, or holistic orientation. When I had estciblished 

the broad categories I used the data to identify specific 

subcategories. For example, a subcategory under the 

general category of phonics orientation included "sounding 

out words" and a subcategory under the broad category of 

holistic orientation included "bringing past experiences to 

reading." Realizing and valuing the uniqueness of the 

individuals in my study I also developed categories for 

each research participant based on reoccurring themes found 

in their individual RMA sessions. For example, one of my 

participants, unlike the others, often talked about the 

connection between, learning how to read and learning how to 

write therefore I created a category for her titled 

"reading/writing connection." Thus, I developed universal 

codes and supplemented those with a personal unique list of 

codes as needed for each participant. The coding 

categories are found in Appendix H. 
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Using the categories I developed I made multiple 

passes through the data each time trying to find the 

smallest pieces of data that could stand, by themselves and 

be interpreted in the absence of any additional information 

other than in a broad understanding of the context (T. 

McCarty class lecture, April, 1997) . I summariEed "in 

narrative form the major events and issues discovered in 

the course of investigation" (LeCompte & Preissle, 1993, p. 

237). This became the bulk of the data analysis and the 

information was triangulated with written reflections and 

comments from the initial and closing interviews to answer 

research questions 2 and 3. 

Written Reflections 

At the conclusion of each RMA session I invited the 

preservice teachers to reflect in writing about their 

thoughts, questions, and new learnings generated by our 

sessions. According to Vygotsky (1996) writing is thought 

written down and is closer to one's inner speech than oral 

language. Staton (1988) states, ""^According to Vygotsky, 

purposeful, self-generated writing is a reciprocal process 

of moving from the maximally condensed language of thought 

to the more elaborated, detailed form, and then 

reinternalizing what one has written into one's ongoing 
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thinking" (p. 61). I discovered in the written reflections 

that often participants used language in their writing that 

they did not use in their speaking. 

I used the same categories when analyzing the written 

reflections that were used when analyzing the RMA session 

transcriptions. I was specifically looking for written 

comments that supported or contradicted comments made by 

the research participants in the RMA session. This data, 

triangulated with comments from the RMA. sessions and 

initial and closing interviews, was used to answer research 

questions 2 and 3. 

Closing Interview 

After out final RMA session I conducted a closing 

interview (Appendix E). As I did during the initial 

interview I tried to allow the closing interview to have a 

relaxed conversational tone. During this interview I 

focused on 1) attitudinal changes in the participant's 

perception of the reading process, 2) the influence this 

research might have on their future classrooms, and 3) the 

importance of examining one's own miscues as opposed to 

focusing on miscues of children or other adults. These 

became the major codes I used when analyzing this data set. 
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I also used the category codes I had identified when 

analyzing the Literacy Beliefs Profiles. 

I triangulated the answers from the closing interview 

to responses from the initial interview and initial and 

closing LBP responses. This data was used to answer 

research question lb and the major research question. 

Post Interview 

I met with my research participants four to six weeks 

after our final RMA session and closing interview to 

conduct a post interview (Appendix F). The post interview 

also occurred after the semester had ended and final grades 

had been posted. Although I had clearly indicated that the 

research would in no way affect their semester grade for 

the Language Arts methods course I could not be certain the 

participants fully believed me. The post interview allowed 

the participants the opportunity to speak candidly without 

fear of reprisal. 

The purpose of the post interview was to triangulate 

my interpretations and corroborate my conclusions. 

Questions also focused on the relevance of the research and 

suggestions on how RMA sessions might be conducted with 

entire methods classes. 
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Meeting with the participants after the research was 

completed also provided the opportiinity for the 

participants to read the rough draft I had written from the 

data collected during the initial interview. These rough 

drafts became the basis for the descriptions of the 

participants (see Chapter 3) . I encouraged them to 

"provide critical obseinrations and interpretations" (Stake, 

1995, P. 115) of the descriptions. Each participant 

approved the rough draft with no revisions. 

Tables 1-4 summarize how I used the data to answer the 

research questions. 



Table 1 

Research Question la^ Data Sources/ Analysis 

Research Question la: How do preservice teachers 
with little or no reading methods education 
courses describe the reading process prior to the 
RMA sessions? 

Data 
Sources 

initial 
interview, 
initial LBP 

Analysis 

coding of 
interview 
responses and 
correlation with 
numerical scores 

# of 
Informants 

Size of 
Data Set 

5 interviews 
5 LBPs 

Table 2 

Research Question Ih, Data Sources/ Analysis 

Research Question lb: How do preservice teachers 
with little or no reading methods education 
courses describe the reading process following 
the RMA sessions? 

Data 
Sources 

closing 
interview, 
closing LBP 

Analysis 

coding of 
interview 
responses and 
correlation with 
numerical scores 

# of 
Informants 

Size of 
Data Set 

5 interviews 
5 LBPs 



75 

Table 3 

Research Question 2 ,  Data Sources, Analysis 

Research Question 2: What use of language cueing 
systems and reading strategies do preservice 
teachers exhibit in their own oral reading? 

Data 
Sources 

RMIs, RMA 
session 
transcripts 

Analysis 

RMI Procedure 1, 
correlation with 
RMA transcripts 

# of 
Informants 

Size of 
Data Set 

8 RMIs, 
8 RMA 
transcripts 

Table 4 

Research Question 3, Data Sources, Analysis 

Research Question 3: What changes over time do 
preservice teachers participating in RMA sessions 
experience in their perception of the reading 
process? 

Data 
Sources 

RMA session 
transcripts 
written 
reflections 
initial and 
closing 
interviews 

Analysis 

coding RMA 
transcripts and 
written 
reflections then 
correlation with 
interviews 

# of 
Informants 

Size of 
Data Set 

8 RMA 
transcripts, 
8 written 
reflections, 
4 interviews 
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Procedures of Data Analysis 

The process of data analysis involves looking for 

"patterns of thought and behavior" (Fetterman, 1989, p.92) 

or as Stake (1995) describes it ^^consistency within certain 

conditions" (p.78). I discovered these patterns and 

consistencies through triangulation (Merriam, 1988) of my 

multiple data sources. 

The first step in my data analysis involved preparing 

the data (Hubbard & Power, 1993). This preparation 

included transcribing the audiorecordings of interviews and 

RMA sessions, calculating numerical scores from the 

Literacy Beliefs Profiles, and organizing the participants 

written reflections and my written memos and notes. 

Preparation did not begin when the data collection ended. 

Following the advice of noted researchers (Hubbard & Power, 

1993; Merriam, 1988; Miles & Huberman, 1994; Yin, 1984) I 

transcribed and organized data throughout the collection 

process. 

When I completed the collection and organization 

process I began to assemble "chunks of data" (LeCompte & 

Preissle, 1993, p. 237) that I had gathered in the initial 

interview which I later developed into my descriptions of 

the research participants (see Chapter 3). Next, I 
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triangulated data collected during the initial interview 

and initial Literacy Beliefs Profile and used it to answer 

research question la. In a similar manner I triangulated 

data from the closing interview and closing Literacy 

Beliefs Profile to answer research question lb. Through 

this process I was able to examine changes in the research 

participants' perception of the reading process from the 

beginning to the end of the research. This type of 

analysis, however, did not allow me to discover the changes 

that occurred slowly over time so I turned to the 

transcripts of the RMA. sessions, RMI data, and written 

reflections. 

I conducted four RMA sessions with each of the five 

participants for a total of 20 RMA sessions. The average 

length of each meeting was 90 minutes. At the conclusion 

of the research I had collected over 30 hours of audio 

taped RMA sessions. This voluminous amount of data made 

in-depth analysis of all the E^MA sessions prohibitive. I 

chose, therefore, to analyze two participants in-depth. 

Based upon the responses to the Literacy Belief Profile I 

chose one participant who significantly changed her beliefs 

during the course of the research (see Chapter 4) and one 

who made a modest change in her belief system (see Chapter 

5) . 
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This chapter provided an overview of the research 

design including the research methodology framework, 

descriptions of the participants, sources and amount of 

data collection, and methods of data analysis. I used this 

design as I work with my five research participants- In 

the next chapter I introduce the five participants and use 

data to answer the following research questions: 

la. How do preservice teachers with little or no reading 

methods education courses describe the reading process 

prior to Retrospective Miscue Analysis sessions? 

lb. How do preservice teachers with little or no reading 

methods education courses describe the reading process 

following Retrospective Miscue Analysis sessions? 
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Chapter 3. Describing Change 

This chapter presents qualitative and quantitative 

data in the use of Retrospective Miscue Analysis (RMA) with, 

five preservice teachers. It includes quantitative data 

and analysis from the Literacy Beliefs Profile (LBP) 

(Kucer, 1996) (Appendix B) and qualitative description of 

interviews (Appendix A and Appendix E) with the preservice 

teachers. 

I begin each section by introducing the research 

participants. Data for the introductions came from the 

initial interview. After I introduce each participant, I 

use scores from the initial LBP and responses from the 

initial interview to provide answers to research question 

la: How do preservice teachers with little or no reading 

methods education courses describe the reading process 

prior to the Retrospective Miscue Analysis sessions? Using 

data from the closing LBP and the closing interview I 

answer research question lb; How do preservice teachers 

with little or no reading methods education courses 

describe the reading process following the Retrospective 

Miscue Analysis sessions? I conclude each section with an 

interpretative discussion of the data. 
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Cindy: "I Think I'm a Proficient Reader" 

I first met Cindy on a warm September morning in 1998. 

After she volunteered to participate in my research I 

contacted her by phone and she seemed eager to cooperate. 

We agreed to meet at the university library before her 

Thursday morning class. Cindy looked like the 

quintessential college student: early 20's, long blond 

hair pulled to the crown of her head, casual clothes, 

carrying a large backpack filled with books. She was 

filled with questions about the research and I was 

immediately struck by her inquisitive energetic 

personality. 

Cindy was born in the United States but because her 

father was an officer in the Air Force her family moved to 

Taiwan when she was nine months old. The family lived off 

base and her playmates included children whose first 

language was Mandarin." When her family moved to Utah 

eighteen months later Cindy spoke Mandarin "just like a 

Mandarin three-year-old would. I could speak English but I 

preferred to speak Mandarin and they [her parents] would 

ask me questions in English and I would often times answer 

in Mandarin." 
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Reading books and enjoying family relations was an 

important part of Cindy's early years. As a young child 

she remembers: 

sitting on my Dad's lap or my Mom's lap and always 

being read to at a very young age. I remember 

reading has always been important in our family. 

. . . We were always being read to. Bedtime was a 

big reading time. We'd always pick books and read 

one and read another one. That kind of thing. 

Cindy said, "I always had a great desire to learn to 

read when I was younger." She remembers riding in the car, 

asking her mother to read the road signs: 

[She was] very patient as she read many of the signs 

to me. She then told me that someday I would be 

able to read all the signs. I remember thinking 

what a great thing that would be to be able to read 

all the colorful signs I saw. 

Cindy said she "started reading" in kindergarten and 

first grade; 

I remember . . . sitting at the kitchen table and 

having my Mom work with me and just using my finger 

and going along every word. . . . When I was just 

learning to read I loved to read the little words 

such as a, and, the, of. ... I have an older 
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brother that's five years older and I remember he 

was a big part of my education growing up. . . . 

Especially with reading and writing, he would 

always sit by me and read me books and I would try 

to read him books too. So it helped having an 

older sibling. 

One of her favorite books from childhood was one of 

the first books she could read by herself. Green Eggs and 

Ham (Seuss, 1960) . "I was so proud and excited when I 

could read the entire book to my Dad all by myself." 

Cindy is a newlywed and both she and her husband are 

enrolled in school. "He's going for chemical engineering 

and I'm majoring in education. He has about two years left 

and I have about a year and a half. So we're in the long 

haul for the education thing." 

Cindy characterizes herself as "a proficient reader" 

who enjoys "reading for entertainment, for pleasure [and], 

for something to do." As a full time college student her 

current reading experiences center around class assignments 

and she often thinks "I'd rather just read for the pure 

thing [enjoyment] of reading than to read to be tested or 

to be quizzed on it." Her favorite topics include books 

about people and events. As a preservice teacher she also 

finds herself reading children's literature and at the time 
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of our initial meeting she was reading Little Women 

(Alcott, 1962). 

She described her father as a good reader. She spoke 

about his immersion in and love of reading: 

He has always just loved to read. I remember as 

soon as he comes home from work he'd go in the 

bedroom and grab the newspaper or grab a favorite 

book that he was reading and just lay on the bed and 

read. . . . And he's a good reader because he enjoys 

reading and he reads lots of different books and 

then he also has a great memory and good 

recollection. . . . He's so brilliant and very 

intelligent. He's an engineer so with this work he 

does a lot of reading, has a lot of knowledge. 

Cindy "always wanted to be a teacher." As she thought 

about her career she knew she wanted to work with children 

because she "just loved the idea." Working with children 

at the local YMCA reinforced her decision to enter 

education. "I just felt that's where it would be best for 

me to be. ... I love working with kids and I love seeing 

their insight and their growth." 
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Understanding Cindy's Beginnings 

During my initial meeting with Cindy I administered 

the Literacy Beliefs Profile (LBP). Responses from the 

LBP, in addition to comments in the initial interview, were 

used to answer research question la. Cindy's LBP score of 

77 falls in the skills orientation range and would indicate 

that she viewed reading from a skills model. Responses 

from the initial interview supported this view. 

When I asked what she does when she encounters a word 

that gives her trouble, Cindy said, "I try to sound it out. 

If it's a word that I don't know I look it up." She went 

on to give an example of that strategy: 

Last night I was reading and there was a word 

"neonate" and I never heard of that word before so 

we [Cindy and her father] looked it up. I called 

him [her father] last night and he had never heard 

of that word either. And he's [saying] "neo" means 

new, and I knew that, but I didn't know what the 

"nate" meant. And he [said] I can look it up for 

you and so I kind of helped him and we looked it up 

in the dictionary. 

Cindy agreed with LBP question 23 which addresses the 

strategy of dividing words into syllables as an 
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instructional practice. As she struggled with neonate, she 

talked about dividing it into syllables. 

Cindy was surprised that her father: 

had never heard of that word either. ... It was 

interesting because I never thought here's a word 

that he doesn't even know. . . . For him. not to 

know what a word meant it made me feel like it's a 

normal part of life to go through and not know some 

different words. 

She again referred to the dictionary when talking 

about a difficult article she was reading for her education 

class in Culture and Schooling. "It was almost like I 

needed a dictionary to follow along because of all the 

definitions. . . • That was just too technical for me to 

really get into it." This answer correlates with Cindy's 

strong agreement to LBP question 8 which states the use of 

a dictionary is necessary to determine the meaning of new 

words. 

Cindy agreed with LBP question 21 which states 

children should be encouraged to use context and meaning 

when they encounter an unknown word. She spoke about her 

use of this strategy when she was experiencing difficulty 

with neonate: 
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[I] try to see if I can read another sentence and 

maybe see if it gives the definition or if it kind 

of helps lae understand what's going on. . . . 

Sometimes I just kind of skip over [the word] . . . 

but especially last night in my reading I really 

needed to know what neonate meant . . . and then I 

was like, oh yea, that's right because then they 

started talking about children. 

Cindy strongly agreed that children need to know the 

letters of the alphaibet to be able to read and write 

(question 1). SJhen asked what she would do to help someone 

who was having difficulty with reading, she had no problem 

answering the question: 

I would just help them go over the words and when 

they came to a problem I would try to help them 

sound out the word. ... I think one of the best 

things to do with people who can't read is just to 

have them practice and just to have them go over 

the sentence until they get all the words correct 

and then they can move on. 

To clarify that comment I asked Cindy if she thought 

it was important to pronounce all the words correctly when 

reading. She answered. 
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I think it's important that children need to know 

the word and be able to become proficient in 

reading that grade level for the next grade level. 

. . . I feel it's important that they do practice. 

. . . I think it's important that they can 

pronounce the words and that they can read the 

words. . . . Eventually sometime you're going to 

have to know all the words. 

Interpreting Cindy's Beginnings 

Cindy's responses to both the LBP and interview 

questions indicate she initially viewed reading from a 

skills orientation. She consistently agreed with LBP 

questions which focused on knowledge of skills (questions 

6, 12, 16) and accuracy in reading (questions 4, 7, 10, 13, 

22). Her comments about levels of reading indicate she 

believed reading was composed of a hierarchy of skills. 

She believed you "have to know all the words" but even her 

father, whom she classified as a '^'good reader," was not 

familiar with her troublesome word neonate. 

Cindy remembers "going along every word" as she was 

learning to read. She viewed reading from a text 

reproduction model. It was most probably the model of 
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reading her teachers used and it strongly influenced how 

she perceived reading today. 

Not all of Cindy's LBP answers reflected a skills 

approach to reading. She strongly believed that reading 

and writing were best taught in authentic situations 

(question 15). Cindy's first exposures to literacy 

occurred in authentic situations such as reading 

environmental print with her mother and books with family 

members. She agreed that children should be allowed to use 

their own dialect and language patterns when learning to 

read and write (question 2) and did not view reversals of 

letters (e.g. b for d) as a significant literacy problem 

(question 9). 

Cindy's Increasing Awareness 

At the conclusion of the RMA sessions the LBP was 

again administered and Cindy's score of 91 would indicate 

her orientation towards reading had moved towards a more 

holistic model. Eleven closing LBP questions were answered 

in the same way as the initial LBP and seven of those 

answers reflected a holistic perspective. Ten LBP 

questions were answered with a more holistic orientation. 

Cindy's initial and closing LBP scores are found in Figure 

1 .  
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Cindy still strongly believed that children need to 

know the letters of the alphabet to be able to read and 

write (question 1), reading activities for beginning 

readers should focus on simplicity (question 7), and 

reading and writing can be mastered and perfected (question 

13) . 
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Figure 1. LBP Scores for Cindy 
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• Initial 

Closing 

After the RMA sessions, Cindy strongly agreed with LBP 

questions 3, 5, and 19 which focus on the importance of 

meaning over accurate word identification . She no longer 

believed that children need to be able to verbalize phonics 

rules to become proficient readers (question 6). She said 
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participation in the RMA sessions would influence her 

future classroom and "the way that I'm going to deal with 

reading and writing in the classroom with laiscues." She 

reflected on the change in her beliefs: 

I was taught that you read every word correctly and 

you don't have to do that as long as it makes 

sense. That's the whole meaning of or the reason 

for reading to make sense of the information and to 

process it and to have meaning from it. It's not 

being able to say word for word correctly as it's 

written. . . When I read with a first grader or a 

third grader that I'm teaching it won't be a red 

flag if he skips a word or if she says floor 

instead of room or whatever it was. But it will 

just be the way they are used to speaking. 

Cindy no longer believed it was necessary to "know all 

the words" (question 4) or instruct children to sound out 

words they do not know (question 18), She said, "Remember 

when I was reading? I didn't know Chablis.... I didn't 

know how to pronounce that word but it didn't really mean 

much so I just kept on going." She no longer considered a 

dictionary necessary to determine the meanings of words 

(question 8). "Just like that one word from . . . Godfrey. 
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I didn't know a word but I was able to know what it meant 

from the words around it, the context." 

When talking about her own reading Cindy compared "the 

little words" to "pennies": 

I was taught that you read every word correctly and 

you don't have to do that as long as it makes 

sense. It's fine for me to skip little words and 

just kind of ignore them as long as it makes sense 

to me. . . . It's kind of like pennies, you know. 

Do I really need to have all these pennies? 

Interpreting Cindy's Increasing Awareness 

Participating in the RMA. sessions gave Cindy the 

opportunity to reexamine her text reproduction model of 

reading. She now realizes she does not produce an accurate 

oral reading and admits "it's fine for me to skip words. . 

. as long as it makes sense to me." Through "personal 

exploration, experimentation, and reflection" (Bussis et 

al., 1976, p.17) Cindy was able to revalue her unique 

reading strengths and strategies. 

After examining her own reading Cindy no longer 

believes that proficient readers "read every word 

correctly" but read "to make sense of the information and 

to process it and to have meaning from it." Using her 
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knowledge of syntax and grainniar, Cindy transacted with the 

text to reconstruct a message from the author (K. Goodman, 

1973b) which resulted in her ability to "make sense of the 

information. . . . Everyone brings with them their own 

information when they read and so that's why everyone has 

different miscues because they're use to sentences sounding 

different." 

Amy: "I Read to Get Away From it All" 

Immediately after my first meeting with Cindy I met 

Amy. At first glance Amy and Cindy appeared to be similar 

in many ways. Amy was wearing a blue tee-shirt and jeans 

and carried a large blue backpack filled with books. She 

was also young but with long dark hair. As we began 

talking and getting to know one another Amy's distinct 

personality became evident. Cindy was talkative and lively 

but Amy appeared more reserved and quiet and had no 

questions about the research. I also discovered something 

about Amy that intrigued me. As a young child she disliked 

her name and in the first grade told her parents that "from 

now on" she wanted to be called Amy. When she was in the 

second grade her parents had her name legally changed. 
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When asked about her earliest literacy memories Amy 

reflected on the past: 

I didn't start school *til I was seven and I didn't 

go to kindergarten so I just went right into first 

grade. ... I knew all my alphabet, numbers, 

colors, all that kindergarten stuff. ... I was 

able to recognize words and some sentences and 

stuff. So I already was coming in with a fairly 

good amount of knowledge. ... I remember first 

being exposed to reading in first grade. We had 

these little books, like the deer or something in 

the forest or whatever. You take it home, you read 

it with your parents, and they sign off, and that's 

your little assignment. And I know that's not the 

first exposure I had because I was already reading 

books then but that's the first thing I remember. 

Amy described herself as a "good reader" and talked 

about two circxxmstances which caused her to "really get 

into reading": 

In third grade we had this program where you read 

books and you had this little pin and every time you 

read a book you got a sticker and then once you got 

the pin filled up you took it to Pizza Hut and you 

got a free personal pan pizza. And I started doing 
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it just because I wanted the pizza and I wanted to 

say, "Look how many I have read." 

When she was in the fourth grade Amy described having 

"problems with some friends.... Finally I said, ^To heck 

with it. I'll just go to the library and read during 

recess and lunch and not worry about it.' . . . Reading was 

a great way to get away from it." It was at that time that 

Amy developed her love of fantasy and science fiction. "I 

read a lot of fantasy and science fiction because my 

philosophy is if you have to live in real life why read 

about it in your free time. ... I read mostly just to get 

away from it all." 

It was also in the fourth grade that Amy discovered 

the Narnia series of books. After her teacher read The 

Lion, the Witch, and the Wardrobe (Lewis, 1950) aloud to 

the class Amy went on to read the entire series. "I read 

all of them. The one that I really liked was The Horse and 

His Boy (Lewis, 1954).... I've read it like six times or 

more." 

Amy's life began to change when she entered high 

school. "At that point I started to get really active in 

clubs and things on campus. So I stopped reading as much 

and I'll read like five books a year or something. I used 

to read a lot more." 
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As a full time education student it's difficult for 

Amy to find the time to read even five books a year. In 

addition to her classes she was planning her spring 

wedding. She talked about her busy schedule: 

This year is really bad because I got elected to a 

national office in an organization I'm in so I'm 

totally full. I mean I struggle just to keep up 

with everything. So I actually read this summer. 

I found the time to read a book. Actually I didn't 

have the time but I read it anyway because it was 

such a good book. ... It was called The Light 

Bearer (Gillespie, 1994). It's a historical 

fiction set in the time of the Roman Empire. . . . 

And it's a really, really good book. . . . And 

after doing that I'm like I got to find more time 

to read again. 

Understanding Amy's Beginnings 

Responses from the LBP administered in my initial 

meeting with Amy and comments from her initial interview 

were used to answer research question la. Amy scored 91 on 

her initial LBP which falls in the low range of a holistic 

orientation. In many instances her answers to LBP 

cjuestions correlated with her interview answers. 
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She spoke c±>out studying Latin "to try and help me 

with other languages. ... I just don't know that much 

about the rules." She went on to reflect about how 

children learn language: 

When it's your first language it all just makes 

sense, you know. . . . When you're a kid you're 

just assimilating it all and sort of working it all 

out. You know it's not a formal education. If 

kids learn to speak when they're little little kids 

they're learning informally just by being exposed 

to it. They're not being taught, okay, this is how 

the sentences are made up and this is where 

everything goes. That's not how they're taught so 

that's not how they remember it. 

Amy reflected this attitude when she strongly 

disagreed with LBP question 6 which states that children 

need to be able to verbalize rules and label grammatical 

functions of words. 

When reading difficult material Amy likes to "dissect 

the parts . . . and form a definition." She also uses the 

context of a sentence. "I'll try to figure out from the 

way it's used in the sentence." Her knowledge of Latin and 

Greek proves helpful to her in certain situations: 
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You can usually get some kind of a feel for, or you 

can relate it to some other kind of word like with 

the Latin and the Greek, the little parts - . . the 

roots and things like that. . . . Then if you know 

what they are and you've seen it used in another 

word cind you know what that word is then you can 

sort of figure it out. 

Amy strongly agreed with LBP questions 5 and 14 which 

stress the importance of meaning over accurate word 

identification, aind LBP questions 19 and 21 which focus on 

meaning and context. She strongly disagreed that the use 

of a dictionary was necessary to determine word meaning 

(question 8) . She did agree that sounding out words was a 

helpful instructional practice (question 18). 

When asked what she would do to help someone who was 

having difficulty reading Amy said, 

I guess it would depend on what they're having 

difficulty with. That would be the first thing to 

figure out, where they're having difficulty. Last 

semester I was in a class where we had to do some 

tutoring at an elementary school.... The boy 

that I had . . . I'd have him write his name or 

something. He would write the letters backwards or 

he'd get things mixed around. I know when he was 
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reading sometimes it seemed like he would get 

letters switched. If he came to a word he didn't 

know I'd asked him to tell what the letters are 

because I was trying to see if he even knew the 

alphabet. I wasn't sure. And so I was just trying 

to figure out what he knew. There were certain 

letters he didn't know. And like I said, I wasn't 

with him long enough to really get very far. I was 

just still diagnosing the problem at that point. 

When working with her young student Amy was concerned 

about reversals and his knowledge of the alphabet. This 

concurs with her agreement to LBP question 9 which states 

reversals are significant problems in reading and LBP 

question 1 which says children need to know the letters of 

the alphabet to be able to read and write. She strongly 

agreed that children need to practice reading and writing 

new words to ensure they are learned (question 22). Yet 

she strongly disagreed that reading skills should be taught 

in isolation (question 20). 

Interpreting Amy's Beginnings 

When examining Amy's orientation to reading prior to 

the RMA sessions I found she fluctuated between a skills 

and holistic orientation. Her earliest reading experiences 
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support a holistic theory. "My Dad said he started reading 

books [to me] since we were really little." Her school 

experiences of reading controlled vocabulary texts reflect 

a skills based instructional model. 

She agreed with LBP questions which focus on accuracy 

and letter/word knowledge in reading (questions 1, 4, 9, 

13, 18, and 22) . As I mentioned earlier, she also used the 

same strategy when working with the young boy she was 

tutoring. 

When discussing her motivation for entering the 

teaching profession she said, "I thought that the way I had 

been taught a lot wasn't really the best way. And I 

thought that if I'm in this profession I'd do it better." 

During her experience as a tutor she relied on her school 

oriented knowledge of reading instruction, despite her 

desire to "do it better." 

She strongly agreed with questions which focus on a 

holistic orientation (questions 5, 6, 8, 11, 12, 14, 15, 

17, 19, 20, 21 and 24). These answers reflected her 

philosophy of language. "If kids learn to speak when 

they're little . . . they're learning just by being exposed 

to it." 
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Amy's Increasing Awareness 

At the conclusion of the RMA sessions the LBP was 

again administered. Amy's score of 99 would indicate a 

stronger orientation toward a holistic view of reading than 

was witnessed at the beginning of the sessions. Half of 

her LBP answers retained the same ranking with 83% of those 

refle~ting a holistic orientation (see Figure 2). 
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Figure 2. LBP Scores for Amy 
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• Initial 
Closing 

After the RMA sessions Amy strongly disagreed that the 

major difference between proficient and non-proficient 

readers and writers was the number of mistakes they made 

(question 3) . "How many mistakes [miscues] you make will 
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depend on the writing and how the writing compares to your 

style of reading and writing." 

At the beginning of the research Amy strongly believed 

that children need to correctly recognize a number of words 

before they begin to read (cjuestion 4) . She now disagrees 

with that statement: 

I think it's sort of a process they go through. . . 

somewhere else [LBP questions] it says something 

about their reversals on [question] nine. I think 

I changed a lot on that one too. Because that's 

just a phase they go through and they get over it. 

... I think the reason I changed is because we 

talked about it, there are other things you can do. 

And I don't think it's as important as I used to. 

When asked about her changes in attitude due to the 

RMA sessions Amy said. 

Well, I never realized that it was so much of a 

process. It was just something you either could do 

it or you couldn't you know. It's like you learned 

or you didn't. In school I know there was always 

sort of this feeling that [reading] was sort of a 

sign of being smart. How well you did it and 

everything. It's kind of cool to know that you 

don't have to follow all the little rules and do 



102 

exactly and read exactly what it says for it to 

still be good reading. ... I think it would make 

kids feel a lot better to know that just because 

they say something different than what's on there 

[the text] doesn't mean they're bad readers. 

When discussing her own reading strategies Amy said 

she learned that "if I don't like someone else's writing 

style then I'll change it." She also said, "I predict 

stuff, what I'm expecting to happen." 

Amy believed that the RMA. sessions will influence her 

future classroom: 

I think analyzing the way I read helps me see the 

way they [children] could be doing it and not think 

that if they say it wrong . . . they don't know it 

or something. ... In my observation class I was 

reading with this girl during partner reading time 

and she was reading the book to me and several 

times she would say the wrong word or something. 

And I was kind of like does she know that? Did she 

just missay it? I wasn't really sure. And quite a 

few times I think I stopped her and said, ^^What is 

that word" and had her go over it again. So now 

I'm just sort of curious if maybe I would have 
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handled that differently if I was in the same 

situation again. 

Interpreting Amy^s Increasing Awareness 

Amy said that in school "kids have always been told 

that if you say it wrong it's wrong and you must not know 

it." Amy now believes that she constzructs her own 

interpretation of a text based on "how the writing compares 

to your style of reading and writing." She was giving her 

own definition of Rosenblatt's (1978) transactional theory. 

As she transacted with the texts Amy read to construct 

meaning for herself. She now believes all readers, 

including children, construct their own meaning based on 

preferred writing style. 

She spoke about her use of prediction. "I predict 

stuff, what I'm expecting to happen." In an effort to make 

meaning of language Amy sampled the text, selected the most 

useful cues and predicted what would occur next in the 

text. 

Amy now has a better understanding of the process of 

readers transacting with, text through examining her own 

reading. "You can really understand why you made the 

miscues and what your habits are. And if you're doing that 

stuff then other people are probably doing that." 
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Janice: "I Love to Read" 

When I arrived for my first meeting with Janice I 

found her already waiting for me in the lobby of the 

university library. Like the rest of my research 

participants she was casually dressed and carried a large 

backpack stuffed with books- Her long dark hair was pulled 

back and a wisp of bangs framed her eyebrows. Janice 

appeared to have a reserved personality and after I 

explained the research project she had no questions or 

comments. 

Janice began by talking about her family. She comes 

from a family of teachers. "Basically everyone in my 

family are teachers: my parents, my brother, my cousin, my 

grandparents, and my aunts and uncles" and although she 

always wanted to be a teacher she never felt she was "good 

at school." Now, in her 30's, she has been married for 12 

years, has three daughters, and is embarking on her fourth 

career choice. 

After high school Janice entered college and studied 

court reporting. "If you know me that's just not me. I 

love to talk." So she made a second career choice and 

joined the Navy. While in the service she met and married 

her husband and two of her children were born. The family 
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tired of Navy life cind Janice's husband decided to become a 

teacher. While he attended school she supported the family 

by working at a bank, a third career choice. After her 

husband graduated Janice began taking night classes and to 

her surprise did quite well. Her husband and friends 

encouraged her to continue her education and after the 

birth of her youngest child she was laid off from the bank 

and decided to go back to school full time to pursue her 

fourth career choice, teaching. 

As a young child Janice's parents "always" read to her 

and her brother: 

We had to go to bed at 8:30 but we could read until 

9:00 so that was a treat for us. And I still have 

the first book I ever read Sad Day Glad Day 

(Thompson, 1962). I guess it was just my favorite 

book because it stirred up emotions in me and it was 

the first time I realized that a book could do that. 

And then I remember my brother reading Where the Red 

Fern Grows (Rawls, 1961) and my whole family just 

breaking down crying and I wasn' t old enough to 

understand what was really going on. I had to 

finish reading it for them with help from them. I 

think that's when I realized how much power a book 

has. 
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Janice remembers that she was a±)le to read before she 

entered school but she has few memories of reading 

experiences in school: 

I remember reading Dick and Jane and Spot. I 

remember those books. I didn't really like them. 

I liked to read stories that meant something or 

that I could relate to. But I don't remember 

reading much in school. I'm sure we did plenty of 

reading. 

Janice enjoys books written by Danielle Steele Erma 

Bombeck, and Judy Blume. Her favorite genre is realistic 

fiction and she makes use of both libraries and book 

stores. She also appreciates children's literature. One 

of her favorite books is The Giving Tree (Silverstein, 

1964). "I bought that for my Grandma because she's always 

giving. I like to give books as presents." 

Although she said, "I love to read," she admitted that 

"I don't read as much as I'd like to because I don't have 

time anymore with school and everything but I still love to 

read to my kids every night. We have books in our house 

galore." 

She has been able to show her h.usband "how exciting a 

book could be" and consequently he h.as been reading more. 

When she was pregnant with her children she "used to make" 
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her husband read to the unborn baby "because I told him 

that I wanted the baby to hear his voice reading and so he 

started enjoying reading." 

At times Janice finds her class textbooks difficult to 

read. "It doesn't interest me. It's boring. I start 

falling asleep, nodding off. And then I don't even know 

what I just read. It's real hard for me to stay focused on 

stuff that I don't find interesting." 

Understanding Janice's Beginnings 

Research question la was answered using Janice's 

responses from the initial LBP and comments from the 

initial interview. On her initial LBP Janice's overall 

score of 79 would seem to indicate she viewed reading from 

a skills orientation. However her responses represented a 

variety of beliefs. For example, when comparing her LBP 

answers to the initial interview several contradictions 

began to emerge. 

Janice disagreed with LBP question 8 which states that 

a dictionary is necessary to determine the meaning of new 

words and she agreed that context was helpful in 

determining word meaning (question 21). When asked what 

she thought readers should do when they encountered a word 

they did not iinderstand Janice replied, "Look it up in a 
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dictionary." Admittedly Janice usually doesn't follow her 

own advice: 

Sometimes I go on [reading] . It depends on what 

I'm reading. If I can't kind of put it in focus 

. . . and I can't really understand anything the 

sentence is saying then I'll ask somebody what it 

means or look it up or something. But a lot of 

times I can just overlook that word and still 

understand what the sentence is saying so I ignore 

it. . . .1 don't care if I understand. 

Janice strongly agreed that children need to know the 

letters of the alphaljet in order to read and write 

(question 1) and they should be instructed to sound out 

words they do not know (question 18) . However when working 

with her own children she encourages other strategies: 

With my kids I have them look at pictures and say 

what's going on in the picture. . . . And a lot of 

times they can get the words that they couldn't 

understand or something from the picture or the 

context of where it was put in the sentence. 

When asked how she would help someone who was having 

trouble with reading, Janice seemed confused by the 

question and asked for clarification. "Depends on how 

they're having trouble with reading? If they're 
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understanding what they're reading or if they're having 

trouble with the words"? I used Janice's words to rephrase 

the question, "If they're having trouble xinderstanding what 

they're reading what would you do to help"? She replied, 

I'd probably have them read a book, maybe, that 

I've read and ask them what they read and see what 

they're having trouble understanding. If it's the 

actual words that they don't understand or if it's 

the meaning of the context the book was put in. I 

don't know. 

As Janice struggled to formulate an answer she spoke 

hesitatingly, paused several times, and raised her voice at 

the end of words as though asking a question. She had 

never consciously thought about how she would help readers 

in trouble. It was a question she had never faced. She 

was a good reader who came from a family of good readers. 

She described her mother as the best reader she knew 

because, "she [her mother] understands everything she reads 

just like that [snaps her fingers] . . . she just loves to 

read. She reads all the time." 

Interpreting Janice's Beginnings 

Based on the dichotomy of interview responses and LBP 

answers, Janice was searching for a theory that would 
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confirm or disconfirm her beliefs. Her confusion regarding 

what she would do to help readers experiencing difficulty 

indicated she did not know. Her hesitation reflected a 

thoughtful awareness that meaning may be at issue. 

Her own experiences and those of her children 

supported a transactional sociopsycholinguistic view, yet 

she agreed with statements which endorsed a skills 

orientation to reading. Janice had spent many years in 

school watching her teachers and developing ideas about 

teaching. This "apprenticeship of observation" (Lortie, 

1975, p. 61) "combined with relatively simplified or 

stereotypical depictions of the teaching profession" 

(Knowles & Cole, 1996, p. 656) contributed to Janice's 

conflict. She had never experienced another model of what 

literacy learning in school might look like. She had 

separated school literacy from life experiences and put 

them in separate categories. 

She believed in the importance of context clues and 

encouraged her children to use them yet she still held on 

to the belief that good readers "understand" everything 

they read. She agreed that children should be instructed, 

to sound out words (question 18) although she did not 

encourage her children use this strategy. 
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Janice's Increasing Awareness 

At the conclusion of the RMA sessions Janice's LBP 

score of 114 strongly supported a holistic approach to 

reading. When comparing her initial and closing scores 20 

questions indicated a shift in attitude in various degrees 

(see Figure 3) from a skills orientation to a holistic 

persp~ctive . The remaining four questions maintained the 

same strongly supported holistic answer. 
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Figure 3. LBP Scores for Janice 

Only three of Janice's closing LBP answers endorsed a 

skills orientation. She still was undecided about the 

complexity of beginning reading material (question 7), 

sounding out unknown words (question 18), and dividing 
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words into syllables as an instructional practice (question 

23) . But even these answers moved toward a more holistic 

viewpoint. 

Three LBP answers (questions 1 ,  1 2 ,  24) shifted from 

an initially strong phonics orientation to a strong 

holistic approach at the close of the research. 

During the closing interview Janice had no difficulty 

articulating her beliefs about reading. She no longer 

believed that children need to know the letters of the 

alphabet to be able to read. "I think they [children] can 

read or write from pictures too." Janice said her two-year 

old daughter is able to read although she can not identify 

the letters of the alphabet by sight. 

Originally Janice thought that reading and writing a 

non-English language would cause problems when learning to 

read and write English (question 24) . Now she says, "As 

long as they [children] know a language . . . they're going 

to learn to read and write like anyone else." She went on 

to say it would "make it better for them" if they could 

read and write a second language. 

When asked about changes in her attitude toward 

reading Janice said, 

I don't think it's important that you read word for 

word anymore. . . - Just because you changed a word 
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doesn't mean you don't know that word. It just 

means that that's not the word you choose to put 

there. ... I know that as long as it makes sense 

to you ... as long as the basic concept is there 

of what they [the authors] were trying to say . . . 

as long as you get meaning out of it . . . that's 

fine. 

Janice feels that her experiences in. the RMA sessions 

will cause her future students to be much "happier" with 

her as a teacher: 

Before, I think, I would be making them go back and 

read word for word. And I know now that would be a 

huge mistake cause you don't get any meaning out of 

word for word [reading] .... If I read word for 

word I would never understand what I was saying. 

. . . And even though I knew that, until you learn 

it extensively it's hard to really use that. . . . 

So this helped me to become aware. I know I won't 

do that now. It's an awareness. 

Interpreting Janice's Increasing Awareness 

When Janice described reading at the conclusion of the 

research she said, "No, it's not important to read every 

single word ... as long as you get meaning out of it." 
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She now fully believes that efficient readers sample and 

select from the text and make predictions that result in 

meaning (K. Goodman, 1970; 1996a). 

Originally Janice was torn between her experience with 

a skills based instructional model of reading and her 

exposure as a yoimg child to a rich literacy home 

environment. Having been exposed to literature from an 

early age she had no memory of "learning to read." "My 

parents always read to my brother and I." From before 

their birth Janice and her husband were reading to their 

children and now she said, "I read to my kids every night." 

By the age of two her children were "able to read." The 

process for her and her family was natural and comfortable 

but she was not able to transfer this knowledge to her 

model of schooling. 

Participation in the RMA. sessions helped Janice 

internalize her beliefs and develop confidence in her 

knowledge of the reading process. She is pleased with her 

new ability. watch differently when people read and 

just kind of smile." 
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Karen: "I'm Real Determined"' 

Immediately after my meeting with Janice, Karen 

arrived for our first session. By now I was expecting long 

dark hair, casual clothes, and an overstuffed backpack. I 

was not disappointed. In addition Karen wore glasses and 

long dangling earrings. I found her to be very personable 

as we chatted on our way to the study room where we would 

conduct our initial meeting. 

Karen grew up on a dairy farm in western Pennsylvania 

surrounded by parents, siblings, grandparents, aunts, and 

uncles. Because of the demands of farming the adults were 

very busy and '^so the time that my parents spent holding me 

in their lap and reading Dr. Seuss books was very special. 

I associated that comfort and attention with reading being 

a very positive thing." 

Karen said she started to speak at a very early age: 

My mother said I started putting sentences together 

before I was a year old. . . . By the time I was two 

I could recognize words by sight . . . and by the 

time I was three I was reading books to my brother 

who was a year and a half younger then me. 

Karen began kindergarten at the age of four. "My 

mother worked for the superintendent of schools and so she 
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had me tested when I was four. I tested in the 99th 

percentile in reading and comprehension and so they went 

ahead and sent me to school." Karen remembers being 

"pretty bored" and having "a lot of discipline" problems in 

school. "I was always in troxable for talking, annoying my 

neighbors. I spent a lot of time in the corner. They just 

didn't know what to do with me." She remembers "starting 

SRA's in the third and fourth grade and I was always five 

colors ahead of everybody else. . . . Yea, I was 

competitive. But I enjoyed it." 

Because of her parents "turbulent" marriage Karen used 

books as "an escape. When Mom and Dad were fighting and 

things got a little too hairy I would go hide in the attic 

with a book." She lived in a neighborhood of "all boys 

where sports was the predominate activity." Since Karen 

"wasn't interested" in sports she "spent a lot of time 

under a tree reading a book." 

As a child Karen identified with Karan from Island of 

the Blue Dolphins (O'Dell, 1968). "She was a loner and I 

always felt like a loner too." Then she said she "moved on 

to To Kill a Mockingbird (Lee, 1960). I probably read it 

eight times. I loved that book. ... I just loved Scout. 

. - . I think maybe I identified with her." 
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Karen spoke about motivation, empathy, and 

opportunity: 

I think I was probably in the fifth or sixth grade 

when the movie Airport came out and I went to the 

library and got the book. The librarian ask if I 

was checking it out for my parents and I said, "No." 

I was checking it out for me. And they gave me a 

really hard time that it was not suitable. It was 

way over my head. I wasn't going to be able to read 

it. Of course, if somebody tells me I can't [I 

will] so I went home . . . and it was too hard for 

me. I struggled and struggled but never got past 

the second chapter before ... I had to bring it 

back. So I went back to the kiddy section. But I 

was always trying you know. If it was something I 

was interested in, I wanted to read it. I read Gone 

With the Wind (Mitchell, 1936) in the seventh grade. 

That was the biggest book I had read at that time. 

I spent a whole month reading it. I became very 

attached to those characters and I cried for a week 

when it was done. And then I think I moved on to 

The Godfather (Puzo, 1969). I stole that out of my 

parents' nightstand and read it and then The 

Exorcist (Blatty, 1971). I was always sneaking my 



118 

parents' books and reading things that I guess 

weren't suitable for lay age level. 

As an adult Karen has been "reading in the last couple 

of years, I guess, what they would call Masters of the 20th 

century. . . Faulkner . . . Hemmingway and Fitzgerald." An 

avid reader, she said that before the demands of school she 

"always had a book going. It's usually my relaxation time 

at the end of the day." 

She admits that she is not a newspaper or magazine 

reader. "I've been getting National Geographic for years 

and every month [I] pick up the one I haven't read and 

stick it in the index and put the new one on the coffee 

table." 

When asked about difficult reading material Karen 

said. 

The only difficulty that I ever come to is that I 

start to lose interest in it. I'm real determined 

and there's not too many books that I can't finish 

because once I start a book it's like this thing I 

have to finish it. The exception was The Last of 

the Mohicans (Cooper, 1951). . . . After struggling 

with it for a hundred pages I thought it's just not 

worth it. I don't care what happens to these 
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characters. I'm really not having a good time with 

this book and so I put it aside. 

When I asked her what she did if she encoxintered words 

that were unfamiliar to her she quickly answered, "I look 

them up in a dictionary." She went on to say, "Well, if I 

don't feel it's that important to the context of the 

sentence I'll just go over it. I do that quite a bit if I 

don't feel it's critical to the meaning of what I'm 

reading." 

Karen describes her sister as a good reader because 

"she reads a lot. And she's a little more literate than I 

am. She reads The New Yorker every month and she knows all 

the latest feminist authors before I ever heard of them." 

She spoke about a life changing experience with a 

literacy volunteer organization: 

I came here [the university] because at the time I 

was going for my Masters of Fine Arts in 

Photography . . . and was waiting to get residency. 

And in the year that I was waiting I was working 

and I kind of wanted to do something meaningful and 

I started doing work for literacy volunteers. I 

was tutoring a 39 year old man who read at a fourth 

grade level and just had all these serious serious 

problems. ... It was a really interesting 
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experience for me. It really kind of got me to 

evaluate everything. ... I thought maybe I could 

be more help teaching some elementary students how 

to read and write than teaching some college 

student how to express himself with a camera- So 

it sort of changed my whole life. 

Understanding Karen^ s Beginnings 

During my initial meeting with Karen I administered 

the LBP. Responses from the LHP and comments in the 

initial interview were used to answer research question la. 

Karen's score of 97 on her initial LBP would indicate she 

viewed reading from a holistic orientation and the majority 

of her LBP answers and interview comments supported this 

belief. 

Several LBP answers did reflect a phonics/skills view 

of reading. Karen did believe that reading and writing 

could be perfected (question 13) and practice was important 

when learning new words (question 22). She spoke about 

assigning "homework" when she described her tutoring 

session in the literacy volunteer program: 

I would ask him about something that would happen 

that week and I would write it down. And then I 

would have him write it down and we would pick out 
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the words that he had gotten wrong and we would 

make little cards and those would be the cards I 

would give him to study for that week. 

Karen believed strongly that reading is "meaning 

making . . . whether it's something immediate for you like 

"stop" when you're driving or a novel that's going to take 

your imagination someplace." She talked about the 

importance of meaning and "encourag [ing] him to get the 

gist of what he was reading." She agreed with LBP 

questions 5, 14, and 19 which focus on meaning over 

accurate word identification. Yet when she was tutoring 

she "kept testing him on the same 20 words and [he] kept 

getting the same six wrong." She also continued to employ 

phonics techniques such as "trying to help him sound out 

words" although she was uncertain about the use of that 

strategy when answering LBP question 18. 

She chastised herself when thinking about her tutoring 

experience. "I just feel like ... I did everything 

wrong. I put emphasis on things that weren't important. I 

don't think I stressed enough importance [in] reading for 

meaning as opposed to reading for getting the spelling and 

everything right." When I asked her what she would do 

differently she said. 
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I would have him be more in control of what we read 

and what we wrote. I would let him bring in 

something that interested him, that he wanted to 

read and work on. I thought I was helping him by 

teaching him the difference between there and 

their. 

Interpreting Karen^ s Beginnings 

Karen's strong sense of the transactional 

sociopsycholinguistic nature of reading can be seen in her 

answers to the LBP and in her responses to the interview 

questions. For her, learning to read was a natural 

pleasurable experience. She viewed reading as a "very 

positive thing." 

She was not cible to transfer that view of reading to 

her volunteer literacy work. Using her knowledge of what 

schooling and learning should look like she approached her 

teaching experience in the volunteer literacy program in 

the same way her teachers had taught her. "I did 

everything wrong," she said. By asking her student to 

memorize words written on "little cards" she took away the 

meaningful context and the additional language cues the 

text provides. K. Goodman (1965) determined in his early 
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study that readers are able to read many words in context 

that they are not able to read in isolation. 

Karen ' s Increasing Awareness ' 

After the RMA sessions were concluded the LBP was 

again administered. Karen scored 110, which indicated a 

stronger view of the holistic nature of reading than during 

the initial LBP. Ten of her LBP answers remained constant 

with nine of those reflecting a holistic perspective, 12 

answers moved toward a more holistic orientation, and two 

questions were answered with a more phonics/skills 

viewpoint. A complete listing of Karen's answers can be 

found i n Figure 4 . 
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When she contrasted her initial and closing LBP 

answers she laughed when she saw she originally thought 

sounding out words was a good instructional strategy 

(question 18). "Being able to sound a word out and say it 

doesn't necessarily mean that you know what that word means 

and that you're using it for meaning in your reading." She 

went on to talk about her experiences in the elementary 

classroom in which she was observing. "These kids are 

reading these stories and when he [the classroom teacher] 

asks them questions . . . they can't answer because they're 

reading the words." 

She commented on the change in her answer to LBP 

question 1 which states children need to know the letters 

of the alphabet in order to read and write. "Last time I 

disagreed and this time I was kind of in the middle because 

I think they need to know the letter of the alphabet but 

not necessarily . . . that the letter a has the sound 

/ae/." 

She disagreed with the practice of writing new words 

to ensure they are learned (question 22). "I disagree with 

the practice. Like here's five new words from our reading, 

let's all write them 20 times, and have a spelling test on 
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them. . . . They're going to learn words naturally just by 

seeing them again and again." 

She also disagreed with dividing words into syllables 

as an instructional practice (question 23). "It's like 

sounding out. It's like the phonics thing. . . . Sometimes 

it's going to help to break it into smaller pieces. But 

it's still not going to give you an understanding of the 

word." 

When I asked Karen what she learned about herself as a 

reader she said, 

I do the same things that other readers do. I had 

it in my head that I read perfectly and I don't 

make mistakes. I read every single word on the 

page. Now I realize that I don't and it doesn't 

matter. 

Karen said that her experiences in the RMA. sessions 

would influence her future classroom: 

I think just knowing how my brain operates when I 

read is fundamental to understanding how beginning 

readers are going to deal with the written text, 

the strategies they're going to be using. I think 

I understand the strategies much better now. And I 

think the reason for why we teach the whole meaning 

thing is much stronger now. 
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Interpreting Karen^s Increasing Awareness 

Karen came to the research with a strong sense of 

reading as a sociopsycholinguistic process and 

participating in the sessions gave her the opportunity to 

reinforce her knowledge. The collaborative nature of the 

research was very important to Karen. The opportunity to 

"have someone to talk to . . . reinforced" her learning. 

"The more you talk about it the more you learn. ... It 

becomes part of you." Examining her reading helped Karen 

internalize her knowledge. "It's not some isolated piece 

of knowledge. It's inside now." When reflecting on her 

total experience Karen said, 

I guess I changed a little but I didn't change 

drastically. ... I'd had enough introduction to 

the whole language ideas that I had sort of a 

foundation for that. But now it's even stronger. 

. . . It's more real. It becomes part of you. 

It's not some isolated piece of knowledge out there 

floating on the horizon. It's inside now. 

Sophie: "I Like Everything to Be Perfect" 

I first met Sophie on a very warm Monday afternoon in 

September of 1998. As with the rest of my research 
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participants, we agreed to meet in the lobby of the 

university library. Since Sophie was the last of the five 

research participants I was meeting, I was becoming 

accustomed to seeing long hair, casual clothes, and over 

stuffed backpacks. I was greeted by a very attractive 

blond woman in her late 20's, wearing blue jean shorts, a 

black shirt and carrying a red backpack. She created a 

striking picture. As we walked to the room where we would 

have our initial session we chatted and Sophie told me she 

graduated in the Spring from a small community college and 

this was her first semester on a large university campus. 

She said she was still trying to find her way around all 

the buildings and rooms. Prior to her return to school she 

worked in an orthodontic office specializing in children's 

care. She said her "love for children" brought her back to 

school at this stage in her life. 

Sophie remembers her parents "reading all the time, 

always reading the newspaper, magazines, books. So we 

always had literature all around us." When she was a young 

child her father would read "bedtime stories" to her. Part 

of her first grade experience was spent in Sudbury, 

Ontario, Canada: 

I remember being in first grade living in Canada 

and learning to read French words. And on the back 
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of a flash, card the English word would be there 

too. I can't remember earlier than first grade but 

I do remember using phonics. I remember always 

sounding words out. 

Sophie describes herself as a "good reader" who loves 

to read. As a full time student she said, "I have to read 

everyday in the school books. Every single day I'm reading 

something mainly to do with school." She went on to say 

that she hasn't "read a good book in a long time because of 

school. But I used to read novels." She enjoys "love 

stories. ... I used to read Danielle Steel all the time." 

She spoke passionately about a Danielle Steel novel she 

read even though she couldn't remember the title: 

It had the Titanic in it. It was about the story 

of a young girl going on the Titanic. Similar to 

the movie in fact but a little bit different. And 

she was going with her fiancee to America and they 

were going to get married. But you know the boat 

sinks and her fiancee dies and she had to go on. 

. . . It was such a good book. It stuck with me. 

. . . I was so sad when he died on the ship. . . . 

It was just really really good. 

As a mother of two small children she says, "I love 

reading to my kids every single night before bed. . . . 
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Arthur books are their favorite and Dr. Seuss books. Any 

bock they get from the library that they bring home I read 

to them." In spite of her full schedule she finds time to 

read magazines. "I like to read People. . . . That's my 

favorite. ... I love to read about different people and 

what they're doing and I like the pictures." 

Sophie describes her father as a "really good reader. 

. - . He was the one who always read to me. He's just so 

good at it. It's like he seems to know every single word. 

He knows all the meanings. He knows how to pronounce 

everything." 

Sophie spoke about a recent experience she had when 

reading a difficult ethnographic article for her education 

class in Culture and Schooling: 

I read this article last week and it was really hard 

to understand. There were some words in there that 

I had no idea what their meanings were. ... I did 

not find it enjoyable at all. I hated that article. 

We discussed it as a group in class and I still 

couldn't tell you anything about it. 

When I asked Sophie what she did when she encountered 

those difficult words she said, "skip it." I probed 

farther and asked if she ever did anything else when she 

came across words she didn't know. "I try to read around 
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it. I go on and see if I can get the meaning of that 

paragraph and then I might go back and reread it." I asked 

her to tell me what she meant when she said "read around 

it." She said. 

Well, I would skip the hard words so I might skip a 

couple of sentences and then read below it a couple 

of more sentences or maybe 1'11 finish a paragraph 

and then go back to those hard words and reread it 

and try to figure out what those could mean. 

When I asked Sophie what she would do to help someone 

who was having difficulty with reading she said, 

I would sit down with them and maybe I would read 

the book first and then have them read it and just 

go very slowly over each word. Maybe read just a 

little bit of it and then go over the context of 

the story and look at the surrounding pictures and 

try to help them understand it. But I would say 

just practice, practice, practice. 

Understanding Sophie^ s Beginnings 

Responses from the LBP administered in my initial 

meeting with Sophie and comments from her initial interview 

were used to answer research question la. On her initial 
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LBP, Sophie's overall score of 77 falls in the skills 

orientation range. 

Sophie strongly agreed that children need to know the 

letters of the alphabet before they read and write 

(question 1) ; beginning reading activities should focus on 

simple words, sentences, and stories (question 7) ; and. 

learning to read and write are best taught in sequential 

order (question 12) . She strongly agreed that children 

should be instructed to sound out words they do not know. 

This was part of her instructional background as a child 

"I remeinber always sounding words out." 

She strongly agreed with questions which emphasized 

the use of practice when learning to read (questions 16 and 

22) . This was reinforced in her interview when she said 

she would recommend ^^practice, practice, practice" to 

someone who was having difficulty reading. 

Sophie strongly believed that a dictionary is not 

necessary to determine the meanings of unknown words 

(question 5) and children should be encouraged to guess 

based on context (question 21) . Wh.en she encounters 

unknown words she "skips" over them, or tries to "read 

around it." In contrast, when discussing her father whom 

she classified as a ^^good reader" she believed if he was 
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having difficulty with a word "he would probably go look it 

up in the dictionary." 

Sophie strongly disagreed with LBP question 3 which 

states that the difference between good and poor readers 

was the number of mistakes they made and LBP question 10 

which says children should be told when a reading mistake 

has been made despite the fact that in her interview she 

emphasized the importance of reading "slowly over each 

word." 

Interpreting Sophie^ s Beginnings 

When examining Sophie's orientation to reading prior 

to the RMA sessions I discovered several contradictions. 

Her LBP score indicated a skills orientation to 

reading. She strongly agreed with LBP questions (1, 1, 12, 

16, 18, 22) which emphasize a skills perspective. Once 

again I found myself working with a preservice teacher 

whose early school experiences included a text reproduction 

model of reading. "I do remember using phonics." She also 

valued "practice, practice, practice" when working with 

readers who were experiencing difficulty. 

However several of her LBP answers strongly endorsed a 

holistic approach to reading (questions 3, 4, 8, 10, 17, 

21). She herself applied holistic strategies when she 
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talked about "reading around" or skipping difficult words 

in her effort to "get the meaning of the paragraph." 

Sophie's Increasing Awareness 

After the RMA sessions were concluded the LBP was 

again administered. Sophie's score of 97 indicated she 

shifted her orientation to a more holistic framework. 

Eight 'of her LBP answers remained constant with five of 

those reflecting a holistic perspective, 14 answers moved 

toward a more holistic orientation, and two questions were 

answered with a more phonics/skills viewpoint; neither one 

of which strongly supported a phonics orientation. A 

complete listing of Sophie's LBP scores can be found in 

Figure 5. 
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Only three of Sophie's closing LBP answers strongly-

supported a phonics approach. She still believed children 

need to know the letters of the alphabet in order to read 

(question 1), reading should be taught in a sequential 

manner (question 12), and children need to practice reading 

new words to ensure they are learned (question 22) . 

Sophie strongly agreed with LBP questions 14 and 19 

which focus on meaning in reading and she no longer 

believed reading could be mastered and perfected (question 

13) : 

I guess I'm a perfectionist and I always thought 

that to be a good reader you had to read word for 

word and that meant you were a good reader. . . . 

Reading and writing . . . can't be perfected 

because you're constantly making miscues. I'm a 

good reader and I have lots of miscues. So I guess 

no one really reads perfectly. But what is 

perfectly? ... I realize it doesn't matter if you 

make miscues. Because I'm still getting meaning 

out of it. In fact, I get more meaning out of a 

reading, it seems, if I make more miscues because 

that means I'm not reading word for word. 

Sophie expressed the difficulty she had in answering 

question 7 which says activities for beginning readers 
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should focus on simple words and sentences. "I wasn't sure 

about 7. . . .It [reading material] should be something 

they enjoy, something they're interested in. I can't 

decide." She is still undecided about the use of drill and 

practice when learning to read (question 16). "I don't 

know. They should choose things that are fun for them. 

. . . It's important for them to get practice but, hmm."" 

Sophie talked about how these sessions would influence 

her future classroom: 

I can take this into the classroom when I'm a 

teacher cind instead of circling all the errors 

going okay you did this wrong, you did that wrong. 

I don't want to do it that way. . . . Hopefully I 

won't constantly correct these kids with every 

little mistake that they make if it doesn't change 

the meaning. I know I didn't like that as a kid in 

a classroom. ... I have to come up with some kind 

of system where I'm testing them on the meaning of 

the story even though they're making these miscues 

as long as they're getting the meaning it doesn't 

matter. 

I asked her how she might determine if her students 

understood what they were reading. She said, "Well, you 
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have to ask them questions about their reading . . . [or] 

retell the story." 

Several of her initial LBP answers surprised Sophie. 

Initially Sophie strongly disagreed with question 10 which 

states children should be told when they make a mistake in 

reading or writing and th.e child should be instructed to 

correct it. Sophie said of her initial response, "I'm 

surprised at that! I thought I would have put a 1 for that 

one. Well, maybe I just didn't realize I was doing it." 

And again, her strong agreement with question 21 which 

encourages a child to use informed guesses when 

encountering new words. "I'm surprised at that one too 

(question 21). . . . I think I was trying to answer by like 

what I think should be the right way but when I was 

actually doing it in the classroom I was doing other 

things." 

Sophie reflected on the change in her belief system. 

"In the beginning I strongly thought reading was reading 

word for word. I didn't think reading was just for 

meaning. . . . You have to read for meaning or what's the 

point"? 
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Interpreting Sophie^s Increasing Awareness 

There was a notable change in Sophie's view of reading 

after her participation in the research. She admitted that 

several of her initial LBP answers surprised even her and 

that she had answered them in what she thought was "the 

right way." Korthagen (1988) advises that students are 

very good at this practice. Had Sophie answered the 

initial LBP questions in a way that genuinely reflected her 

belief system there would have been an even greater 

variation in her LBP scores. In her closing interview when 

she talked about the process of reading Sophie paraphrased 

Rosenblatt's (1989) transactional theory of reading: 

Reading is getting meaning from the story. . . . 

You constantly bring with you . . . when you read a 

story all your personal stuff . . . what you learn 

at home and how you speak and how you would write. 

So when you read somebody else's [writing] you 

change it so it makes meaning for you. 

So that there would be no doubt in my mind that she 

had shifted her thoughts on reading Sophie closed our 

interview with the following comment "If I didn't believe 

it I would just be sitting here going reading is reading 

word for word." 
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Reconceptualizing Change 

This chapter presented qualitative and quantitative 

data and analysis from five research participants. The 

information was used to answer research questions la and 

lb. 

The research participants were characteristic of a 

typical population of preservice teachers (Feiiaan-Nemser & 

Remillard, 1996). They represented a variety of 

backgrounds yet shared many similar experiences . All were 

Caucasian females. Two were traditional preservice 

teachers entering college to pursue a teaching degree 

immediately following high school. Three were coming to 

the education profession after first making oth.er career 

choices. Three were married, two of those had children, 

and one was engaged to be married. Two spent part of their 

childhood living outside of the United States. One grew up 

in the eastern United States, one in the midwest, and one 

lived all her life in the southwestern United States. 

Each of the preservice teachers described a childhood 

filled with pleasant reading memories. From an. early age 

Karen associated reading with "comfort and attention" and 

today views reading as a pleasurable activity. Sophie's 

comment, "I remember my parents reading all the time," is 



139 

reflective of the entire group. All the participants 

remembered as young children "being read to" by parents. 

These earliest reading experiences included more than story 

books at bedtime. Cindy specifically spoke about her 

mother reading environmental print to her while driving in 

the car. 

Amy, Janice, and Karen remembered being "able to read" 

before they entered school. While Cindy and Sophie did not 

have these same specific memories their early literacy 

experiences at home provided a strong foundation in 

reading. 

All of the participants described themselves as good 

readers and said they "love to read" but have difficulty 

finding time in their busy schedules. Their enjoy diverse 

reading material including children's literature, popular 

magazines, science fiction, non-fiction, classic 

literature, and humorous genres. In addition to owning 

"lots of books" they make use of school and public 

libraries. 

The participants also brought to the research their 

memories of a skills based model of reading instruction. 

Their attitudes about learning to read were shaped by their 

early school experiences. Again Sophie's comment is 

reflective of the group. "I had learned to do it [view 
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reading] one way. I kind of got stuck in that rut." All 

the preservice teachers came to the research believing that 

"sounding out words" was an important instructional 

strategy. They had undoubtedly heard this phrase numerous 

times in their formal schooling. Even Janice, who admitted 

that she encouraged her daughters to "look at pictures . . 

. or [use] the context" of a sentence while reading, 

believed that children should be instructed to sound out 

unknown words. The influence of formal schooling (Lortie, 

1975) combined with past experiences of overly simplified 

education (Knowles & Cole, 1996) was especially strong. It 

was so overwhelming that it prevented the preservice 

teachers from considering any other approaches to learning 

to read. An important part of this research became the 

"unlearning and rejecting [of] dispedagogic experiences" 

(Y. Goodman, 1996c, p.356) . 

At the conclusion of the research all the participants 

had moved, in varying degrees, toward a more holistic 

orientation to reading. All agreed that time spent in the 

I^MA sessions was the major factor that had changed their 

perceptions of reading. 

This chapter presented quantitative and qualitative 

data used to answer the following research questions: 
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la. How do preservice teachers with little or no reading 

methods education courses describe the reading process 

prior to Retrospective Miscue Analysis sessions? 

lb. How do preservice teachers with little or no reading 

methods education courses describe the reading process 

following Retrospective Miscue Analysis sessions? 

Based on my analysis of the data presented in this chapter 

I have concluded that participation in Retrospective Miscue 

Analysis sessions helped the research participants revalue 

the reading process as one of meaning construction. 

In the following two chapters I use a case study 

format to present detailed analysis of my RMA sessions with 

two selected participants from the group of five. I 

analyze their data to answer research questions 2 and 3. 
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Chapter 4. Reconstructing Long-held Beliefs: 

Sophie's Case 

In the previous chapter I examined qualitative data 

from initial and closing interviews and quantitative data 

from initial and closing Literacy Beliefs Profile (LBP) 

(Kucer, 1996) (Appendix B) for the five research 

participants. I used this data to examine how the research 

participants described the reading process prior to and 

following the research sessions. 

In this chapter I use a case study format to present 

qualitative and quantitative analysis in the use of 

Retrospective Miscue Analysis (RMA) with one preservice 

teacher, Sophie. I chose to explore in-depth the change in 

Sophie's perception of the reading process because, 

according to the LBP scores of the five research 

participants, Sophie began with one of the strongest views 

of reading as a skills activity. 

I begin the chapter by exaimining quantitative data 

from Sophie's oral readings and qualitative data from the 

four RMA sessions. Then I use highlights from the RMA 

sessions, Sophie's written reflections, and the initial and 

closing interviews to illustrate her changing beliefs 
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regarding the reading process. With, this data I answer 

research questions 2 and 3. 

Sophie's Language Cueing Systems and Reading Strategies 

During the course of the research I audiorecorded 

Sophie's oral reading of four selections, Godfrey Cambridge 

and Fame (Angelou, 1997), Floating (Brennan, 1991), Thief 

(Grenir, 1996), and "Reading: The Psycholinguistic 

Guessing Game" (K. Goodman, 1991)^. I coded the miscues 

from the four oral readings using Reading Miscue Inventory 

(ElMI) Procedure 1 (Y. Goodman et al., 1987) (Appendix C) . 

The number of words each selection contained, number of 

miscues Sophie produced, miscues per hundred words (MPHW), 

and retelling scores are found in Table 5. The table also 

shows the dates of Sophie's reading and the corresponding 

RMA session. 

~ For ease of reading, during the remainder of this chapter I will use 

only titles and no reference citations when I refer to the four 

selections Sophie read. 
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Table 5 

Data from Sophie^ s Readings 

No.of No. of Retell Date of Date 
Selection Words Miscues MPHW Score Reading of RMA 

Godfrey-
Cambridge 1, 133 14 1 .24 39 09/28 10/12 

Floating 1, 529 16 1 .05 73 10/12 10/29 

Thief I r  982 9 0 .45 76 10/29 11/19 

Reading 1, 484 10 0 . 67 75 11/19 12/02 

It should be noted that the MPHW for each reading 

selection is quite low and if reduced by correction would 

be even lower. Also of interest is Sophie's comment about 

her first reading, Godfrey Cambridge and Fame, which had 

the highest MPHW (1.24) of the four selections. Sophie 

said about this reading, "That was, I think, harder reading 

'cause it wasn't interesting to me." When reflecting in 

writing about Godfrey Cambridge and Fame she wrote, "Less 

interesting material is read word for word, at least when I 

do it, and interesting material is read more for meaning 

and what's going to happen next." 

Using data from the RMI's of the four readings and 

excerpts from the four RMA sessions to answer research 

question 2: What use of language cueing systems and 

reading strategies do preservice teachers exhibit in their 
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own oral reading? I examined Sophie's patterns of meaning 

construction, patterns of grammatical relationships, use of 

graphophonic language cue systems, and reading strategies 

exhibited during oral reading. The examples I use which 

illustrate her use of language cue systems and reading 

strategies come from all four readings. 

Patterns of Meaning Construction 

Following ElMI procedures, I was able to determine 

Sophie's "concern for making sense of the text in 

relationship to the expected meaning" (Y. Goodman et al., 

1987, p. 95). By examining the patterns of 

interrelationships between semantic acceptability, meaning 

change, and self-correction of Sophie's miscues I was able 

to identify the extent to which the miscue influenced her 

ability to construct meaning. 

With this in mind, I coded Sophie's miscues as no 

meaning loss when they were uncorrected semantically 

acceptable miscues or corrected if the miscues were not 

fully semantically acceptable. Miscues were coded as 

partial loss of meaning when they were fully semantically 

acceptable with a partial meaning change or partially 

semantically acceptable and uncorrected. I coded 

semantically unacceptable miscues with no correction 
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attempt as loss of meaning (Y. Goodman et al., 1987) . (A 

detailed description of RMI procedures and data analysis is 

found in Chapter 2.) A complete listing of Sophie's 

meaning construction for the four oral readings can be 

found in Table 6. 

Table 6 

Sophie's Meaning Construction 

Godfrey Floating 
no./% of no./% of 
miscues miscues 

Thief 
no./% of 
miscues 

Reading 
no./% of 
miscues 

Total No. of Miscues 

14 16 9 

Semantic Acceptability 

High 7/50% 3/18% 5/55% 

Some 2/14% 6/38% 0/0% 

None 5/36% 7/44% 4/45% 

Meaning Change 

No 4/57% 1/33% 4/80% 

Partial 3/43% 2/67% 1/20% 

Correction 

Yes 2/14% 5/31% 1/11% 

No 12/86% 11/69% 8/89% 

Meaning Construction 

No Loss 6/44% 6/38% 6/67% 

Partial Loss 4/28% 4/24% 1/11% 

Loss 4/28% 6/38% 2/22% 

10 

6/60% 

4/40% 

0/0% 

6/100% 

0/0% 

0/0% 

10/100% 

6/60% 

4/40% 

0/0% 
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The percentage of Sophie's miscues which showed a loss 

of meaning are low and display a pattern of confidence and 

some tendency to not correct overtly. Upon closely 

examining the miscues which resulted in loss of meaning, 

the four miscues in Godfrey Cambridge and Fame, the two 

miscues in Thief, and five of the six miscues in Floating 

were uncorrected non-words which seemed to cause no 

disruption of meaning for Sophie. 

As Sophie read 10 of the uncorrected non-words her 

voice was halting and questioning as she produced miscues 

which sounded like the graphic representation of the word. 

For example, while reading Floating she said sub-la-tee for 

subtlety, in-fi-nis-a-mal for infinitesimal, o-ba-leesk for 

obelisk, and de-riz-ly for derisively. When discussing her 

pronunciation of derisively she said, "I tried to sound it 

out and I thought, ^Oh well, move on' 

During the course of the RMA sessions we discussed 

each of the 13 miscues which resulted in partial loss of 

meaning. Several times Sophie agreed that her miscue 

"changed the meaning of the sentence." Other times she 

questioned the author's choice of words and valued her 

construction of the text over the author's and said her 

miscue "soxinds better." 
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Patterns of Grammatical Relationship 

Next I analyzed the patterns of grammatical 

relationships in Sophie's miscues. I did this by focusing 

on the syntactic and semantic acceptability and whether or 

not Sophie self-corrected the miscue. A strong grammatical 

relationship was indicated when miscues were corrected that 

were not fully syntactically acceptable or resulted in some 

degree of meaning change. Fully syntactically acceptable 

miscues with no meaning change that were not corrected were 

coded as a strong grammatical relationship. A partial 

grammatical strength was determined by miscues that were 

not corrected but resulted in some degree of meaning 

change. I coded a weakness in grammatical relations for 

uncorrected miscues that were not fully syntactically 

acceptable and had some degree of meaning change or were 

fully syntactically acceptable miscues which were 

corrected. Table 7 displays a complete list of Sophie's 

grammatical relationships for the four oral readings. 
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Table 7 

Sophie^ s Grammatical Relationships 

Godfrey Floating 
no./% of no./% of 
miscues laiscues 

Thief Reading 
no./% of no./% of 
miscues miscues 

Total No. of Miscues 

14 16 10 

Syntactic Acceptability 

High 14/100% 10/63% 8/89% 8/80% 

Some 0/0% 4/25% 0/0% 2/20% 

None 0/0% 2/12% 1/11% 0/0% 

Semantic Acceptability 

High 7/50% 3/18% 5/55% 

Some 2/14% 6/38% 0/0% 

None 5/36% 7/44% 4/45% 

Correction 

Yes 

No 

2/14% 

12/88% 

Grammatical Relationship 

Strength 9/64% 

Partial Strength 5/36% 

Weakness 0/0% 

5/31% 

11/69% 

8/50% 

6/38% 

2/12% 

1/11% 

8/89% 

7/88% 

2/22% 

0/0% 

6/60% 

4/40% 

0/0% 

0/0% 

10/100% 

6/60% 

2/20% 

2/20% 

Sophie is highly capable of producing an oral reading 

that sounds like language. Only 8% of Sophie's total 

miscues showed a weakness in controlling grammatical 

relationships. This percentage is typical of proficient 
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readers (Marek, 1996). Her second reading. Floating, 

evidenced the most miscues resulting in partial grammatical 

strength or weakness. Five of the six miscues that showed 

partial grammatical strength were non-words. The other 

miscue in Floating which showed grammatical weakness 

occurred early in the reading, was the second miscue 

produced (the first being a non-word), and was the omission 

of the conjunction as. (Each miscue is numbered 

successively and cumulatively.) 

I clasped my knees in my arms and floated 

across if I was sitting on a rug. 

Figure 6. Sophie's Miscue No. 16 

One of the two miscues in Floating that showed a weakness 

in grammatical relations was a substitution of holding for 

hold. 

holding 
I let myself slowly down beside her. hold her 

in my arms, sing to her in almost a whisper. 

Figure 7. Sophie's Miscue No. 26 
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Sophie's substitution of holding for hold indicated she 

interpreted the action as being in progress at the present 

time. The syntax of the sentence is ambiguous and Sophie 

was aware that she created and preferred an alternate 

version. "I think that soiinds better, holding her in my 

armSf and I should have said . » . singing to her In almost 

a whisper," When Sophie examined her miscue she knew it 

was not syntactically acceptable and she demonstrated her 

ability to reword the text to make the miscue acceptable. 

In her reading of the article "Reading: The 

Psycholinguist Guessing Game," Sophie produced two miscues 

that showed a weakness in grammatical relations. One of 

those was the siJbstitution of a homograph, two words that 

are spelled the same but pronounced differently. Sophie 

used the present tense of read when the text required her 

to use the past tense of read. 

read (present tense) 
You read along trying to make sense of the 

little story. 

Figure 8. Sophie's Miscue No. 42 

As she examined the miscue closely she realized she had 

changed tenses in the middle of a paragraph and agreed 
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that/ syntactically, that practice was not acceptable. But 

she also said the miscue did not interfere with her 

understanding of the text. The other miscue in this 

selection which showed weakness was the insertion of the 

word we. 

we 
We predict what A will be coming 

ahead from what we already know. 

Figure 9. Sophie's Miscue No. 48 

As we discussed that miscue Sophie said, ^^Obviously I 

didn't know I did it. So it must have somehow made sense 

to me. I must have been getting meaning from it." 

Graphic and Sound Siiailarity 

Finally, I investigated Sophie's use of graphic auid 

sound cue systems. I coded miscues as having a high degree 

of graphic or sound similarity when two parts (beginning, 

middle, or end) of the observed response appeared in the 

same location as the expected response. A miscue was coded 

as some degree of graphic or sound similarity when one part 

of the observed response was found in the same location as 

the expected response. I coded no graphic or sound 
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similarity when none existed between the observed and 

expected responses. A complete listing of Sophie's 

graphic/sound similarity can be found in Table 8. 

Table 8 

Sophie's Graphic and Sound Similarity 

Godfrey 
no./% of 
miscues 

Floating 
no-/% of 
miscues 

Thief 
no./% of 
miscues 

Reading 
no./% of 
miscues 

Total No. of Miscues 

14 16 9 

Sound Similarity 

High 6/55% 8/73% 4/66% 

Some 3/27% 2/18% 1/17% 

None 2/18% 1/9% 1/17% 

10 

Graphic Similarity 

High 7/64% 8/73% 4/66% 4/80% 

Some 2/18% 2/18% 1/17% 1/20% 

None 2/18% 1/9% 1/17% 0/0% 

3/60% 

2/40% 

0/0% 

One of the four miscues which had no graphic or sound 

similarity occurred in Floating and was a substitution 

which showed a partial loss of meaning and partial strength 

in grammatical relationships. 
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from 
A blue bowl made by my friend Eileen. 

Figure 10. Sophie's Miscue No. 19 

When discussing Miscue No. 19 Sophie agreed, "I don't liJce 

from." The remaining three miscues with no graphic or 

sound similarity were substitutions which demonstrated 

strength in grammatical relations and no loss of meaning 

construction. Two of those miscues, Nos. 3 and 8, occurred 

in Godfrey Cambridge and Fame. 

A few people gingerly approached the huge 

that 
figure while those who only dared to watch - . . 

Figure 11. Sophie's Miscue No. 3 

said 
As we neared his parked taxi, he asked, "Some

body said you had been talking to some big dude." 

Figure 12. Sophie's Miscue No. 8 
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The last miscue with no graphic or sound similarity, Miscue 

No. 32, occurred in Sophie's third reading. Thief. 

seen 
I felt ray face coloring, which I knew she'd take 

as a sign of guilt. 

Figure 13. Sophie's Miscue No. 32 

Sophie's Reading Strategies 

K. Goodman (1984) described the general cognitive 

strategies readers use during the reading process. The 

strategies include: sampling and selecting, inferring and 

predicting, confirming and disconfirming, and correcting. 

(These strategies have been described in detail in Chapter 

1.) Sophie, as a highly proficient reader, demonstrated 

and discussed these strategies during her oral readings and 

our RMA sessions. 

She scanned and sampled the text and predicted when 

she substituted around for away in her first reading. 
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Those who dared to watch him timorously sat or 

around 
stood away in rapt attention. 

Figure 14. Sophie's Miscue No. 4 

She said, "It starts with an a. So as I'm reading along I 

guess I just saw the next letter and put in what I thought 

would make sense." 

Sophie did correct some miscues which disrupted 

meaning. 

Here and there dog shit smeared 

(C) $cobbless 
\the cobblestone sidewalk. 

Figure 15. Sophie's Miscue No. 35 

When discussing the non-word miscue from Thief shown in 

Figure 15 Sophie said, '^I knew that didn't make sense so I 

. . . went back and I said cobblestone." She said of other 

corrected miscues, "I just had to go back and read the 

sentence. It didn't make sense," and again, "I kept 

thinking I must have read the sentence incorrectly and 

that's why I reread it thinking I left out a word." It was 
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very important for Sophie to construct meaning from her 

reading. 

When discussing her strategies Sophie said, "Well, 

there's prediction. I do that a lot. I add words and 

delete words. I change things to make it sound like how I 

would write it." She specifically focused on the strategy 

of prediction when discussing her partial miscue for 

brazler. 

I scraped sawdust from my shoes on the edge of 

the step and smelled chestnuts warming on a 

bras-
brazier. 

Figure 16. Sophie's Partial Miscue Example No. 1 

"I guess I was predicting what the word might be. I was 

guessing." 

There was one segment of text in Sophie's second 

reading. Floating, which had no miscues, but I chose to 

discuss it with her because it illustrated her use of 

confirming/disconfirming strategies. The text reads, 

"She's very beautiful and around her face which had been 

raw from the cold little yellow flowers have sprung up. 

This is a secret baby. The baby of my after hours" 
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(Brennan, 1991, p. 121) . At this point in the reading 

Sophie quietly said, "Hmm," indicating she was thinking 

intently about what she had just read. She repeated the 

first sentence, omitted the next two sentences and then 

continued reading the text. When talking about this she 

established her use of confirming strategies: 

I didn't understand it. ... It doesn't make 

sense. ... I was so close to the end of the 

paragraph I wanted to finish to see if that would 

help me with meaning. . . . When that didn't help I 

thought I'd better go back and reread it. 

Something's not right. . . . Did you notice in my 

tone I read it kind of in a lower voice? . . . I'm 

really trying to figure it out. 

When I asked Sophie why she only reread the first sentence 

and not the other two she said, "I had to go back and read 

the one that didn't make sense . . . and try to get meaning 

from it. And when I didn't I just kind of threw that 

sentence out." 

Sophie repeatedly used her knowledge that reading 

needs to sound like actual language. One example is her 

substitution of said for asked (see Figure 14 Sophie's 

Miscue Example No. 4) which demonstrated her use of 

syntactic knowledge (a verb had been substituted for a 
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verb) and semantic knowledge (the miscue did not change the 

meaning of the text) . In fact, in this laiscue Sophie 

efficiently used her knowledge of textual clues because the 

sentence in which the miscue occurred ends with a period, 

signifying a declarative sentence. 

Other examples of Sophie's use of cognitive reading 

strategies will be discussed in the description of the four 

RMA. sessions. 

Changes Over Time 

I use the qualitative data from the four RMA sessions, 

Sophie's written reflections, and excerpts from the initial 

and closing interviews to answer research question 3: What 

changes over time do preservice teachers participating in 

Retrospective Miscue Analysis sessions experience in their 

perception of the reading process? I present the data in 

chronological format. First I discuss my preparation for 

the RMA session and then I present highlights of the 

session which illustrate Sophie's reconstruction of 

knowledge. I conclude each RMA session description with an 

interpretation of the data. I use the same format for each 

of the four RMA sessions. 
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RMA Session 1: "You Have to Read Every Word the Correct 

Vlay" 

At the close of our initial meeting I audiorecorded 

Sophie's reading of Godfrey Cambridge and Fame. In 

preparation for our first RMA. session, I preselected eight 

miscues from that reading to discuss with her. Because of 

Sophie's strong sense of reading as accurate word 

identification, I decided to focus our session on 

uncorrected miscues that showed strong grammatical 

relationships and resulted, in no or partial loss of 

meaning. 

Our first RMA. session occurred exactly two weeks after 

our initial meeting. It was a warm Monday afternoon when I 

met Sophie at the university library. I had reserved a 

meeting room for us in which to conduct our session but the 

study group using our reserved room had not completed their 

work so we waited in the lobby of the library for 20 

minutes. During this time we chatted aiout school and our 

personal lives. 

The study room in which we worked was small and 

sparsely furnished, with only a table and six chairs. The 

cinder block walls were painted a pale yellow and a green 

chalkboard hung on one wall. This study room was typical 

of all the rooms in which we held our sessions. 
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I began by telling Sophie that I had preselected some 

of her miscues to guide our discussion. After giving her a 

typescript copy of Godfrey Cambridge and Fame^ I explained 

that we would listen to the tape of her reading and 

afterward I would ask her what she heard herself saying or 

why she thought she made the miscue or what she remembered 

thinking at the time. 

A discussion concerning common versus uncommon words 

developed when we examined the following miscue. This 

substitution miscue was syntactically acceptable, 

semantically partially acceptable, uncorrected, and 

retained a high degree of graphic and sound similarity. 

Every eye was focused on a whale of a man who 

response 
sat in Buddha like repose against a far wall. 

Figure 17. Sophie's Miscue No. 2 

Before we listened to the tape recording of the miscue 

I asked Sophie to read the sentence. She read it exactly 

the same way she had in her first reading, substituting 

response for repose. As we listened to the audiorecording 
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of the miscue she said, "I didn't catch that." I pointed 

to the word repose and asked, "What is that word"? 

Sophie: Response. Oh, it's not response. Oh, no wonder 

that sentence didn't make sense to me. 

Joan: Do you remember what you were thinking at the time 

when you were reading it? 

Sophie: Yea, that I didn't know . . . what it meant. I 

thought, ^^What's a Buddha like response"? . . . and 

I just read it just now and I thought, "What's a 

Buddha like response"? Interesting. I think 

repose is a very uncommon word to use. If it would 

have said Buddha like position. 

Joan: So what does that tell you about what readers do 

when they're reading? 

Sophie: Hmm. Well, I guess if they don't recognize a word 

they add letters to make it look close to another 

word so they can understand it. Yea, since I had 

never seen that word before ... I just took 

another word, added a letter in there. . . . Maybe 

it's because this word [repose] is so closely 

spelled to the other word [response]. I mean it's 

only missing one letter. Yea, I get it. So I must 
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see like familiar words. Because that's a very 

common word, response. You see it all the time. 

Even though Sophie said, "Yea, I get it," the 

nonchalant tone in her voice indicated her indifference 

with this new knowledge. Sophie had such a strong sense of 

reading as accurate text reproduction she was not willing 

to accept other possibilities. So at that point I 

suggested we continue playing the tape and listen to the 

miscue that occurred in the next sentence. It was another 

siibstitution that was syntactically and semantically 

acceptable, resulted in a partial meaning change, was not 

corrected, and possessed some degree of graphic and sound 

similarity. 

Those who dared to watch him timorously sat or 

around 
stood away in rapt attention. 

Figure 18. Sophie's Miscue No. 4 

Joan: Did it make sense the way you read it? 

Sophie: Yes. What's stood away? That doesn't make sense 

to me. Well, I guess you could stand away. . . . 
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But I think it's more conmionly, you know, you would 

say stood around or stood back. 

Joan: Why didn't you say back instead of around? 

Sophie: Because it starts with an a. So as I'm reading 

along I guess I just saw the next letter and put in 

what I thought would make sense. 

Joan: What does that tell you about what readers do when 

they read? 

Sophie: I guess you bring with you what, you know, you hear 

all the time or what you read all the time. Common 

phrases. And then when you read other books you 

might put your phrases in there that makes more 

sense to you. 'Cause you read for meaning. 

Joan: . . . Did it change the meaning of the sentence? 

Sophie: No. It didn't. ... I would say stood around or 

stood back not stood away. 

Joan: If you were a teacher in a classroom and you had a 

student who produced a sentence just like this and 

instead of saying away said around— 

Sophie: —I'm sure I would correct them. ... I think it's 

because that's what I was trained to do. People 

did that or teachers did that to me in school. 
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. . . I just think you have to read every word the 

correct way. 

Sophie reminisced about her schooling when she went on 

to say, "We always had to read everything correctly or our 

teacher would correct us out loud." When I asked how that 

made her feel she said, "Probably a little bit stupid. A 

little bit embarrassed that I didn't get it right. So I 

think that made me concentrate even more on reading it just 

the way it is." Sophie admitted she does the same thing in 

her second grade observation classroom: 

I noticed I do that in the reading group I'm in 

right now, in the class I'm observing. When 

somebody's reading a book and they skip a word 

that's really where it doesn't matter if someone 

skipped it, I will actually correct her. So I'm 

doing the same thing. 

Sophie, using the same practice that was painful to her, 

rationalized: 

If they were reading something out loud in a group 

. . . I want them to say it correctly because 

everybody's reading the same thing. And when you 

look at that word and the way they sound it out you 

want the other kids to get it too. 



166 

In her initial interview, when I asked how she would 

help a reader who was having difficulty, Sophie said she 

would have them "go very slowly over each word." She 

emphasized a phonics orientation even more in our RMfl. 

session when she said, "They're [second grade readers] 

concentrating more on the individual letters and . . . the 

sound that the letters make more than the meaning of the 

story." 

She reiterated this belief when we discussed a 

substitution miscue that was highly syntactically and 

semantically acceptable, had no meaning change, was not 

corrected, and had no graphic or sound similarity. 

said 
As we neared his parked taxi, he asked, "Some

body said you had been talking to some big dude." 

Figure 19. Sophie's Miscue No. 8 

"Hmm," Sophie said. "I don't know why I did that 

one." She thought about it for a few seconds and said, "I 

wonder if it's because when I'm reading along I'm always 

looking ahead at the next word. So if I think I can finish 

it on my own I just assume what the word should say." She 

agreed that other readers use the same strategy but as a 
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teacher in. a classroom she would expect accurate word 

reproduction. "I think it's important that the kids say-

each word correctly because they're learning how to soxind 

out words. They're trying to memorize the most frequently 

used words in stories." At that point she paused for 

several seconds and, although her next remark was in the 

form of a declarative sentence, when she spoke there was a 

question in her voice. 

Sophie: I think it depends. Maybe if they're in a group, 

you know, of older kids that already know how to 

read . . . then maybe it wouldn't be as important 

as long as the meaning has stayed the same? 

Joan: When do you think children start reading for 

meaning? 

Sophie: Hmm, let's see. Definitely second grade. I 

haven't been in a first grade class. ... I saw my 

daughter in kindergarten and they're not really 

reading for meaning. But in the second grade class 

[where I observe] after the kids read a story they 

need to answer questions about it, multiple choice 

questions, because the teacher wants them to get 

meaning. In fact, she even has me stop every so 

often when we're in this reading group and ask the 

kids questions and make sure they understand it. 
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Joan: In second grade they should be reading for meaning? 

Sophie: Right. 

Joan: If the meaning hasn't changed would you stop and 

correct this miscue if a second grade student made 

it? 

Sophie: I would. Because not only are they reading for 

meaning they' re also reading, you know, they need 

to be able to sound it out correctly and say the 

word correctly. 

Joan: When would you as a professional educator stop that 

practice? 

Sophie: I would guess at some point it wouldn't matter. 

. . . Maybe fourth grade or fifth grade, these kids 

have been reading a couple years now and so I would 

think you shift your focus more on meaning than on 

actually being able to read. That make sense? 

Joan: Does it make sense to you? 

Sophie: It makes sense to me. . . . But I still think in 

like kindergarten through second grade they' re 

still learning just the process of reading and 

sounding words out. 

When I asked Sophie why she thought it was "so 

important to read the text exactly the way it's written" 

she said, "Maybe to get the meaning from the author's point 
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of view, to really understand what she was trying to say. 

Maybe, I think, if I even change one word it might change 

the whole m.eaning of the sentence." 

As a mother of a first grade student Sophie was able 

to discuss her daughter's experiences. When talking about 

the reasons her daughter reads in school she said, "I think 

she's mainly reading to sound out words." I asked Sophie 

if she thought her daughter was getting meaning from her 

reading experiences: 

I think I'm so much right now concentrating on my 

daughter just being able to read. You know, just 

being able to see those words and sound them out. 

And if she can actually do that, it's like a big 

accomplishment. I wonder if meaning will come 

later in the school year? ... I don't know. Like 

I said, I know they do that in second grade. I 

don't know if they do that in first grade. 

Sophie also spoke about her strategy for reading words 

she had never before seen. "I sound it out. I break it 

apart, see if there's maybe a familiar word in there that 

I've seen before if it's a big word." This contradicts her 

comments from the initial interview when she said she would 

"skip" or "read around" difficult words. Sophie said she 
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talked to her husband recently about his reading 

strategies: 

I said, ^^What do you do when you' re reading and you 

come to a word that you don't know"? He said, "I 

skip it." I said, "You skip it? You don't go back 

and try to figure it out"? He said, "No, I just 

skip it." Doesn't bother him to go on. .  . .He 

doesn't think twice about it where I would actually 

stop everything just to try to figure it out. . . . 

Even when I'm writing on the computer, typing on 

the computer, if I misspell a word I stop my train 

of thought, go back, correct it, and then go on. I 

can't just leave it. And I think that's the way I 

was taught in school. Everything has to be 

perfect. 

Earlier in this session when Sophie talked about one 

of her miscues she said, "I got it wrong but I corrected 

it." I asked her if she remembered "the word I used 

instead of saying you got it wrong, or it was a mistake or 

it was an error"? "A miscue," she said. "It sounds so 

much better." Although I repeatedly used the word miscue 

in this session she never again said it and used it only in 

her written reflections at the end of the session and then 

she put it in cpiotation marks as though it was a peculiar 
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expression. She wrote, "I was given a copy of it [Godfrey 

Cambridge and Fame] and listened to my *miscues' 

Throughout the session Sophie made comments that 

supported her text reproduction model of reading. The 

following statement is reflective of that belief. "I guess 

I noticed that I didn't read it correctly. ... I wanted 

to read it exactly the way it was written." 

When Sophie reflected in writing at the close of our 

session she wrote: 

I discovered I had to read the story word for word 

because growing up my teachers would correct me all 

the time—even if it didn't change the meaning of 

the story. I do that to my students in the 2nd 

grade class I'm in. I think it's more important 

for 2nd graders to read it correctly in a reading 

group sense [sic] everyone is following along. 

Interpreting and Understanding RMA Session 1 

Sophie's Literacy Belief Profile score from our 

initial session suggested a skills orientation, but I 

suspected after our first RMA session that she was more 

phonics centered and skills orientated than she originally 

led me to believe. "Informants will often craft their 

responses to be amenable to the researcher and to protect 
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their self-interests" (Miles & Huberman, 1994, p. 265). In 

the initial interview and initial LBP Sophie was answering 

questions in a way she thought I wanted her to answer. 

This was verified in our final session (see Sophie's 

Increasing Awareness Chapter 3). After years of schooling 

Sophie was very good at figuring out what teachers want to 

hear (Korthagen, 1988). Her teachers had set specific 

expectations for her and, to the best of her ability, she 

gave them what they wanted. She had learned her place in 

life. One method researchers use to combat this problem is 

to simply spend time with the research participants, make 

them feel comfortable, and put them at ease (Miles & 

Huberman, 1994). I hoped the casual chats we had walking 

to and from the study room would make our encounters feel 

less formal and more familiar. 

Sophie came to this research with definite ideas about 

how young readers learn to read. Her prior educational 

experiences formed the basis for her "practical theory" 

(Zeichner & Liston, 1996). Prior to this research she had 

never articulated or reflected to this extent on her 

beliefs. Anzul (1991) addresses this issue when she 

writes, "People who have never before articulated their 

beliefs and customs now are asked to do so, and what may 

never before have been examined has now become verbally 
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objectified" (p. 197) . On 13 different occasions during 

this session Sophie spoke of children "saying each word 

correctly." She was concerned that her young daughter 

develop the ability to "see those words and sound them 

out." Her practical theory indicated she believed children 

first need to develop a sight vocabulary and word 

recognition skills and then develop the skills to extract 

meaning from a text, although she was never able to 

articulate how or when the change from recognizing words to 

understanding text would occur. She could not envision 

"reading as a process of thought-getting [that] begins with 

meaning and with words in context" (Smith, 1955, p. 14). 

She knew that at some point reading needed to involve 

meaning but she had never thought about when that might 

occur. It just seemed to be something that miraculously 

happened somewhere sometime in the primary grades. 

In her written reflection at the end of our first 

session Sophie used, for the first time, the phrase "word 

for word" when describing her reading of Godfrey Cambridge 

and Fame. Sophie had been focusing on the surface level of 

the text while reading. This view of reading was to 

surface again in our next RMA session. 
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RMA Session 2: "I Thought I Read Everything Word for Word" 

In our first meeting the miscues Sophie and I 

discussed were not corrected. I wanted Sophie to 

understand that miscues resulting in a loss of meaning are 

often corrected by proficient readers so I chose a mix of 

syntactically unacceptable miscues which she corrected and 

syntactically and semantically acceptable miscues which she 

did not correct to guide the discussion for our second RMA 

session. In preparation for this session I audiorecorded 

Sophie's reading of Floating. 

Two and one-half weeks after our first RMA session 

Sophie and I met again at the university library. We had 

recently passed the mid-point of the semester and we 

chatted about school and family as we walked to our meeting 

room. I asked Sophie what she remembered from our last 

session and she said, *^I remember reading the strange story 

about the lady floating around the house, which I actually 

enjoyed. I liked it." After I gave Sophie a typescript 

copy of Floating, I explained that, similar to our last 

session, I had preselected several miscues to facilitate 

our discussion. 

The first miscue we discussed, a substitution, was 

syntactically acceptable, partially semantically 
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acceptable, had no graphic or sound similarity, and was not 

corrected. 

from 
A blue bowl made by my friend Eileen. 

Figure 20. Sophie's Miscue No. 19 

We listened to the audiorecording of Sophie's reading 

and before I had the opportunity to ask a question Sophie 

rejected her text. She said, "Actually by sounds better. . 

. . I don't like from." She agreed her miscue sounded like 

a sentence that could be produced in English but it 

slightly changed the meaning of the sentence. As we talked 

about the miscue I could see the irritation on Sophie's 

face and hear the exasperation in her voice when she 

realized she had not corrected it. Sophie's model of 

reading allowed no room for error. I remained silent 

giving her quiet time to think and reflect. After several 

seconds the conversation continued when Sophie said. 

Oh, I know. I wonder if I was thinking when I 

started reading a blue bowl, maybe I thought it 

should just say from my friend Eileen. Maybe in my 

head I took out made. . . . Yes, that's right. . . 

• I just must have been thinking ... it would be 
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from a friend not made by someone. . . . That's the 

only thing I can think of, that I wasn't expecting 

the word made in there. . . . Aren't they [readers] 

always like kind of predicting what's gonna happen 

in the story as they're reading along? 

For the first time Sophie specifically talked about 

the reading strategy of prediction. Her use of the term 

was unprompted by me since I had never used that word. The 

idea of prediction would occur throughout this RMA session. 

Sophie agreed that children must also predict when they are 

reading. When asked if she would correct a child who 

produced a similar miscue she said, wouldn't say 

anything. 'Cause I was in my reading group this week with 

second and third graders and some of the kids would replace 

a word and it still made sense so I just left it." I asked 

her if the other children in the reading group said 

anything about the miscue the child produced. Sophie 

exclaimed, "No! Which I was surprised. I thought for sure 

a kid would go, ^That's not right. That's not the right 

word.' And no one said anything." Sophie laughed as she 

continued: 

I'm trying not to correct them for every little 

mistake they made so I don't embarrass them or make 

them think . . . they're bad readers. I want them 
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to want to read. I just remember what I learned in 

here. It really doesn't matter if you change a 

word as long as it still makes sense and they can 

still understand and get meaning from the story. 

Volunteering in an elementary classroom provided 

Sophie with an opportunity to test her new jcnowledge. 

Examining and testing is an important part of changing 

beliefs (Richardson & Hamilton, 1994). 

One of the miscues we discussed was an omission that 

was not syntactically or semantically acceptable and was 

corrected. 

So I fliaq) to, she told reporters. 

Figure 21. Sophie's Miscue No. 22 

I asked Sophie why she read to the end of the sentence 

before she went back and corrected the miscue: 

Well, that could have made sense so I to, like, so 

I also had a bottle of Chablis or whatever. That 

could have made sense. But when I said so I to she 

told reporters, I realized that did not make sense. 

Something was missing. So I went back, looked over 
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it, and foiind the word I missed and then I repeated 

it. 

I asked Sophie why she thought she might have made the 

miscue. As she provided her answer I could hear the 

disbelieving tone in her voice: 

I don't know why I would have done that, why I 

would have skipped over the word. I could see 

skipping over hard words. But not an easy one. 

Hmm. Would it have anything to do with what I read 

before that or what was going on? ... So maybe I 

just predicted what was gonna happen. ... I think 

I was. 

This led to a conversation about omitting words. I 

showed Sophie four omission miscues she produced in this 

reading. While the conversation is rather lengthy I quote 

it in its entirety because of its relevance to, not only 

this RMA session, but others as well. 

Joan: In just these few pages we found four words that 

you have just totally left out. 

Sophie: Wow! 

Joan: You never knew you did that? 

Sophie: Never knew. I always thought I read everything 

word for word. 
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Joan: Let's look back and see what you did with Godfrey 

Cambridge. . - . You just left out one word in 

Godfrey Cambridge. 

Sophie: I just left one out of that one? . . . And that was 

I think harder reading ' cause it wasn't interesting 

to me. Maybe that's it. 

Joan: It was harder reading? This was easier reading? 

Sophie: Yea. 

Joan: I wonder if that's connected? 

Sophie: I think it would be. 

Joan: So if it's harder reading— 

Sophie: —like not necessarily the words. The interest 

level I guess wasn't there. So when I'm reading 

something like that, like maybe I would my Culture 

and Schooling articles, which I can't stand, I 

probably read those word for word. Yet with this 

one I enjoyed it. I found it interesting so maybe 

I just wanted to find out what happened. I don't 

know why I would just kind of skip over things. . . 

. I never knew I did that. I really thought I read 

everything word for word. 

Joan: Surprised? 

Sophie: Yea, that is surprising to me. 

Joan: . .. If it's a harder read how do you read it? 
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Sophie: Maybe more intently. I'm really, really trying 

hard to get meaning from it. 

Joan: What are you focusing on if you're trying to— 

Sophie: —so I'm focusing on the words. I think 1, yea 

that must be it, because even when you asked me 

questions about it [Godfrey Cambridge and Fame] I 

could hardly remember ajiything. 

Joan: But you remembered a lot about this story? 

Sophie: Yea. I did. 

Joan: And obviously in this one you weren't focusing so 

much on the words. 

Sophie: No, I must have been focusing on what was gonna 

happen next in the story. 

Joan: Does that have some implications for teachers in 

classrooms? 

Sophie: Oh yes, I think it would. ... I think kids need 

to choose their reading material. ... I think 

they need to be interested in it to get something 

out of it. 

Joan: . . . Is it important for them to read each and 

every single word? 

Sophie: No. 

I asked Sophie if she would correct a fifth grade 

student who made a similar miscue and she said she would 
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not. She also said she would not correct a fourth, or third 

grade student. She hesitated with an answer when asked if 

she would correct a second grade child, but definitely 

agreed she would correct a first grade student. 

Joan: So you would definitely correct a first grader. 

Tell me why? What's the difference? 

Sophie: Well, I think in first grade they're beginning and 

just learning how to read. They're learning words. 

My daughter is in first grade. She has spelling 

words every week and they' re in her reading and she 

had to know at least one hundred of the laost 

frequently used words. So it's important to know 

words and it's important for her to recognize them 

in a story. ... I think as they get older, like 

in third grade, they're reading more for meaning of 

the story. 

Joan: And why are first graders reading? 

Sophie: They're just learning how to read and how to read 

the words on a page. ... I think it's m.ore 

important to be able to recognize words on a page 

and put it together. ... I don't think you can 

just start skipping words. . . . 'Cause I know with 

my daughter when she reads to me at night if she 

left out the word and I'd say, "Oh, you forgot this 
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word. " Qtz 1 would reread it with that in there or 

tell her she forgot a word. 'Cause I want her to 

be able to recognize these words. 

Joan: To focus on the words and know that they're there? 

Sophie: Yea. I could be completely wrong but that's what I 

think. . . . They need to know how to read the 

words and become more familiar with these words, I 

think, before they can skip over them. ... I want 

to make sure that they read every single word. 

. . . And then, I think, when they become better 

readers then it's no big deal to leave out words as 

long as it still makes sense. I just see how 

that's the way the process should go when you're 

learning how to read. Like you have to go through 

these steps. You have to learn the letters of the 

alphabet and you have to learn that each letter of 

the alphabet has a soxind and then you put those 

sounds together. ... I would think if I read 

something, even though I did not understand a thing 

I read, . . . if I was able to sound out the words, 

I would think that's reading. . . . Because 

sometimes I get no meaning from those articles in 

my Culture class. But I'm reading it. .  . .1 

think reading is a complex thing. ... I think 
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there's different stages in it. So that's why I 

think a first grader just starting the process 

should read a certain way, should try to read word 

for word, get used to seeing those words on a page, 

and that you read from left to right. All the 

basic stuff. . . . But I've noticed like in my 

daughter's class when she reads she doesn't have to 

fill out any worksheets or talk about what happened 

in the story, who were the characters and where and 

when did it take place. So far she hasn't done any 

of that. Yet in the second and third grade class 

I'm in that's what they do all the time. And some 

of the second graders are having a hard time with 

the meaning. But I hope that's showing them you're 

suppose to get something out of the story. That's 

where I'm kind of seeing things starting to happen, 

is in second grade. 

Joan: I wonder if anybody ever told them that this is all 

suppose to make sense? 

Sophie: I would think probably not. . . . It's like they 

kind of have to figure it out when they get all 

t h e s e  w o r k s h e e t s  t h e y  h a v e  t o  f i l l  o u t .  . . .  I  

think teachers, maybe they just assume the child 

knows that. Or they hope they can get something 
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out of it by giving them all this work to do after 

they read a story. It's common knowledge to us, to 

adults. 

In this lengthy conversation several important issues 

arose. Sophie assumed that because her daughter did not 

"have to fill out worksheets or talk about what happened in 

the story" it meant the reading assignment was designed to 

focus on text reproduction. The reading material Sophie's 

first grade daughter was using in school, in all 

likelihood, provided no opportunity for her to ask 

questions (Smith, 1985) so comprehension was not at issue. 

Sophie admitted that interest level in reading material is 

directly related to the ability to recall details. Godfrey 

Cambridge and Fame, which had a retelling score of 39, was 

a "harder" read for Sophie. She "liked" the story Floating 

and her retelling score of 73 supports this comment. But 

Sophie strongly believed her first grade daughter needed to 

focus on letters and words as she was learning to read. 

At this point we continued examining Sophie's miscues. 

We discussed a substitution miscue that was partially 

syntactically and semantically acceptable, possessed a high 

degree of graphic/sound similarity, and was not corrected. 
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holding 
I let myself slowly down beside her. hold her 

in my arms, sing to her in almost a whisper. 

Figure 22. Sophie's Miscue No. 26 

Sophie talked about creating her own text and her 

preference of her text. 

Sophie: I let myself slowly down beside her, holding her in 

my arms. I think that sounds better. And I should 

have said . . . singing to her in almost a whisper. 

Joan: If you would have done that, if you would have put 

the singing in, then it would have been a really 

great sentence. 

Sophie: I know it would have been. And I didn't even catch 

it. . . . If I was going to write it I would have 

added -ing. . . . If I was talking or writing I 

would have said holding. ... Or what she [the 

author] should have done is put an J in there. I 

let myself slowly down beside her, I hold her in my 

arms and I sing to her. So I guess I didn't like 

the way it sounded. In fact, I even remember 

coming to sing, and even though I didn't say 

singing, I remember thinking I don't like the way 
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that soxinds. . . . But obviously it wasn't enough 

for me to stop and think that doesn't sound right. 

This was the first time Sophie began to look at her 

miscues from a different perspective. She valued her 

laiscue and questioned the author's choice of words. 

One of the last miscues we discussed in this session 

was an uncorrected insertion, syntactically and 

semantically acceptable, which resulted in a partial 

meaning change. 

I am kneeling over the baby in the drawer, but 

me 
luckily he doesn't see A. 

Figure 23. Sophie's Miscue No. 27 

Sophie laughed as she listened to the tape recording 

of this miscue. 

Sophie: It's amazing I actually got something out of the 

story. 

Joan: Where did me come from? 

Sophie: Well, again maybe the way I would talk. I would 

add something after that. But luckily he doesn't 

see me, or doesn't see the baby, or doesn't see it. 
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It just seems weird. . . . In my mind something 

needs to go after that. 

Joan: What does that tell you about what your mind is 

doing as you're reading? 

Sophie: Well, it's already coming up with the end of the 

sentence and I'm trying to figure out what's gonna 

happen. . . . I've been predicting the whole time 

in this story. 

Joan: What does that tell you about what good readers do? 

Sophie: They predict. They use their own language that 

they bring with them from home or whatever, their 

own knowledge of language. 

Joan: I guess you're not focusing on each and every 

single word? 

Sophie: No. I'm focusing more on the picture in my head. 

Joan: Does that bother you to know that you're not 

focusing on every word? 

Sophie: It bothered me in the beginning when I noticed I 

was leaving so many words out. I thought gosh what 

am I doing? But I'm getting used to it now. 

I closed the session by asking Sophie what she had 

learned about reading from our conversations: 

Readers scan ahead and that's why they can make 

miscues.... Good readers can even leave out 
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words or put words in and still get meaning from 

the story, and that readers predict what's gonna 

happen next, that readers bring knowledge with them 

from home, from what they hear, how parents talk 

and experience. So they might read something the 

way they would say it. 

Interpreting and Understanding Session 2 

In her written reflection at the end of the session 

Sophie wrote, ^^I have different ideas for 1st graders since 

they need to get comfortable with frequently used words." 

At this point in the research Sophie could not conceive of 

children getting "comfortable" with words through authentic 

meaningful reading experiences. She believed skill and 

drill exercises were the best way for her daughter to learn 

to read. "A first grader should try to read word for word. 

. . . You have to learn that each letter of the alphabet 

has a sound and then you put these sounds together." 

She recognized that reading was more than just 

focusing on words, "I'm trying to analyze the sentence and 

get meaning from it and reading more than just words." She 

admitted that "focusing on the words," as she did when 

reading Godfrey Cambridge and Fame, resulted in her being 

able to "hardly remember anything" and when she was 
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"focusing" on the events in the story, as she did while 

reading Floating, she was able to recall many more details. 

Sophie made a conscious decision not to correct a 

miscue produced by a student in her observation class. She 

was "surprised" when the other students in the reading 

group did not respond to the miscue. Sophie was trying to 

prove to herself that what she was learning in our sessions 

together would have no practical application in a 

classroom. She was not ready to abandon what had felt 

comfortable to her all her life, the idea that children 

should "try to read word for word." 

RMfl. Session 3: "You Don^t Have to Read Word for Word" 

We were nearing the end of the semester at the time of 

our third RMA session and we found that our schedules were 

filled with both school and personal activities and events. 

Consequently, three weeks passed between our second and 

third RMA sessions. When we met at the library in our 

usual study room I asked Sophie what she recalled from our 

last session and she said, "Oh no. It's hard when they're 

so far apart. I don't really remember what we did. I 

don't even remember the story." Then she began to tell me 

about an incident which occurred in her Language Arts 

methods class: 
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Janice and Cindy and I were discussing miscue 

analysis in class 'cause we just read an article 

about it. I said, "One of the things I had learned 

was that you don't have to read, you know, word for 

word." . . . Kind of the same thing that we've been 

talking about. I said, "In my reading group with 

the second and third graders I'm trying not to 

[correct them] , you know, if they miss one word and 

the meaning stays the same." ... I still have a 

hard time with the first graders. I still don't 

quite—I'm not sure—I still have the urge to want 

to correct them. But yea, I'm getting it. And 

everybody thought it was really funny that I said, 

"Yea, I skip quite a few words when I read." And 

they go, "What? What kind of reader are you"? And 

I said, "I'm actually a really good reader. . . . 

And we all do it. We're not aware of it." They 

thought that was pretty funny. Yea, people thought 

that was really strange. So yea, I'm beginning to 

change my views on reading. ... It is hard. It's 

really hard. 

Sophie had read Thief in preparation for this RMA 

session and before we began listening to the audiorecorded 

reading I gave her a typescript copy of Thief and explained 
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that the format of this session would be different from our 

other sessions. I said, 

I'm going to put you in charge of the tape player. 

When you hear something that differs from the 

printed text, or that you have a question about, or 

that you wonder what was I thinking, then I want 

you to stop the tape and we'll talk about it. 

"Oh, so I'm finding my own miscues. . . . Oh, that's 

interesting," she replied. Not only did Sophie stop the 

tape for all nine miscues she produced in this reading, she 

twice stopped the tape when she thought she had produced a 

miscue but had not. She also chose to discuss a partial 

miscue. According to RMI procedures partial miscues are 

not coded. 

I scraped sawdust from my shoes on the edge of 

the step and smelled chestnuts warming on a 

bras-
brazier. 

Figure 24. Sophie's Partial Miscue Example No. 2 

Sophie used her knowledge of graphophonics to attempt 

to read this word she had "never seen." 

Joan: What were you starting to say? 
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Sophie: I think probably brassier. [Sophie laughs! I think 

I was. 

Joan: Why? 

Sophie: 'Cause I've never seen a word—I still don't know 

how to say it brae-zee-er, brazier? 

Joan: Brazier is how it's pronounced conventionally. 

Sophie: Brazier? I'm not familiar with that word. 

Joan: Why were you trying to say brassier? 

Sophie: Because the b-r-a-z is the beginning of—I don't 

even know how to spell brassier. But I'm sure 

that's the beginning of it. It's probably the only 

word that would be b-r-a-z in my vocabulary. . . . 

I guess I was predicting what the word might be. I 

was guessing. ... It didn't make sense. 

Joan: So you went back. 

Sophie: Yea, chestnuts warming on a brassier, it just 

didn't work. 

Sophie read almost one-third of the text before her 

first miscue occurred. It was syntactically and 

semantically acceptable, produced no meaning change, and 

was not corrected. 
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Polite," I (finall^/sai^- "Polite. Don't you 

belxeve rae' ? 

Figure 25. Sophie's Miscue No. 31 

Sophie stopped the tape when she heard herself read 

this portion of the text, not because she heard the laiscue 

but because she was having difficulty understanding the 

text. "Does that make sense? ... Is that how it was 

written in the book"? she questioned. I assured her that 

her typescript was identical to the text she had read. "It 

just doesn't make sense. . . . Stfhat does that mean polite'? 

Polite/' I said finally. Polite. Don't you believe me? 

. . . I thought maybe I'd said it wrong." We rewound the 

tape and listened to the miscue a second time and then she 

said, "Oh, I switched words." I told her that when she had 

read the sentence just seconds earlier she had produced the 

same reversal miscue. When I asked why she thought that 

may have occurred she said. 

When I was reading this I kept looking at the word 

polite. I must have glanced at the next three 

words but I went back to look at polite thinking I 

must have misread it. . . . So I was looking at 
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that word again thinking that's not right and I 

messed up on those words. 

At this point Sophie rejected the term miscue and 

instead used "messed up" to refer to her reading. We 

talked about her strategy of scanning ahead while thinking 

about what she had lust read all the while trying to 

construct meaning. The audiorecording showed no hesitation 

in her voice as she scanned ahead. When I asked her what 

this told her about what readers do as they read she said 

they are "constantly trying to get meaning from it. So 

they're doing 10 things at once very quickly. Hmm. 

Interesting." After that comment Sophie thought for a few 

seconds before she started the tape. 

Seconds later Sophie stopped the tape to discuss her 

second miscue, an insertion that was syntactically and 

semantically acceptable, uncorrected, had no meaning 

change, and bore no graphic or sound similarity to the 

printed text. 

seen 
I felt my face coloring, which I knew she'd take 

as a sign of guilt. 

Figure 26. Sophie's Miscue No. 32 
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"I must have been guessing what would come after 

that," Sophie said regarding this miscue. She agreed it 

sounded like language and was an acceptable sentence. She 

also said she had not realized she had produced this 

miscue. I asked if she would have gone back to correct it 

had she noticed and she said, "I would have." She 

immediately started the tape after that comment allowing no 

time for further discussion. 

Again Sophie stopped the tape for an insertion that 

was syntactically and semantically acceptable, had no 

meaning change, and was not corrected. 

"We knew he was a thief," one of her companions 

a 
said, a woman with a mustache and A slight 

beard. 

Figure 27. Sophie's Miscue No. 33 

"Oh, I added a word," Sophie said. She agreed it did 

not change the meaning and was syntactically acceptable. 

She thought her text "sounded better" than the author's 

version and she reflected on what readers do as they 

transact with text. 
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Sophie: Weil, they add things and take them out. I think 

it's mainly based on I think how I would write it 

myself. . . . My daughter in first grade did that 

last night in a book we were reading. . . . She 

brings home a different book every week from 

school. ... It was a rhyming book and the way she 

[the author] had the words in there is not how we 

speak with each other. So my daughter would read 

it and she would say, "Mommy, that doesn't make 

sense"? ... I said, "Well, this author's trying 

to rhyme words so she wrote this story in a 

different way than how we normally talk." . . . And 

she's like, "Oh this isn't a very good book." 

[Sophie laughs] ... It was interesting how she 

thought something was wrong with it because when 

she was reading it it just didn't make sense. 

Joan: So what did you do as she was reading along trying 

to make sense? Did you correct her? 

Sophie: No. . . . She would ask for my help a lot. . . -

She didn't get much meaning from it. ... I just 

thought it was interesting that a first grader, a 

six year old, would pick up on that. . . . Why have 

kids read these books when they don't really want 

to talk about it? 



197 

Sophie's daughter was not focusing on the surface 

level of the text but was trying to bring meaning and sense 

to the reading. Sophie was beginning to realize that she, 

as a proficient reader, and her daughter, as a young 

reader, utilize the same strategies while reading. 

Sophie stopped the tape after she heard herself 

produce this misarticulation. According to RMI procedures 

(Y. Goodman et al., 1987) misarticulations are not coded as 

miscues however, the dollar sign is used on the typescript 

to indicate the spelling of the reader's pronunciation. 

$womdng 
It was a beggar woman, propped up in a doorway 

on a bed of blankets, the stump of her left leg 

resting on a bench. 

Figure 28. Sophie's Misarticulation 

As we listened to the tape Sophie questioned what she 

heard herself saying. We listened to the audiorecording a 

second time and Sophie admitted she had not noticed this 

misarticulation during her initial reading. 

Sophie: Well, maybe in my head I knew it was going to be 

beggar woman but it just came out differently. 
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. . . I would guess that [woman] would come after 

beggar so I was just rushing right past it. : 

guess I just didn't hear myself mispronounce it. 

That's weird. I'm surprised at myself for not 

catching that. 

Joan: I guess you're learning something new about 

yourself as a reader. 

Sophie: Right. 'Cause I was already on to the next 

sentence, looking ahead. 

Joan: It didn't interfere with your meaning at all. 

Sophie: Right. That was very strange of me. 

By the tone of her voice and her strong erect body 

posture I could sense that Sophie was beginning to feel in 

control of the session and of her learning. 

$derizly 
One of them hooted derisively. 

Figure 29. Sophie's Miscue No. 38 

When Sophie heard this non-word miscue she said with 

strength in her voice, "All right. I don't know if I said 

that right. I've never seen that word before." I told her 

how it would be pronounced conventionally, that it was 



199 

derived from the word deride, and how it might be used in 

different contexts. 

Sophie: Right. And I tried to sound, it out. 

Joan: . . . Did it help? 

Sophie: No. I still didn't know what it meant. 

Joan: And so you just— 

Sophie: —in a split second went ah./ we don't need that 

[and] kept on going. 

Joan: Now you've been introduced to it [derisively] and 

if you ever come across it again you might remember 

it. 

Sophie: Yea, I might remember that. Or not. 

And with that comment Sophie laughed and turned on the 

tape player. There was one final mlscue in her reading. 

It was a substitution that was syntactically and 

semantically acceptable, produced no meaning change, had 

some degree of graphic and sound similarity, and was not 

corrected. 
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was 
He shook his head as if he were disappointed 

in me, then turned away. 

Figure 30. Sophie's Miscue No. 39 

"Oh, I found onel" Sophie said excitedly. Then with 

annoyance in her voice asked, "All right, shouldn't it be 

was"? I assured her the typescript was identical to the 

original text. "Now, why is it werel Were is proper 

English"? she asked. "Yes," I replied but Sophie was not 

convinced. "I still think it should be was," she said 

indignantly as she turned on the tape player. 

In the sentence containing Sophie's Miscue No. 39 were 

is used as a siibjunctive. The conjunction as if introduces 

the conditional clause in which t*rere is used to indicate an 

action that is doubtful. There was a good grammatical 

reason for using were but, in Sophie's dialect the 

subjunctive mood is not as consistently used. 

We listened to the end of the tape and as we closed 

the session Sophie said, "I seem to have the same 

strategies every time when I'm reading. I bring my own 

background of my reading knowledge, how I speak and how I 
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would write things. That's why I add words and take out 

words and change things around." She said she had no idea 

she was doing this and that it was a surprise to her to 

discover her strategies. When I asked her how she felt 

about this she said. 

Well, at first I thought oh lay gosh! I had no idea 

I was doing this and maybe I'm not a good reader. 

But it doesn't bother me. I know I am a good 

reader. There's nothing wrong with doing this and 

we all do it. 

Interpreting and Understanding Session 3 

"I'm beginning to change my views on reading," Sophie 

said at the onset of this session. I was cautious at that 

point but as our discussion progressed I noticed a definite 

change in Sophie. In the first two RMA sessions Sophie 

viewed her miscues as mistakes that needed to be corrected. 

She had said many times that as a student her teachers had 

expected her to read a text exactly the way it was written. 

Her teachers "would correct us out loud" when unexpected 

responses occurred. However in this session not a single 

miscue caused Sophie to feel uneasy. She was able to 

detect each of her miscues and when she found them she 

would nonchalantly say, "Oh, I added a word," or "Oh, I 
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left out an a," or "I think it [Sophie's version of the 

text] sounds better." She was inquisitively examining and 

trying to determine the reason for each miscue. She said 

of her miscues, "I think it's mainly based on how I think I 

would write it myself." She no longer felt that it was her 

j ob as reader to ferret out the author's one intended 

meaning. This was a tremendous change from our first RMA 

session when Sophie said that if she changed even one word 

she thought ^^it might change the whole meaning of the 

sentence." 

RMA Session 4: Wasn't Reading Word for Word" 

As I prepared for our final RMA session I chose to 

preselect the sections of tape we would discuss. After our 

last session I realized Sophie was very adept at detecting 

her miscues and rather than listen to long intervals with 

no miscues I decided to once again direct the course of the 

discussion. In addition to discussing all the miscues 

Sophie made, I selected other parts of the tape that did 

not have miscues but where her intonation revealed she 

appeared to be disengaged from the reading and other times 

when she seemed to be fully engrossed in the text. 

Our final session occurred two weeks after we had last 

met. We were near the end of the semester and the weather 
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had turned crisp and cool. Sophie and her family had 

recently moved into a new apartment and as we walked to our 

study room we talked about her move and the busyness of the 

end of the semester. 

Sophie had read "Reading: The Psycholinguistic 

Guessing Game" for this RMA session and had a very low 

miscues per hxindred words of 0.67. Her first comment of 

the RMA session explained why this was so, "I remember the 

article being very boring. No offense. I mean the 

beginning. The introduction was extremely extremely 

boring." Sophie was focusing on the surface level of the 

text, reading word for word, and relying heavily on the 

graphophonics to the exclusion of the syntactic and 

semantic systems. Her comment about the article being 

"boring" led perfectly into our first discussion. 

The article was taken from a book filled with 

graphics, pictures, and students' work. Interspersed among 

the major articles were short vignettes and anecdotes. The 

text placement of the article Sophie read was similar to 

text placement found in newspapers. It was written in 

three coliamns with a short unrelated vignette placed at the 

bottom of the first column. The vignette and the article 

were separated by a small graphic caption. We listened to 

the portion of audiorecording where Sophie was reading and 
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reached the end of the first column. Rather than move to 

the top of the next column to continue reading the article 

Sophie read the small graphic caption and moved directly 

into the unrelated vignette. After she read several lines 

I stopped her. Stopping a reader during a reading occurs 

under only two conditions; one of which is the inability of 

the reader to continue independently (Y. Goodman et al., 

1987). I asked Sophie if the reading was "making sense." 

"Not really," she laughed. I showed her where she should 

continue reading. With irritation in her voice she said, 

"Oh, why does he [the author] do it like that"? We 

listened to this section of the audiorecorded reading and 

the following discussion ensued. 

Joan: Do you remember what happened? 

Sophie: I think it was because I was so bored. ... I mean 

the last stuff was really good- ... I was not 

really paying attention and I just kept reading. 

So I really wasn't getting meaning from it. 

Joan: . . . You made zero miscues in that section. 

Sophie: . . - Isn't that interesting! 

Joan: And then when you get to something that has more 

interest, now they [the miscues] start popping up. 

[I showed Sophie the typescript marked with 

miscues.] 
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Sophie: Look at that! And I did that before didn't I with 

that first article? ... I don't think I had many 

miscues [in Godfrey Cambridge and Fame].... And 

I found that article very boring. . . . But then 

when I read that second article [Floating] and I 

was really into it and I was really predicting what 

was gonna happen and I wasn't concentrating on each 

and every word I had a lot of miscues. Yet I could 

remember more from that story than the first one. 

Joan: What does that tell you about what readers do? 

Sophie: Well, readers, oh this is so interesting! That if 

you are reading something that you really like . . 

. I guess you're bringing with you your own 

experiences and you try to predict what's gonna 

happen and you're trying maybe to get to the ending 

before you're there. . . . And then if you don't 

find something interesting, you're not getting 

anything from it so you are just reading word for 

word. 

We talked about children who are taught to read slowly 

focusing on every word and Sophie agreed reading in that 

way would cause them to miss "the meaning of the story." 

Sophie read over one-third of the article before she 

produced her first coded miscue. It was partially 
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syntactically and semantically acceptable and occurred 

because the word was a homograph. 

read (present tense) 
You read along trying to make sense of the 

little story. 

Figure 31. Sophie's Miscue No. 42 

Sophie agreed that miscue No. 42 was not fully 

syntactically acceptable, but she also said, it did not 

disrupt her understanding of the article. I asked if she 

would correct a fifth grade student if they made the exact 

same miscue and she said, "I don't think I would correct 

that. It doesn't change anything. It's not that big of a 

deal." 

We next listened to a section of tape that included a 

fully syntactically acceptable and partially semantically 

acceptable miscue. In addition, this portion of the 

reading illustrated Sophie's engagement with the text. 
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Did you use your usual cursive handwriting? Did 

I printed actu-
you print? A One thing you didn'T do was to accu-

ally 
rately reproduce the print font of the original. 

Figure 32. Sophie's Miscue No. 44 

As we listened to the tape Sophie noticed that she 

paused briefly in her reading. "I said, *Did you print?' 

and then I stopped and what did I say"? When I explained 

to her that she was answering the question posed in the 

text she exclaimed, "Oh! I couldn't figure out what I was 

doing." Sophie readily admitted that at this point in the 

reading she was fully engaged in the article. "I wasn't 

reading really word for word. I was reading for meaning." 

When we discussed the miscue Sophie referred to the issue 

of text placement. "It's [the word accurately] probably 

not a very good word to split up. . . . You should have 

accurate together and maybe put the -ly somewhere else. . . 

. I guess I was sounding it out . . . making a prediction 

of what the word was gonna be." 
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As I told Sophie which line in the text we would next 

examine she predicted her miscue before we listened to the 

tape. 

a 
But, you, as A reader, represented what you 

understand in your own writing; you didn't 

reproduce the text. 

Figure 33. Sophie's Miscue No. 45 

"Oh, I bet I put an a in there," she said. I ask 

her why she thought that and she replied, "Because looking 

at it right now it doesn't look right. ... It seems like 

it should be hut, you, as a reader." She went on to say 

that her miscue "doesn't matter." Sophie also said she was 

becoming aware of other people's miscues. "I have noticed 

other people making miscues when we read out loud in class. 

. . . They'll just add a little word here or there, like a 

or and or tha t." 

As we continued to listen to the tape Sophie laughed 

as she said, "Oh, I'm just making miscues all over the 

place." She readily admitted she had no idea she was 

producing miscues because she would have "corrected it. 



209 

Obviously I didn't know. . . . Somehow it made sense to me. 

I must have been getting meaning from it." 

At the close of the session Sophie reflected in 

writing and restated many of the comments she had 

previously spoken: 

When reading word for word, I had no miscues. But, 

I also didn't get any meaning from it. When I read 

for meaning, I have many miscues, yet I can retell 

the story or article with little or no problem. 

Interpreting and Understanding RMA Session 4 

Sophie approached this RMA session with confidence in 

her voice and conviction in her new-found knowledge. She 

described her new beliefs about reading this way, "I think 

they [readers] make predictions and when the predictions 

match what's in the text, or close enough, they keep on 

going but when they don't then they have to go back and 

correct." As a proficient reader Sophie had the ability to 

handle all the systems and continue reading even when she 

short-circuited, as happened when she was dealing with text 

placement in this reading. 

Sophie was no longer concerned with producing a 

reading that reflected a text reproduction model of 

reading. She now believed it was permissible to "skip 
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over" sections of text when she realized that she "didn't 

need to know this information." She also agreed that, 

depending upon the purpose for reading, it would be 

acceptable for children to use the same strategy. 

Reconceptualizing Change 

During the course of the ten week research Sophie had 

ample opportunity to question, investigate, test, and apply 

her new knowledge. 

In the initial interview Sophie described her reading 

strategy of "reading around it [difficult text]." She 

said, "I would skip the hard words . . . then read a couple 

of more sentences or maybe I'll finish a paragraph and then 

go back to those hard words and reread it and try to figure 

out what those could mean." Comments from her early RMA 

sessions contradicted this statement. "*1 want to read it 

exactly the way it was written." Sophie had been taught as 

a child that "good readers" read the text exactly the way 

it is written aind any deviation needs to be "corrected." 

By the end of our time together she realized she "wasn't 

reading word for word." She came to understand that as 

readers transact with text they bring the sum total of 

their background, their belief system, and their knowledge 
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of language as tiiey construct meaning (K. Goodman, 1973b; 

1984; Rosenblatt, 1978). 

Sophie came to the research valuing her ability as a 

reader. "I'm a good reader." Participation in the RMA. 

sessions helped her revalue herself as a reader (Marek & Y. 

Goodman, 1996). Sophie gained renewed confidence in her 

reading ability which helped her take more risks and become 

an even more effective reader. She also began to value the 

constructivist transactive nature of the reading process 

(K. Goodman, 1984). She no longer believed it was 

necessary for children to read slowly over every word. She 

said that children who used that strategy would be "missing 

out on the meaning of the story." 

When summing up the changes in her belief system 

Sophie said, 

I'm just more aware of what goes on, everything 

that happens in a split second, all these decisions 

a person makes when they're reading and predicting. 

I didn't know all that was going on and I had no 

idea I was making so many miscues. ... I always 

thought that to be a good reader you had to read 

word for word. ... I realize it doesn't matter if 

you make miscues. I'm still getting meaning out of 

it. In fact, I get more meaning out of a reading 



212 

it seems if I make more miscues because that means 

I'm not reading word for word. 

This chapter presented quantitative and qualitative 

data collected during the RMA sessions conducted with 

Sophie, a preservice teacher. I collected data from her 

oral readings and analyzed it using Reading Miscue 

Inventory Procedure 1. I triangulated (Merriam, 1988) this 

data with excerpts from the RMA. sessions and answered 

research question 2: What use of language cueing systems 

and reading strategies do preservice teachers exhibit in 

their own oral reading? As a proficient reader, Sophie 

exhibited a range of reading strategies appropriately using 

them as she constructed meaning from the text. 

I used qualitative data from the RMA sessions to 

answer research question 3: What changes over time do 

preservice teachers participating in Retrospective Miscue 

Analysis sessions experience in their perception of the 

reading process? From the data I analyzed, I was able to 

document that Sophie did reconstruct her perception of the 

reading process and value it as a transactive 

sociopsycholinguistic process. 

In the next chapter I follow the same in depth case 

study format with another research participant. Amy. 
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Chapter 5. Changing Views: Amy's Case 

In the previous chapter I used a case study format to 

investigate the use of Retrospective Miscue Analysis (E^MA) 

with one preservice teacher, Sophie. Using data collected 

from RMA sessions I documented Sophie's changing beliefs 

regarding the reading process. 

In this chapter I again use a case study format to 

examine data collected from RMA sessions conducted with a 

preservice teacher named Amy with the purpose of 

chronicling her change in beliefs regarding the reading 

process. I chose to write an in-depth case study of Amy 

for two reasons. First, Amy is considered a traditional 

preservice teacher (Feiman-Nemser & Remillard, 1996). She 

entered college immediately after high school as a full 

time student and will complete her degree in four years. 

Second, when examining the Literacy Beliefs Profile (LBP) 

(Kucer, 1996) (Appendix B) scores from all five research 

participants. Amy had the smallest degree of change between 

the initial and closing LBP scores. 

I begin the chapter by examining quantitative data 

from Amy's oral readings, qualitative data from the four 

RMA sessions, and Amy's written reflections to investigate 

her reading strengths and strategies. Next, I use 
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qualitative data from the RMA sessions. Amy's written 

reflections, and closing interview to illustrate her 

beliefs regarding the reading process. With this data I 

answer research questions 2 and 3. 

Amy's Language Cueing Systems and Reading Strategies 

During the course of the research Amy read four 

selections, Godfrey Cambridge and Fame (Angelou, 1997), 

Floating {Brennan, 1991), Thief (Grenir, 1996) and 

"Reading: The Psycholinguistic Guessing Game" (K. Goodman, 

1991)". I audiorecorded Amy reading each selection. The 

number of words each selection contained, number of miscues 

Amy produced, miscues per hundred words (MPHW), and 

retelling score are found in Table 9. The table also shows 

the time interval between the reading and the corresponding 

ElMA session. 

' For ease of reading, during the remainder of this chapter I will use 

only titles and no reference citations when I refer to the four 

selections Amy read. 
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Table 9 

Data from Amy^ s Readings 

No .of No. of Retell Date of Date 
Selection Words Miscues MPEIW Score Reading of RMS 

Godfrey 
Cambridge 1,133 4 0.35 60 09/17 10/05 

Floating 1,529 24 1.57 79 10/05 11/05 

Thief 1, 982 22 1.11 75 11/05 11/19 

Reading 1,484 25 1.68 78 11/19 12/03 

There was a notable difference in the nxamber of 

miscues when comparing Amy's first reading to the other 

three. Amy talked about this during our first RMA session 

when she said, "I was so nervous being on tape and 

everything and I knew that you were listening for little 

slip-ups. ... I was so busy just trying to make sure that 

I said the words right." I asked if she focused on 

"getting the words right" when she read at other times. 

"Oh no," she replied. "I was being taped." I had assured 

Amy at the onset of the research that the purpose of our 

sessions together was to help her examine the reading 

process in greater detail. It was not my intent to judge 

her reading or the miscues she produced. Still, Amy felt 

the need to read the text exactly the way it was written. 

It would be tempting to disregard the data from the first 
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reading because of the sense of performance Amy 

experienced. But this incident serves as a reminder that 

more than one RMA session is necessary to ensure a more 

accurate reflection of a proficient reader's strengths and 

strategies. When examining the other selections read by 

Amy the MPHW are very low. These low percentages are 

characteristic of proficient readers (Marek, 1996). 

Using Reading Miscue Inventory (RMI) Procedure 1 (Y. 

Goodman et al., 1987) (Appendix C)/ I coded Amy's miscues. 

I used the data from the four RMI's and excerpts from the 

four RMA sessions to examine Amy's patterns of meaning 

construction, patterns of grammatical relationships, use of 

graphophonic language cue systems, and reading strategies 

exhibited during oral reading. I used this data to answer 

research question 2: What use of language cueing systems 

and reading strategies do preservice teachers exhibit in 

their own oral reading? 

The examples I use in the next four sections come from 

all four readings. I identify each story in which the 

miscue occurred. 

Patterns of Meaning Construction 

By examining the patterns of interrelationships 

between semantic acceptability, meaning change, and self-
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correction I determined Amy's "concern for making sense of 

the text in relationship to the expected meaning" (Y. 

Goodman et al., 1987, p. 95). These interrelated patterns 

indicate the influence Amy's miscues had on her ability to 

construct meaning. 

Following RMI procedure I coded Amy's miscues as 

having no loss of meaning construction when she self-

corrected miscues that were either not fully semantically 

acceptable or resulted in a partial meaning change. 

Miscues which were fully semantically acceptable and 

involved no meaning change were coded as no loss of meaning 

regardless of whether or not Amy self-corrected. I coded a 

partial loss of meaning construction when Amy did not self-

correct miscues which were only partially semantically 

acceptable or were fully semantically acceptable but 

involved some degree of meaning change. Loss of meaning 

construction was coded when miscues were not semantically 

acceptable and were not self-corrected. (A complete 

description of RMI procedures and analysis of data is 

found in Chapter 2.) Table 10 lists the quantitative data 

I used as I examined and coded Amy's meaning construction. 
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Table 10 

Amy^ s Meaning Coastructioa 

Godfrey 
no./% of 
miscues 

Total No. of Miscues 

Semantic Acceptability 

High 4/100% 

Some 0/0% 

None 0/0% 

Meaning Change 

No 1/25% 

Partial 3/75% 

Correction 

Yes 4/100% 

No 0/0% 

Meaning Construction 

No Loss 4/100% 

Partial Loss 0/0% 

Loss 0/0% 

Floating 
no./% of 
miscues 

24 

12/50% 

7/29% 

5/21% 

10/83% 

2/17% 

9/37% 

15/63% 

17/71% 

2/8% 

5/21% 

Thief 
no./% of 
miscues 

22 

16/72% 

3/14% 

3/14% 

13/81% 

3/19% 

6/27% 

16/73% 

17/77% 

4/18% 

1/5% 

Reading 
no./% of 
miscues 

25 

18/72% 

5/20% 

2/8% 

14/78% 

4/22% 

8/32% 

17/68% 

20/80% 

5/20% 

0/0% 

Of the 75 total miscues Amy produced in all four 

readings, 77% (58 miscues) showed no loss of meaning 

construction. This figure is quite low and indicates 

confidence in reading ability and tendency to not misuse 

the strategy of correction. The 11 miscues (15%) which 
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showed a partial loss of meaning were all uncorrected. Had 

Amy corrected these miscues they would have been coded as 

no loss of meaning. The five miscues from Floating which 

resulted in loss of meaning were non-words and the one 

miscue from Thief which showed loss of meaning was the 

substitution of woman for women. 

A crowd had gathered outside her store, five or 

six older men and women, the men in their suits, 

woman 
hats on, the women dressed for shopping, hair 

dyed blue and curled, plastic bags hanging from 

their arms. 

Figure 34. Amy's Miscue No. 32 

Amy has a strong sense that meaning needs to accompany 

reading. During the four E^MA sessions she spoke often of 

the importance of meaning while reading and having the text 

"make sense." ^^As you're going along you're constructing 

the meaning in your head and then when you find something 

that doesn't make sense you realize you must have read it 

wrong and you go back and read it again." This comment, 

from our first RMA session, is representative of others she 

made when talking about meaning construction. Other 
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examples of Amy's desire to "make sense" of the text will 

be given when I describe the RMA sessions. 

The nonlinear story line and frequent scene and 

character switches in the second reading. Floating, caused 

Amy to often repeat entire sentences as she was attempting 

to construct meaning. During the second. RMA session when 

we examined this reading she often said, "things just 

really didn't make sense" or "I was confused by the story." 

After she finished reading Floating Amy reflected in 

writing about her difficulty constructing meaning: 

It was hard to find a logical flow of events. I 

kept going back and re-reading at the beginning 

because I was trying to get a picture in my mind of 

what was going on but then I realized that it 

wasn't going to make sense no matter how many times 

I re-read it. So I just read. 

Patterns of Grammatical Relationship 

Next I analyzed the strength of grammatical 

relationships in Amy's miscues. I did this by examining 

Amy's "ability to integrate the concern for producing 

sentences that are syntactically acceptable, semantically 

acceptable, and/or correct" (Y. Goodman et al., 1987, p. 

100). A pattern of strength of grammatical relationship 
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was coded if a miscue was syntactically and semantically 

acceptable and if not syntactically and semantically 

acceptable then self-corrected. A pattern of partial 

grammatical strength was coded if a miscue was 

syntactically acceptable but not fully semantically 

acceptable nor self-corrected. Overcorrection was coded if 

a miscue was fully syntactically and semantically 

acceptable or self-corrected. Finally, a weaicness was 

determined if the miscue was not fully syntactically or 

semantically acceptable and not self-corrected. Table II 

displays a complete list of Amy's use of grammatical 

relationships for the four oral readings. 
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Table 11 

Amy's Grammatical Relationships 

Godfrey 
no./% of 
miscues 

Floating 
no./% of 
miscues 

Thief 
no./% of 
miscues 

Reading 
no./% of 
miscues 

Total No. of Miscues 

4 

Syntactic Acceptability 

High 4/100% 

Partial 0/0% 

None 0/0% 

Semantic Acceptability 

High 4/100% 

Partial 0/0% 

None 0/0% 

Correction 

Yes 

No 

4/100% 

0/0% 

Grammatical Relationship 

Strength 0/0% 

Partial Strength 0/0% 

Overcorrection 4/100% 

Weakness 0/0% 

24 

17/71% 

7/29% 

0/0% 

12/50% 

7/29% 

5/21% 

9/37% 

15/63% 

14/58% 

4/17% 

4/17% 

2/8% 

22 

20/91% 

2/9% 

0/0% 

16/72% 

3/14% 

3/14% 

6/27% 

16/73% 

18/82% 

2/9% 

2/9% 

0/0% 

25 

20/80% 

3/12% 

2/8% 

18/72% 

5/20% 

2/8% 

8/32% 

17/68% 

20/80% 

1/4% 

3/12% 

1/4% 

Amy's pattern of overcorrection in her first reading 

is directly related to her feeling of being "judged." "I 

was so busy just trying to say the words right. . . . 
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That's what's being judged." When I asked why she 

corrected particular miscues in the first session she often 

answered, "Because I knew I'd said it wrong." The 

overcorrections indicate Amy was somewhat inefficient in 

processing the text. 

After the first reading Amy became more relaxed with 

the research process and began to rely on her "sense" of 

grammar as she constructed meaning. Of the miscues in her 

last three readings which showed a strength of grammatical 

relationships, 68% (33 miscues) were uncorrected. 

Amy used her "sense" of how language '^sounds" as she 

read the various texts. In our first RMA session she said 

one strategy she uses while reading is "to make sure that 

what you're saying . . . sounds right. ... I know with 

certain grammatical things that's how I know if it's all 

right. I'll just say it out loud." 

As we were discussing her corrected miscues Amy 

realized she often repeated entire phrases. She described 

it this way, "In order to make sure the stuff in the middle 

was right you sort of have to read the beginning first." 

Other examples of Amy's description of her use of the 

syntax of the language will be examined in the descriptions 

of the RMA sessions. 



224 

Graphic and Sound Similarity 

I examined Amy's use of the graphophonic cue system by 

comparing the similarity of her miscues to the printed 

text. If the miscue contained two parts (beginning, 

middle, end) of the expected response I coded the miscue as 

having a high degree of graphic/sound similar:ity. If the 

miscue contained one part of the expected response I coded 

the miscue as having some degree of similarity. Miscues 

bearing no graphic or sound resemblance to the expected 

response were coded as having no degree of similarity. 

Table 12 shows a complete list of the relationship between 

the graphic/sound similarity of Amy's miscues and the 

expected response. 
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Table 12 

Amy^ s Graphic and Soxind Similarity 

Godfrey Floating Thief 
no./% of no./% of no./% of 
miscues miscues miscues 

Total No. of Miscues 

4 24 22 

Graphic Similarity 

High 2/67% 12/86% 10/66% 

Some 0/0% 2/14% 1/7% 

None 1/33% 0/0% 4/27% 

Sound Similarity 

High 1/33% 11/79% 9/60% 

Some 2/67% 2/14% 1/7% 

None 0/0% 1/7% 5/33% 

Reading 
no./% of 
miscues 

25 

10/67% 

2/13% 

3/20% 

9/60% 

3/20% 

3/20% 

In Amy's first reading, Godfrey Cambridge and Fame, 

she produced one miscue which had no graphic similarity to 

the expected response. 

After another visit to the bar. I crossed the 

(C) and 
cleared area \that was used as a dance floor to 

approach the man mountain. 

Figure 35. Amy's Miscue No. 3 
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In her second reading. Floating, there was one miscue 

which had no sound similarity to the expected response. 

(C) J 
\It took Satan hours to leave the woman's house. 

Figure 36. Amy's Miscue No. 19 

The graphic features of the text (the sentence beginning 

with a capital I) influenced Amy's Miscue ITo. 19. As she 

moved through the text she soon realized the miscue was 

only partially semantically acceptable and she 

appropriately self-corrected. 

Amy self-corrected two miscues in the third reading. 

Thief, which did not possess a high degree of graphic/sound 

similarity. The first was coded as an overcorrection 

because it was syntactically and semantically acceptable-

It was no wider than a closet, with a single 

(C) from 
bare bulb \hanging by a wire from the ceiling 

and the old woman who ran it knitting on a 

stool, her white hair done up in a knot, 

rimless classes on the end of her nose. 

Figure 37. Amy's Miscue No. 44 
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The other miscue with no graphic or sound similarity was 

only partially semantically acceptable and Amy 

appropriately self-corrected. 

(C) I 
He shook his head \as if he were disappointed 

in me, then turned away. 

Figure 38. Amy's Miscue No. 50 

On her final reading, ^^Reading: The Psycholinguistic 

Guessing Game", Amy did not correct the miscues which had 

no graphic or sound similarity and she self-corrected only 

one of the miscues which showed some degree of 

graphic/sound similarity. That correction was coded as no 

loss of meaning and strong grammatical relationship. 

(C) will 
We sample or select from the print-—\it would be 

too slow and distracting to use it all. 

Figure 39. Amy's Miscue No. 75 

Amy's Reading Strategies 

Throughout the course of our sessions Amy used reading 

strategies that are similar to the general cognitive 
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strategies all readers use as they transact with text (K. 

Goodman, 1984). Those strategies, described in detail in 

Chapter 1, are identified as selecting and sampling, 

inferring and predicting, confirming and disconfirming, and 

correcting. Amy, as a highly proficient reader, 

demonstrated and discussed these strategies during her oral 

readings and E<MA sessions. 

In our fourth RMA session we listened to Amy's entire 

reading of the text. The following discussion illustrates 

Amy's use of all the cognitive strategies. When the tape 

was stopped to examine a miscue 2toiy also chose to discuss a 

short regression she had produced a few sentences earlier. 

"Regressions provide evidence of strategies readers use to 

solve their problems" (Y. Goodman et al., 1987, p. 52-53). 

It is important to note the influence of the placement of 

text on this regression. 

(R) 
It's a retelling of a \famil-

iar folk story, so you anticipated . . . 

Figure 40. Amy's Regression Example No. 1 

"I almost said family," Amy said. sort of paused and I 

know that's what I was about to say. ... I caught myself 
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before I actually said it. . . . All you need to do is add 

a y in there and it will be family." I asked Amy why she 

didn't say family. "By then I was already reading ahead to 

the next line and I saw the rest of the word." Amy sair^jled 

the graphic cues from the text, made a prediction of 

family, disconfirmed that prediction when she scanned 

further into the text, and mentally corrected her miscue 

before she verbally produced it. 

During our RMA sessions Amy often spoke of readers 

using the strategy of prediction. I had used the word 

prediction once in our first RMA session and beginning with 

the second session Amy adopted the term as her own. She 

said, "You [as a reader] make predictions based on what you 

know and what is common." She also said in the second 

session when talking about strategies, "It's a prediction 

kind of thing. People sort of start saying what they 

expect it to be." 

Throughout our sessions Amy talked about creating a 

text that was meaningful to her. In RMA session three we 

spoke about the following miscue. 
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A dozen or so people hung out their windows 

and watched 
A watching us move down the street . . . 

Figure 41. Amy's Miscue No. 39 

Amy agreed her miscue was syntactically and semantically 

acceptable. In fact she preferred her version of the text. 

"I think it makes more sense that way. I mean the other 

one's fine but I like mine better." 

Other examples of Amy's use of cognitive reading 

strategies will be discussed in the description of the four 

E^MA sessions. 

Changes Over Time 

I use the qualitative data from the four RMA sessions. 

Amy's written reflections, and closing interview to answer 

research question 3: What changes over time do preservice 

teachers participating in Retrospective Miscue Analysis 

sessions experience in their perception of the reading 

process? I present the data in chronological format. 

First I discuss my preparation for the RMA session and then 

I present highlights of the session which illustrate Amy's 

reconstruction of knowledge. I conclude each RMA session 
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description with an interpretation of the data. I use the 

same format for each of the four RMA sessions. 

RMA Session 1: "I Was Nervous Being on Tape^'' 

Amy and I had arranged to meet at the university 

library two and one-half weeks after our initial session. 

I was waiting for her in the lobby when she arrived. She 

was wearing a gray tee-shirt with blue denim shorts, white 

tennis shoes, and her long brown hair was pulled back in a 

French braid. For the first time I observed an engagement 

ring on the her left hand. I immediately noticed that Amy 

seemed more talkative and sociable than she had been when I 

initially met her. We talked about her upcoming wedding as 

we walked to our meeting room. Amy said she had only 

recently begun to plan the wedding which was to take place 

in six months. Because of the demands of school the 

majority of the planning would need to wait until the end 

of the semester. 

The study room in which we met was similar to the one 

Sophie and I had used. The cinder block walls were painted 

pale yellow with a green chalkboard on one wall. The room 

was small and furnished with only a table and six chairs. 

This study room was typical of all the rooms in which we 

held our sessions. 
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I began the session by asking Amy what she remembered 

from our previous meeting: 

I remember that you were asking irie some things 

about my background . . . and my experiences with 

reading. Then you had me read this chapter . . . 

and you recorded it. . . . Then you said that this 

week we would listen to that tape again and find 

out what mistakes I made. 

I asked Amy if she remembered the word "I used instead 

of using the word mistakes." She replied, "Oh, miscue." 

Even though I repeatedly used the word miscue throughout 

our first RMA session Amy used words such as mistake, 

wrong, messed up, or stumbled to describe her unexpected 

responses. She used miscue only one more time a few 

seconds later when reflecting on our previous meeting. 

was so nervous afterwards. I thought oh I wonder what 

mistakes I made or miscues." 

I reassured Amy that I wanted this experience to be 

"nonthreatening" and my purpose was not "to judge" her 

reading. I told her my only objective was to help her 

better understand the reading process by examining what she 

does when she reads. I gave Amy a typescript copy of 

Godfrey Cambridge and Fame and explained that we would 

listen to the audiorecording of her miscues and talk about 
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what she reiaembered thinking at the time or why she thought 

the miscue occurred. 

The first miscue we examined was a substitution that 

was syntactically and semantically acceptable, involved a 

partial meaning change, possessed a high degree of graphic 

similarity, some degree of sound similarity, and was 

corrected. 

I have not decided whether that attitude stemmed 

(C) cape 
from delight \in the chase or a kind of masochism. 

Figure 42. Amy's Miscue No. 1 

Amy said her uncertainty about the pronunciation of 

masochism caused her to "stumble on chase." As we talked 

about the miscue Amy frequently sighed and her comments 

were interspersed with nervous laughter. She appeared 

self-conscious, uncomfortable, and uneasy as we spoke. As 

she continued to attempt to talk about her miscue she said, 

"I think, I'm guessing on this," and at that point I 

interrupted her, something I rarely do during RMA sessions. 

I felt I needed to put Amy at ease. As a qualitative 

researcher I see my responsibility as helping my research 
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participants to become increasingly knowledgeable and 

independent. For that to occur I believe they must feel 

comfortable with the research process. So when I 

interrupted Amy I said, "That's what I'm asking. What are 

you thinking? I'm not looking for right or wrong answers. 

It's what you think." 

"Oh, okay," Amy laughed. "I was wondering is she 

going to tell me what I was thinking"? 

"No," I said. "I don't know what you were thinking." 

Without any prompting from me Amy began talking about 

her regression into the text. "That's sort of a phrase. . 

. . In the chase all sort of goes together." I sensed 

Amy's comfort level with this topic and we began talking 

about "reading in phrases." Amy said she believed that 

readers: 

read [text] in groups. The words have more meaning 

when they're grouped together and they form more of 

a complete thought as opposed to just the words by 

themselves. ... I think that's probably something 

I do a lot ... I read the whole sentence because 

that's where you get the context from is how it's 

used in the sentence. . . . Sometimes you can tell 

if it makes sense if it soiinds right. 
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Amy was using her syntactic sense of language and the 

innate grammar she as a native speaker of English 

possessed. I asked Amy if she thought other readers, 

especially children, used "the same strategy of sounding 

right." "I think . . . they would," she replied. ''^Even if 

they don't say . . . the words all right . . . they can 

figure out what the sentence means." The idea of reading 

for meaning was a theme that was to occur repeatedly 

throughout all four RMA sessions. 

Another miscue we examined was a substitution that was 

syntactically and semantically acceptable, corrected, 

produced a partial meaning change, and had no graphic or 

sound similarity. 

After another visit to the bar, I crossed the 

(C) and 
cleared area \that was used as a dance floor to 

approach the man mountain. 

Figure 43. Amy's Miscue No. 3 

Amy sighed when she heard this miscue. "It didn't 

make sense," she said. I asked why she thought she might 

have said and as opposed to that. 
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Amy: I think it's the way the sentence is set up. It 

kind of led me to expect something that was going 

to talk about what she was doing. ... So I think 

I was expecting that she was going to do something. 

. . . Actually this is sort of a description of the 

area not an action.. 

Joa n :  . . .  So yo u ' r e  r e a d i n g  a l o n g  a n d  y o u  g o t  a l l  t h e  

way to used and then you stopped and you went back. 

Amy: It didn't make sense. 

Joan: . . . What does that tell you about reading? 

Amy: As you're going along you're constructing the 

meaning in your head and then when you find 

something that doesn't make sense you realize you 

must have read it wrong. You go back and read it 

again. 

Joan: . . . Did you know you were doing things like this? 

Amy: ... I never thought about it. I mean it makes 

sense and in a way it's kind of simple but you 

don't think about it. 

One of the purposes of RMA is to bring the reading 

process to a conscious level thus allowing readers to 

become consciously aware of their reading strategies (Y. 

Goodman & Marek, 1996b) . Amy was now having the 

opportunity to "think about it." 



The last miscue we discussed occurred near the end 

the reading. It was an omission and, as with the other 

miscues in this session, it was fully syntactically and 

semantically acceptable and was corrected. 

(C) 
The troiible for the receiver \is not just(Ko^to 

accept a gift (even the gift of fame) but with 

what grace the recipient shares it-

Figure 44. Amy's Miscue No. 4 

"I was going fast and I expected it to be the next 

word," Amy said when she heard this miscue. I asked if 

leaving out the word "changed the meaning of the story""? 

Amy: It would have, a little. Yea. 

Joan: Tell me about how it would have changed the 

meaning. 

Amy: It's talking about . . . not just accepting a giJ 

but having the grace to receive it or share it. 

Joan: . . . Does it change a lot of the story? 

Amy: Yea. Because she's talking about or describing 

something that is sort of hmm, I'm not sure how 

explain it. 
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I told Amy to take all the time she needed to think 

about her answer. She paused for 15 seconds before 

continuing and still had difficulty trying to explain how 

this one word changed the meaning of the story. Amy was 

going to extreme lengths to rationalize the inexactness of 

her miscue. Finally she said, "I don't know. . . . This 

story was a little bit confusing to me." I encouraged Amy 

to talk about that. 

Amy: It might have been better if I hadn't been reading 

aloud. I could go back and just reread things 

whenever I wanted to because I do that a lot. 

Joan: You could have done that. 

Amy: . . . But I thought you were listening to 

everything I was saying? 

Joan: We're going to do another reading today and if 

you're reading along and you come to something and 

you want to go back three pages and reread you can 

to that -

Amy: Okay. ... I was nervous. . . . Because you know 

the person's listening to the way you sound it out-

And I was more concerned about that because that's 

what's being judged. 

Joan: When you read today I want you to just relax 

because I'm not judging anything. I'm not counting 
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laiscues. My goal is to help you better understand 

what you are doing as you're reading. That's all 

I'm doing. 

I thought at that point it would be best to move 

immediately into the reading of Floating in preparation for 

the next RMA session. Amy did in fact follow my suggestion 

and reread many portions of Floating. 

Interpreting and Understanding RMA Session 1 

Amy felt intimidated at having her oral reading 

audiorecorded. She spoke repeatedly of feeling "nervous" 

at reading aloud and thought I was ^^listening for little 

slip-ups." In our initial meeting I believed I clearly 

defined the purpose of the research as helping her to 

better understand the reading process through examining her 

reading. After I explained the objectives of the research 

during that initial meeting, I asked Amy if she had any 

questions and she replied, "No." I naively assumed that 

meant she understood my purpose for meeting with her. 

Within the first few minutes of this RMA session I realized 

I was mistaken. 

Amy had equated my role of researcher with one she had 

experienced during her years of schooling, that of 

authority figure whose responsibility it was to correct 
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mistakes. Her references to my **listening for little slip

ups" and ^^that's what's being judged" indicate her beliefs 

about research and my role as researcher were so strong she 

was not willing to anticipate or accept a new set of 

possibilities. A trusting relationship between the reader 

and the researcher is an important element in the success 

of the RMA session (Y. Goodman & Marek, 1996b). One of my 

primary responsibilities in this RMA session was to help 

Amy view me, not as an authority figure, but as a colleague 

and collaborator in her new understandings. I did this by 

constantly reminding her of my role and the purpose of the 

research. Sixteen times during this RMA session I included 

comments such as ^^I'm not here to judge your reading," or 

"This is a non-threatening experience," or "My objective is 

to help you understand what you do when you read." My goal 

was to help Amy relax and feel comfortable with the RMA 

process. 

Whereas Sophie possessed the language, knowledge, and 

self-confidence to actively participate in a discussion 

about her miscues. Amy did not. Amy continually used the 

same comments to refer to different ideas. "Sound" was an 

important word for her and she used it to refer to the 

graphophonics of a word and the syntax of a sentence. 

Although I repeatedly used the word miscue (11 times during 
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RMA. session 1) Amy used it of her own impetus only in her 

written reflection at the end of the session, "We began by 

reviewing my miscues . . 

Amy did bring a strong sense of reading as meaning 

making to the research (see Chapter 3 Understanding Amy's 

Beginnings) . She repeatedly used the term "making sense" 

(14 times during the first RMA session) when she talked 

about reading. This view of meaning construction 

contrasted with her sense of oral reading as accurate text 

reproduction. "I was more concerned about saying the words 

right than the content." Her retelling score of 60 for 

Godfrey Cambridge and Fame was the lowest she received for 

any of the four readings and indicates that she did focus 

more on text reproduction than meaning making. 

RMA Session 2: "I Was Predicting" 

Because of increasing schedule demands for both Amy 

and myself one month passed between our first and second 

RMA sessions. In preparation for our meeting I 

audiorecorded Amy's reading of Floating and preselected six 

miscues to discuss with her. Because she corrected all her 

miscues from the first reading, I chose to discuss several 

miscues that were syntactically and semantically 

acceptable, had no meaning change, and were not corrected. 
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I wanted Amy to realize that "readers are considered 

efficient when they produce miscues that result in 

sentences that are semantically and syntactically 

acceptable and then do not correct such miscues" (Y. 

Goodman et al., 1987, p. 68-69). I also selected two 

miscues which Amy did correct to illustrate that miscues 

which involve some degree of meaning change are often 

corrected. 

It was cool and cloudy outside when Amy and I met in 

the lobby of the library. She was wearing blue jeans and a 

gray sweatshirt with turquoise piping. As we walked to our 

meeting room we talked about her busy schedule and her 

upcoming wedding. Amy said her days were filled with 

schoolwork and administrative duties related to an 

organization in which she held a national office. She said 

she "looked forward" to the end of the semester and the 

time she anticipated she would have to plan her wedding. 

Amy was curious to know if she had "more [miscues] 

this time." When I told her there were 24 total miscues in 

her reading she said philosophically^ "That's kind of good 

though because it'll provide more feedback." 

I ask Amy what she remembered from our last session: 

I remember the first one [Godfrey Cambridge and 

Fame] I was so busy just trying to make sure that I 
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said the words right. ... I was thinking this 

time I'm going to pay attention to what it's about 

and not worry so much about reading it right. 

Her retelling score of 7 9 from Floating^ compared to 60 

from Godfrey Cambridge and Fame^ indicates she did focus on 

meaning construction over text reproduction in this 

reading. 

At the end of the previous session I had encouraged 

Amy to read and reread the text in the same way she would 

if she were reading silently to herself. We began this 

session by discussing one of her regressions. It also 

contained a substitution miscue which was only partially 

syntactically and semantically acceptable. 

(R) 
\The woman said she had been out mowing the lawn. 

(C) spent 1 
\She had spread 2 out a green plastic tarp and as 

she was heaving the first forkful (interesting that 

she used a pitchfork^ I thought), Satan appeared 

3. regression into text 
on a cloud. 3 2. she had spread 

1. She had spent 

Figure 45. Amy's Miscue No. 8 
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Before we listened to the recording I asked Amy to 

read this portion of text orally. We then listened to a 

long section of tape and before I said anything Amy began 

to talk about what she heard: 

I think I said spent. . . . And I almost did that 

when you had me reread it too. ... I don't know 

if you noticed it but that word kind of stopped me 

for minute. I don't know why and I don't know why 

I would want to say that. 

I asked if "she had spent" could be the beginning of a 

sentence in English. "Yes," she replied. Then I asked if 

it would "make sense" if the sentence began "she had spent 

out," Amy laughed as she replied. 

Oh no! I was probably reading the next word [out] 

before I said it. I think that when I come to 

something where it doesn't make sense then I start 

with the whole sentence to sort of do it again to 

make sure it does sound right. 

We listened to this portion of tape one more time 

focusing on the regression. 

Amy: It didn't seem logical. ... So I was just going 

back to make sure ... I wasn't missing something. 

Joan: Why did you go all the way back to the woman! 
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Amy: When I got into the whole part with Satan I just 

wanted to maJce sure I was reading it right . . . 

and to make sure the stuff in the middle was right 

you have to read the beginning first. 

Joan: So what I hear you saying is you went back to a 

part of the reading that was comfortable for you, 

that you could understand, that made sense to you. 

Amy: Yea. 

One of the sentences we discussed contained two 

miscues which we examined independently of one another. 

Both miscues were uncorrected, syntactically and 

semantically acceptable, and resulted in no meaning change. 

(R) 
A picture of my mother \in a ̂ loch^ hat 

on 
smoking A a cigarette. 

Figure 46. Amy's Miscue Nos. 13 and 14 

I directed Amy to the appropriate line in the text and 

before I had the opportiinity to say anymore she again began 

the conversation. 

Amy: I know what this one's going to be. 

Joan: What? 
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Amy: The cloche or whatever. ... I have no idea what 

that word is. 

Joan: . . .  Do you remember what you did when you got to 

that part? 

Amy: I think I probably paused and tried to sound it 

out. 

As we listened to the tape Amy laughed when she heard 

her strategy of omission. "I was just so sure I was going 

to say it wrong that I didn't even try. I knew that it 

would still make sense if I just left it out." As we 

talked about her miscue she said. 

If I was reading out loud to a class or something 

and I came across a word I didn't know like that 

I'd probably just skip over it if it still made 

sense rather than embarrass myself trying to sound 

it out. 

Amy was so concerned with cloche she had not heard her 

insertion of on. We listened to the tape of these miscues 

for a second time and Amy said she had "no idea" why she 

inserted on. 

Joan: Does it make sense? Does it sound the way a 

sentence could sound in English? 

Amy: Yea, if the words were different. 
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At this point Amy was trying to rationalize her miscue 

and was not willing to abandon her text reproduction model 

of reading. Our conversation continued. 

Joan: If we were having a conversation and not reading 

anything out of a book could one of us make up a 

sentence that ended and she was smoking on a 

cigarette'? 

Any: Yea. 

Joan: Would the phrase smoking on a cigarette be 

something that you would normally say in your 

dialect? 

Amy: Oh yea. Yea, I guess it would. . . . I've heard it 

said before. . . . It's possible I was just trying 

to finish the sentence so fast that I just went 

into slang at the end. 

Because seven (25%) of Amy's miscues in this reading 

were insertions I chose to discuss another insertion that 

was syntactically and semantically acceptable and had no 

meaning change. 

the 
So I had to, she told A reporters. 

Figure 47. Amy's Miscue No. 21 



248 

We listened to this sentence two times before Amy was 

able to hear the miscue. When she finally detected it she 

said, "It makes so much more sense. ... It sounds 

better." I asked her if she knew she added words as she 

read text. "No," she replied. I then asked if she wanted 

to hear another insertion. "Sure," she said 

enthusiastically. We went on to listen to other insertions 

that I had not originally chosen to discuss with her. 

a 
He wore A green cowboy boots . . . 

Figure 48. Amy's Miscue No. 22 

It doesn't make sense there. 

If you don't look at the end of the sentence and 

stop with the word green and you say the sentence 

the way you were saying it He wore a green— 

Oh, yea, then it does make sense. 

We used the same procedure on other miscues and Amy 

said, 

I think it's a prediction kind of thing. ... I 

think people sort of start saying what they expect 

it [the text] to be. . . . She [the author] leaves 

out words . . . that I would normally put in there. 

Amy: 

Joan: 

Amy: 
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. . . They [readers] read it however it's 

comfortable for them as long as it doesn't change 

the meaning or anything because adding things like 

what I did doesn't really change it any. 

All of Amy's miscues in our first RMA session were 

coded as overcorrections. I was curious to know what she 

would say in this session about an overcorrection so I 

chose a corrected miscue that was syntactically and 

semantically acceptable and had no meaning change. 

(C) when 
The woman remembers an eerie feeling \whenever 

Satan would address her. 

Figure 49. Amy's Miscue No. 23 

Amy agreed her miscue was semantically acceptable and 

there was no need for correction but she said she corrected 

it when she "saw that it {whenever] was longer than when." 

I asked if she would have corrected the miscue had she been 

reading to herself. "Probably not. ... I would have seen 

that it was whenever sort of after the fact and just kept 

going. . . . When you're reading silently . . . you 

probably wouldn't consider going back." 
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One of the last miscues we discussed in this session 

was syntactically and semantically acceptable but resulted 

in a partial meaning change. It is important to note the 

text placement when examining this miscue. The first part 

of the sentence {J'm way up here and will he be) occurred 

at the bottom of the page and only after turning the page 

could Amy see the word amazed and the question mark. 

(C) 
\I^m way up here and Iwill/h^ 

amazed? 

Figure 50. Amy's Miscue No. 26 

Before we listened to the miscue Amy said, "That's an 

odd sentence. ... To me it's kind of awkward. . . . I'm 

not surprised I stumbled on that one. . . . If I were 

writing this sentence I would put I'm way up here. He's 

not even amazed or something like that." After we listened 

to the recording of the miscue she said, 

I think I saw the words on the page and so I 

automatically said them the way I thought they 

should be. And then I got to amazed and I realized 

that doesn't make any sense. So I went back and 
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did the sentence over again being more careful this 

time. 

We talked about the placement of the text and the fact 

that Amy couldn't see the question mark until she had 

turned the page. She laughed when she said, "Oh, so I 

couldn't even see the next line yet." 

"I wonder if you would have made the same miscue if 

the page break hadn't occurred right there"? I asked. 

"I don't know. I might have." 

At the close of the session Amy was interested in 

examining my typescript of her reading which contained all 

her coded miscues. We leafed through the pages and again 

began talking about omissions and insertions. I asked Amy 

if she knew she inserted or omitted words. "I never really 

thought about it. . . .1 read silently mostly. I very 

rarely read aloud so I'd never have occasion to notice it." 

I asked why she corrected some miscues that were fully 

semantically and syntactically acceptable and she replied. 

Because I was reading out loud! You're suppose to 

say it right. . . . Especially for kids in school. 

If you make a mistake you want to make sure you 

correct it right away so that the teacher doesn't 

think that you don't know it. 
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Once again we concluded our session with Amy's written 

reflections. While she never used the word miscue in our 

discussion she used it three times in her written 

reflections. The following quote is representative of 

Amy's written thoughts regarding our session. "Most of my 

miscues occurred because I either was confused about the 

meaning or I was predicting certain phrases that are more 

natural to me than what she actually wrote." 

Interpreting and Understanding RMA Session 2 

One of my goals for this session was to help Amy 

develop the confidence to view her miscues, not as 

deficiencies which need to be corrected, but as a typical 

phenomena which occurs when readers transact with text. 

When she commented that her miscues "didn't make sense" I 

focused on her sampling, predicting, disconfirming, and 

correction strategies. I wanted Amy to realize that as 

proficient readers transact with text they substitute, 

omit, and insert words to produce a text that has meaning 

for them. 

In our first session Amy viewed her miscues as 

"mistakes" or ^^slip-ups." In contrast during this session 

she often said of her miscues "it sounds better." She 

agreed many of her miscues did not disrupt meaning and did 
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not need to be corrected. She said her miscues helped make 

the text more meaningful for her. "It makes so much more 

sense." She also critiqued the writing style of the author 

and questioned her choice of words "she writes kind of 

strange I think" and "that's an odd sentence." Amy then 

suggested altermatives she would have used if she were the 

author. 

I used the RMA sessions to introduce Amy to language 

she could use to talk about her reading. During our first 

session I used the word prediction when talking about the 

strategies readers use. Amy began using it in this session 

without any prompting from me. "You make predictions based 

on what you know and what is common," she said. Although 

she did not verbally use the word miscue it did occur in 

her written reflections. 

RMA Session 3: "I Make Miscues Really Predictably" 

Exactly two weeks later Amy and I met at the 

university library. I was waiting in the lobby when she 

arrived and I immediately noticed a change in her manner. 

Over the course of our initial meeting and two prior RMA 

sessions Amy seemed to relax and feel more comfortable with 

each meeting. On this day she was very quiet and had 

little to say as we walked to our meeting room. She said 
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she was feeling fine and wanted to continue with our 

session but throughout our meeting her answers were short 

and her mind seemed preoccupied with other matters. 

I explained to Amy that this session would be 

conducted differently. As I gave her a typescript copy of 

the reading, I told her we would listen to her entire 

reading of Thief and I wanted her to stop the tape player 

whenever she heard "something that differs from the printed 

text" or whenever she had "a question" or wanted to 

"comment on a particular miscue." 

Although she heard her first miscue she did not stop 

the tape player but instead began writing on her copy of 

the typescript. 

brought 
I bought the ground beef in celebration. 

Figure 51. Amy's Miscue No. 29 

I stopped the tape and said, "You're writing." 

"Yes," she replied. I asked what she heard and she 

said, "I think I said brought instead of bought. That was 

just so close." She agreed there was a high degree of 

graphic and sound similarity, syntactically the miscue was 

acceptable, and it resulted in only a small meaning change. 
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Without allowing for further discussion Amy started 

the tape player again and did not stop it for next seven 

miscues although occasionally she would write on her 

typescript. At that point I realized I would need to take 

more of a leadership role in this session. I stopped the 

tape player and said, "You're writing things and you're not 

stopping the tape." 

Amy laughed as she said, "Well, it just didn't seem 

very important." The miscue she was talking about was an 

insertion that was uncorrected, syntactically and 

semantically acceptable, had no meaning change, and no 

graphic or sound similarity. It illustrated Amy's use of 

text clues to make predictions. 

asked 
"Did you do this'? He said, very slowly, to make 

sure I understood. 

Figure 52. Amy's Miscue No. 37 

"I just thought it made more sense. It was a question 

and so he did ask. If I were writing it that's what I 

would have put in. Asked." I asked her what this miscue 

said to her about what readers do when they're reading. 

"They [readers] sometimes make substitutions that they 
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think make more sense than what was originally in there." 

I asked if she would correct a student who substituted 

asked for said: 

It would depend on if I thought that they already 

knew how to [read the word] because you're always 

interacting with kids and you sort of get cin idea 

of what they know. . . . If it was something where 

I knew they knew both of the words and knew what 

they meant and could read them then I probably 

wouldn't stop them because they were just doing 

that for meaning reasons. 

I asked Amy if she had heard any of the miscues prior 

to this one and she said she had not. With that comment I 

knew I would need to take total control of the session if 

we were going to discuss any miscues. 

I was curious to talk about a miscue that was the 

exact same uncorrected miscue Sophie produced when she read 

Thief (see Chapter 4 Figure 27. Sophie's Miscue No. 33) so 

I stopped the tape and asked Amy if she heard the miscue. 
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"We knew he was a thief," one of her companions 

a 
saidr a woman with a mustache and A slight 

beard. 

Figure 53. Amy's Miscue No. 38 

"No," she said. "That sounded right to me." We 

listened to it two more times and Amy still didn't hear the 

miscue. She then quietly read the phrase to herself, "a 

woman with a mustache and a slight beard." 

"Where's the a"? I asked. 

"There's an a in the line. A woman with a mustache 

and a slight beard." 

"But it doesn't say and a slight beard," I replied. 

Amy laughed as she said, "It took me three or four 

times to even see it. I was looking at the main words and 

not the little connecting words in between." As usual Amy 

was working with the text to construct meaning for herself. 

Another sentence we discussed seemed to cause some 

meaning difficulty when Amy originally read it. The 

sentence contained two omission miscues; the first one 

syntactically and semantically unacceptable and corrected 
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semantically acceptable. 
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C (UC) 
\Crhe3 end of the stump was Shaped) like the head 

of a hanamerhead shark, shiny with scars. 

Figure 54. Amy's Miscue Nos. 40 and 41 

"I was just sort of having trouble with that 

sentence," Amy said so we listened to the reading again. 

Amy: I left out shaped in both of them. ... I think I 

was reading it too fast and I sort of got confused 

and it wasn't working. 

Joan: . . . Why did you go all the way back to the 

beginning of the sentence? 

Amy: Because I wanted the whole sentence to make sense 

and so I was doing it all over again. 

Joan: . . . What happened with shaped? 

Amy: I may have read it in my mind and then didn't say 

it. I mean it could make sense. 

Joan: Sure it could. 

Amy: But it makes more sense with shaped. 

Not only did Amy want her miscues to "make sense" she 

also wanted then to "sound good" as illustrated in this 
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conversation about a self-corrected sxibstitution laiscue 

which, was syntactically and semantically acceptable and had 

no graphic/sound similarity. 

It was no wider than a closet, with a single 

(C) from 
bare bulb \hanging by a wire from the ceiling 

and the old woman who ran it knitting on a 

stool, her white hair done up in a knot, 

rimless classes on the end of her nose. 

Figure 55. Amy's Miscue No. 44 

"I guess from would have made sense too. But it looks 

so much different than by. I think that's why I went back 

and changed it." I talked to Amy about text placement and 

asked if she thought the phrase from the ceiling might have 

affected her substitution of from for by. "Oh, yea! 

That's probably why. Because the other from is so close 

there. It [her miscue] doesn't sound as good there." 

After we listened to the entire tape recorded reading 

I rewound the tape and we discussed several miscues from 

the beginning of the reading. One sentence from early in 

the text contained two miscues; both were uncorrected 

substitutions, syntactically acceptable, and had a high 
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degree of graphic/sound similarity. The first miscue was 

partially semantically acceptable while the second miscue 

was fully semantically acceptable. 

I felt my face coloring, which I 

she'd (she had) 
(R) taken 

knew \she'"d take as a sign of guilt. 

Figure 56. Amy's Miscue Nos. 35 and 36 

Amy had interpreted the contraction she^d as she had 

when the author had used the contraction to represent she 

would. As Amy was trying to construct meaning she changed 

take to taken so the sentence would be semantically 

acceptable in her meaning construction. 

When I pointed out the sentence which contained the 

miscue I asked Amy if she could predict what her miscues 

might be. She read the sentence to herself in a very quite 

tone producing the exact same miscues. I told her that was 

exactly the way she had read it the first time. She once 

again began to read the sentence and said, "Which I knew 

she'd taken. Taken instead of take. Oh!" When we talked 

about her ability to predict miscues she said. 
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I follow a pattern probably. I know when I've done 

some writing [with] . . . one of my best friends 

we'd read each others and . . . we'd look for 

corrections and ideas to change. I notice that he 

and I write in a different style so things that I 

would want to correct grammatically he would think 

were okay and then he would want to correct things 

on my paper to be the way he talked or the way he 

writes. 

When I read Amy's written reflections from the close 

of our session I realized the day had been important for 

her learning: 

Today I learned that I make miscues really 

predictably to fit my writing/reading style. . . . 

I like the idea that I can make revisions as I go 

along that make sense to me and that's OK. I've 

realized that "being smart" is not so much a matter 

of memorizing and regurgitating information, but is 

about translating what we see and hear and 

experience into a form that makes sense and is 

understandable to us so that we can make sense of 

it and add it to our network of knowledge. 
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Interpreting and Understanding RMA Session 3 

Because Amy was quiet and responded with brief concise 

answers I internally questioned how profitable this session 

would be for her. She may have not felt like responding 

verbally but her written reflection indicated that she was 

engaged in this RMA session. 

Amy had overcome her performance anxiety and no longer 

felt the need to produce an exact oral reading of the text. 

She said of her non-corrected miscues, "It just didn't seem 

very important." Amy said she learned that as a reader she 

"changes things so they make more sense." In our first RMA 

session Amy viewed her miscues as mistakes that she 

shouldn't be making and that needed to be corrected. In 

this session she said all readers produce miscues because 

the text may be "awkward" for them. She agreed that 

children in educational settings are often expected to 

produce accurate oral readings because "they [teachers] 

think if they [students] say it wrong they don't know it." 

RMA Session 4: "It's Kind of Cool" 

Two weeks later Amy and I met for our final RMA 

session. It was as though I was meeting a different person 

than I had met just two weeks earlier- Amy seemed happy 
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and energetic and she talked about anticipating the end of 

the semester and planning for her upcoming wedding. 

I began the session by asking Amy what she remembered 

from out last meeting. She briefly described the article 

she had read, ^^Reading: The Psycholinguistic Guessing 

Game," and ended with the comment, "I liked reading that 

article." I explained to Amy that similar to our last 

meeting we would listen to her entire reading and I went on 

to tell her, "If you hear something that differs from the 

printed text or something that you want to talk about or 

something that's kind of unusual just stop the tape and 

we'll talk about it." I was hoping that Amy would take 

charge of the session and direct the conversation. I was 

not disappointed. Amy stopped the tape player to discuss 

19 of her 25 miscues. 

Early in the article the author mentions by name 

individuals who influenced his research. As Amy read the 

names she come across the surname of Biemiller. She 

pronounced it Blllmore then quickly said, "5»rhatever," and 

continued with the text. As she listened to this on the 

tape she laughed and said, "I don't know. I just didn't 

care how to pronounce his name so I just moved on." I 
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asked what she would have done had she been reading this 

article silently to herself: 

I would have saw it and then I wouldn't even 

thought about how it was pronounced. . . .  I 

probably wouldn't even remember it. . . . Usually 

in articles when they go over peoples' names or 

what university they're from ... I just skim over 

that really quick and don't even register it 

because I'm more concerned about what they actually 

say. 

Amy's main concern was focusing on the meaning of the 

article and she believed "it doesn't matter" whether the 

pronunciation of a name is conventional. She was not going 

to allow the unknown name to interfere with her 

comprehension. 

Amy stopped the tape when she heard an uncorrected 

syntactically semantically acceptable miscue which resulted 

in no meaning change. 

me 
It helped A explain why people made miscues . . . 

Figure 57. Amy's Miscue No. 53 



265 

Amy hypothesized about her miscue. 

-Amy: I think in the sentence before he's [the author] 

talking about how the idea was fitting what he was 

learning so he's talking about himself and his 

learning . . . and so I guess it just sort of made 

sense to say me because in this context he's sort 

of still talking about himself and his own figuring 

everything out. 

Joan: What does that tell you about what readers do as 

they're reading? 

Amy: They try to make things make sense. . . . Semantic. 

Is that what that one is? 

Joan: . . . Does it bother you to know you add words when 

you read? 

Amy: No. Because it usually makes sense when I do. 

Amy's strong sense of making meaning was evident in 

this conversation. She allowed herself to transact with 

the text and add or omit words as it helped her to 

construct meaning. 

Another miscue we discussed was a substitution that 

had a high degree of graphic and sound similarity, was 

syntactically acceptable, but only partially semantically 

acceptable. Because Amy corrected this miscue it resulted 
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in no loss of meaning and showed a strength of grammatical 

relationships. 

(C) Why 
\What did you do in your retelling? 

Figure 58. Amy's Miscue No. 62 

"I was expecting him [the author] to say why did you 

do that or something like that." I asked Amy why she read 

all the way to you before correcting the miscue. "As soon 

as I got to do in it didn't make sense anymore. You could 

say why did you and then have a sentence after that but 

once you get why did you do in that doesn't really make 

sense anymore." 

Amy's first reaction when she heard miscue No. 63 was, 

"Oh my gosh!" According to procedures (Y. Goodman et 

al., 1987) this uncorrected, syntactically, and 

semantically acceptable miscue was coded as a partial 

meaning change but it did not seem to interfere with Amy's 

meaning construction. 
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casual 
Did you use your usual cursive handwriting? 

Figure 59. Amy's Miscue No. 63 

"I bet it's because of the c in front of cursive. I 

was reading ahead and got it mixed up in there. - . . Usual 

is kind of weird in there because I don't usually write in 

cursive." I asked if this miscue disrupted her meaning. 

"Not really," she replied. "I was concentrating on did you 

use cursive handwriting. I was just kind of reading that 

word [usual] and forgetting about it. I was concentrating 

on the other stuff because that had more important 

meaning." I asked Amy what this said to her about what 

readers do as they read and she answered, "They probably 

concentrate more on the important stuff and if the 

important stuff makes sense and if it's grammatically 

correct then they're probably not going to be as likely to 

notice it." 

The next miscue we discussed, like Miscue No. 63, was 

uncorrected syntactically and semantically acceptsible. It 

was coded as a partial meaning change but, once again, did 

not interfere with Amy's comprehension. 
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It must be that when we read we only use 

^nougtQinformation to confirm what we expect. 

Figure 60. Amy's Miscue No. 65 

Amy's comment regarding this miscue represented well 

what the author was trying to say. was really 

interested in this point as far as what he was saying. And 

I was really in the meaning of what was going on so I was 

reading faster and I just skipped over it." I asked if it 

changed the meaning for her. "No, doesn't really change 

the sentence either. Perfectly good sentence." Amy was 

describing the reading strategies of sampling and selecting 

the infomnation from the text needed to make meaning for 

her. 

In her written reflections at the end of this session 

Amy wrote, "It's kind of cool to realize that when I say 

things "wrong" (not as printed) that it's actually for a 

really good reasons that I make those miscues." 

Interpreting and Understanding RMA Session 4 

Amy never once used the words mistake, wrong, or 

messed up in our discussions about her miscues during this 

RMA session. She only used the word wrong in her written 
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reflections and then put the word in quotation marks as 

though she knew the word was not fully accurate. She began 

to see her miscues as important for her meaning 

construction. On four different occasions in this session 

Amy said her uncorrected miscues "make more sense" than the 

author's original text. 

She was developing the language and knowledge to talk 

and hypothesize about her miscues. In our first RMA 

session Amy repeatedly said "I don't know" (23 times) when 

attempting to participate in the discussion. In this 

session she was looking at text placement and text 

construction as possible reasons for the miscue to occur. 

Gone, too, was her anxiety of feeling "judged" about 

her reading. Her laughter in this session revealed her 

delight in her miscues rather than nervousness. She said 

it didn't bother her that she made miscues because "it 

usually makes sense when I do them." 

Reconceptualizing Change 

In this chapter I presented quantitative and 

qualitative data which documented that Amy did reconstruct 

her perception of the reading process. An important part 

of the research was the opportunity for Amy to closely 
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examine and revalue her personal reading strategies (Marek 

& Y. Goodman, 1996). Participation in the sessions helped 

Amy to demystify and demythify the reading process. 

Amy came to this research believing in her ability as 

a reader. "I'm a very good reader," she said in our 

initial interview. Participation in the BMA sessions 

helped Amy to develop renewed confidence in her reading. 

In her closing interview she said, "Most of the time I know 

why I made the miscue, what I was thinking that made me say 

what I did." She began to see her miscues as a window (K. 

Goodman, 1973a) into her own reading process. She talked 

about the importance of examining her own miscues as 

opposed to looking at miscues produced by other people. 

"You can really understand why you made the miscues and 

what your habits are. And if you're doing that stuff then 

other people are probably doing that." RMA allows readers 

the opportunity to revalue their ideas about reading and 

themselves as readers (K. Goodman, 1996b). Readers begin 

to realize they use their linguistic knowledge and 

experience with text construction as they bring meaning to 

the reading process (K. Goodman, 1984) . Through examining 

their personal reading readers begin to view reading as a 

meaning making transactive process rather than one of 

accurate word identification (K. Goodman, 1973b). Amy 
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reflected on her new Icnowledge during the last session 

when she said/ 

I never realized that it [reading] was so much of a 

process . . . you either could do it or you 

couldn't. ... In school there was always this 

feeling that a sign of being smart is how well you 

did it [reading]. . . . I've realized that being 

smart is . . . about translating what we see and 

hear and experience into a form that makes sense 

and is understandable to us so that we can . . . 

add it to our network of knowledge. 

In this chapter I used quantitative and qualitative 

data collected from my sessions with Amy to answer research 

question 2: What use of language cueing systems and 

reading strategies do preservice teachers exhibit in their 

own oral reading? I used Reading Miscue Inventory 

Procedure 1 to determine Amy's use of language cueing 

systems. I triangulated (Merriam, 1988) that data with 

excerpts from the RMA sessions and documented Amy's use of 

reading strategies. Amy appropriately used a wide range of 

reading strategies as she constructed meaning from the 

text. 
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Next, I used qualitative data from the RMA sessions to 

answer research question 3: What changes over time do 

preservice teachers participating in Retrospective Miscue 

Analysis sessions experience in their perception of the 

reading process? The RMA sessions did help Amy reconstruct 

her perception of the reading process and revalue it as a 

transactive sociopsycholinguistic process. 

In the next chapter I examine data collected from all 

five research participants which I use to answer the major 

question that guided my research: Does participation in 

Retrospective Miscue Analysis sessions help preservice 

teachers reconstruct their perception of the reading 

process? I also discuss other factors which may have 

influenced the preservice teachers, my role in the research 

process, and implications and suggestions for future 

research. 
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Chapter 6. Learning by Doing: Conclusions and Implications 

Philosopher Charles Sanders Peirce (Peirce, 1992) 

described four methods by which people "fixate beliefs." 

People believe what they want to believe, people believe 

what they have always believed, people believe what an 

authority tells them to believe, and the fourth method, 

which characterizes my research, people believe their own 

test results. 

In this chapter I provide a brief sximmary of the 

research followed by data which answers the major research 

question. I then discuss three issues which arose during 

the research: 1) the Language Arts methods course, 2) my 

role as a researcher, and 3) the relationship between this 

research and prior miscue analysis research. I conclude 

with implications and suggestions for future study. 

Summary of the Study 

Using Retrospective Miscue Analysis (RMA) as a 

research tool I worked with five preservice teachers; 

Cindy, Amy, Janice, Karen, and Sophie. These preservice 

teachers carefully examined their own reading strengths and 

strategies. 
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The five preservice teachers described rich language 

experiences in early childhood, classified themselves as 

"good readers, " and none experienced any difficulty 

"learning to read." All the research participants 

approached reading instruction relying on their earliest 

memories of a skills-based instructional model of reading. 

They all believed that reading was accurate word 

identification and that as they read they focused on every 

word and produced oral readings which mirrored the written 

text. 

Each preservice teacher listened to audiorecordings of 

their own oral readings and began to realize that as they 

transacted with text they omitted words, inserted words, 

and changed wording in a text as they constructed meaning. 

Prior to these sessions the preservice teachers had never 

scrutinized their reading practices to such an extent and 

all were surprised when exposed to the miscues they 

produced. 

Over the course of the research the participants 

examined their assxamptions about reading, became acutely 

aware of their reading strategies, and came to the 

realization that efficient effective reading does not 

result when readers focus on every word in a text. The 
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most proficient readers use only the necessary information 

from a text to construct meaning. 

Reconstructing Perceptions 

The major question that guided my research was: Does 

participation in Retrospective Miscue Analysis sessions 

help preservice teachers reconstruct their perception of 

the reading process? To direct and support this question I 

focused on three subquestions. 

I divided the first subquestion into two parts: 

la. How do preservice teachers with little or no reading 

methods education courses describe the reading process 

prior to Retrospective Miscue Analysis sessions? 

lb. How do preservice teachers with little or no reading 

methods education courses describe the reading process 

following Retrospective Miscue Analysis sessions? 

Using the initial and closing Literacy Beliefs Profile 

(Kucer, 1996) (Appendix B) , the Burke Interview Modified 

for Older Readers (Burke, 1996) (Appendix A) and the 

closing interview (Appendix E) I analyzed the data 

collected from all five research participants. I 

discovered that prior to the RMA sessions the preservice 

teachers, in varying degrees, viewed reading from a text 
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reproduction model. Following the RMA sessions their views 

of reading had shifted, once again in varying degrees, 

toward a more holistic orientation to reading. 

Using a case study format I analyzed data from two 

preservice teachers to answer subquestions 2 and 3: 

2. What use of language cueing systems and reading 

strategies do preservice teachers exhibit in their own 

oral reading? 

3. What changes over time do preservice teachers 

participating in Retrospective Miscue Analysis 

sessions experience in their perception of the reading 

process? 

Subquestion 2 focused on the individual strengths and 

strategies the preservice teachers brought to the reading 

process. As proficient readers the preservice teachers 

efficiently and effectively used a variety of reading 

strategies as they transacted with texts. Their use of the 

graphophonic, syntactic, and semantic language cue systems 

allowed them to produce readings with high meaning 

construction, strong grammatical relationships, and low 

miscues per hundred words. 

I traced the change in perception of the reading 

process over time when I addressed subquestion 3. Focusing 
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on the individual aspects of the RMA sessions allowed me to 

chronicle the changes that occurred slowly over time. 

After answering the subquestions I returned to the 

overarching question and deteirmined that all five 

preservice teachers did change their views of reading over 

the course of the research. They all agreed that examining 

their own oral reading and discussing their personal 

miscues was essential to their new learning. 

"I think it was important to analyze your own 

reading," Cindy said. "If you don't examine your own 

reading it's not personal." She compared her learning in 

the RMA sessions to learning how to swim: 

The experience is just like trying to teach someone 

how to swim without ever getting in the water. I 

think having the experience of going through this I 

understand what it [reading] is. I don't think I 

could have if I didn't do the experience. 

When I asked Cindy if listening to recorded miscues of 

other readers would have proved beneficial she replied. 

You have no idea what that person is thinking or 

why they paused. You don't know ... if there's a 

problem with the word or with their understanding. 

So I think it's better to do it with your own 
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experience cause then you know exactly what was 

going on. 

Amy agreed that examining her miscues was significant. 

"When I look at my miscues most of the time I know why I 

made the miscue, what I was thinking that made me say what 

I did." 

"It has to be your reading," Janice said. "So you 

can't say ... I don't do that." Had she only listened to 

other peoples' recorded readings Janice said she would have 

thought, "She doesn't know how to read. She skims too fast 

and she's not paying attention to what she's reading." 

Karen explained it this way, "Reading about it is one 

thing but it's like everything else. We learn by doing." 

When I asked Karen if listening to tapes of other people 

reading would have proved useful she said, "That would have 

been a little better than reading about it but it's still 

not the same as doing it yourself and listening to 

yourself." 

Sophie said that participating in the sessions 

"totally changed" her view of reading. "I don't think I 

would have gotten much out of just reading articles. . . . 

This was definitely more helpful." Examining miscues made 

by other people would have caused Sophie to think: 
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I would never do that. Actually a lot of people 

thought that in our class when we [the research 

participants] told them we did that [made miscuesl. 

I remember somebody leaned over and said, "Oh are 

you just not a very good reader"? ... I said, 

"Everybody does it." 

Cindy talked about how her views of reading had 

changed over the course of the research: 

At first I thought it [a miscue] was a problem. 

. . - I thought that reading was reading every word 

correct. . . . But now I realize that if a child 

skips words ... or changes a little bit and 

modifies the reading that it's not a red flag, it's 

not a big problem like I thought it was before. 

It's just that's their own interpretation. 

Amy had a similar reaction, "It made me realize the 

way I read and that the processes are not really that 

different from how a kid would read." 

This experience has changed the way Amy said she would 

approach students' miscues: 

Probably just to make a note of it, either on a 

notepad or mentally. And then let them continue 

and then at the end maybe go back to find out if 

. . . they were really understanding the material. 
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Several of the participants spoke about having 

discussions with family members. Cindy often talked about 

how she shared the events of the RMA session with her 

husband. Sophie would question her husband about his 

reading habits when she experienced something in the RMA 

sessions which caused a tension in her beliefs. Janice 

described the most ardent family encounter: 

I've had arguments with my Mom and my husband about 

this. . . . ̂ ^I'm going to tape you guys reading," I 

said. Because you can not understand it until you 

do it yourself. You can tell people until you're 

blue in the face and they're like, "Yea, whatever. 

But it's [accurate oral reading] important." No, 

it's not important to read every single word! . . . 

I think everybody has to experience it. And I've 

learned a lot about it and watch differently when 

people read. . . . When I'm in church and the 

pastor's reading and he's skipping words I hit my 

husband and he's like, "Quit analyzing!" 

All of the participants agreed they initially decided 

to participate in the research to fulfill a class 

requirement. "It seemed easier than interviewing 

teachers," Sophie said. She went on to explain how 

personally meaningful the experience had become: 
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In the beginning it was just an assignment. I 

didn't think I'd get anything out of it. But 

towards the end I [realized] I can take this with 

me when I'm a teacher because it just totally 

changed my mind how I perceived reading and how you 

should teach reading. I came away from it learning 

a lot. 

Cindy's comments were very similar to Sophie's, "At 

first it did start out to fulfill the inquiry project. But 

then I really thought, *Wow this is really interesting!' 

And it did become more than just a project. . . . It really 

became how I viewed reading." 

Language Arts Methods Course 

Can the change in perception of the reading process be 

solely attributed to the RMA sessions? Reductionist 

research attempts to control outside variables in an effort 

to pinpoint the one defining factor which produced the 

desired change. Naturalistic inquiry (Lincoln & Cuba, 

1985) seeks to describe and understand why phenomenon 

occur. Rather than arranging conditions and controlling 

variables I chose to value the environment in which my 
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participants lived and worked during the course of the 

research. 

All the participants were enrolled in a language arts 

methods class. While the class objectives did not 

specifically focus on the teaching of reading, general 

goals included approaches to language arts instruction. 

One of the required readings for the class was an 

article concerning miscue analysis written by Ken and Yetta 

Goodman. Not one of the participants could remember the 

title of the article or any of the details other than to 

say it "talked about miscue analysis." They did however 

connect their learning from the RMA sessions to the 

information presented in the article. Cindy said that 

participating in the sessions: 

enhanced the learning from the article. . . . 

[Those] of us in class that had the experience of 

going to the sessions had a greater understanding 

and a greater awareness of miscues than the people 

that hadn't. Even though they had read the same 

article they weren't able to get the whole meaning. 

Janice admitted she "didn't read" the required article 

but her experiences in the RMA sessions allowed her to 

fully participate in a small group discussion. Even though 

her frame of reference was different from the other members 
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of her discussion group she felt she understood miscue 

analysis better than they did: 

I would not have understood it the way I understood 

it if I hadn't been here. I don't think the rest 

of the class got out of it what I got out of it. 

. . . You migfa-t get some of it by reading but I 

don't think you would get the full impact. I'm 

more of a hands on [person]. Sure you can tell me 

that that's what would happen but how do I know. 

Karen said participating in the sessions prior to 

reading the article about miscue analysis deepened her 

understanding: 

If I had read that article a month prior to when I 

read it I would have struggled with it much more. 

. . . What we bring to the text had a big influence 

on how we read it and what we take away from it. 

That's critical. 

During the post interview I asked the preservice 

teachers about the connection between the RMA sessions and 

their learning in the Language Arts method course. Their 

answers reflected the importsuice of integration of theory 

and practice. Amy said that her "understanding was 

greater" than her classmates: 
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Until you actually do it yourself you really don't 

realize. It sounds all nice and good in theory but 

once you actually do it and you see how you read 

and the kind of miscues you make it sort of gives 

you a more clear understanding because it's you. 

It's not just something out there. ... Lots of 

time especially in teaching there's all those good 

concepts out there. . . . But actually implementing 

it really means seeing it happen and seeing how it 

actually does work. Not just, oh yea that makes 

sense, but it does work and you see it works. 

The participants had informal opportunities to share 

their experiences from the RMA sessions with members of the 

methods class. Cindy said, "We were trying to explain to 

the people in our [Language Arts methods] class . . . and 

they're like you're skipping words, deleting words isn't 

that a problem? . . . But we were saying it works out. 

- . . The whole part of reading is to get meaning." 

One of the requirements in the Langiaage Arts methods 

course was to spend time volunteering in an elementary 

classroom. Not only did this experience help reinforce new 

learnings from the RMA sessions, it provided opportunities 

to test and affirm new theories when working with children. 

Sophie shared incidents in which her new learning directly 
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related to experiences in her voliinteer work (see Chapter 

4) . Amy also spoke about bringing her new knowledge into 

the classroom: 

I was in my observation classroom and one of the 

students was reading to me and once in a while 

. . - she'd make a miscue. And rather th.an correct 

her I'd be thinking did she just misread that or 

d o e s  s h e  r e a l l y  n o t  k n o w  w h a t  t h a t  w o r d  i s . . . .  I  

let her continue and then at the end went back to 

find out if she remembered what the content of that 

sentence was, if she really understood th.e 

material. 

Proficient Readers 

The participants in this study could all be classified 

as proficient adult readers. Proficient readers have 

control of the reading process, confidence in their reading 

ability, and are able to use the interaction of language 

cue systems as they construct meaning from text. 

They manipulate text as shown in their miscues; they 

decide when reprocessing is necessary as shown by 

their overt regressions and self-corrections; they 

know when they understand and when they don't; they 
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decide what's important or unimportant by determining 

what aspects of the text need more attention and what 

aspects need little or none (Y. Goodman & Flurkey, 

1996, p. 113). 

Highly proficient readers often produce substitutions 

that reveal their predicting strategies. When they 

encounter unfamiliar words they often exhibit a deliberate 

omission strategy. Amy demonstrated this when she omitted 

the word cloche from her reading, "I was just so sure I was 

going to say it wrong that I didn't even try. I knew that 

it would still make sense if I just left it out." 

Complex or ambiguous syntax will often cause 

proficient readers to reword the text so that it aligns 

with their dialect. This was demonstrated in Sophie's 

substitution of holding for hold (see Figure 7 Sophie's 

Miscue No. 26) . 

Because I was working with proficient readers the 

number of miscues per hundred words each reader produced 

was extremely low and many of those miscues were high-

quality. That is, they were syntactically and semantically 

acceptable within the context of the reading. The high-

quality miscues did not need to be corrected to retain 

meaning construction or grammatical acceptability. Quality 
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of miscues is another factor in determining proficient 

reading. 

The preservice teachers were confident in their 

reading ability. "I'm a good reader" was a direct quote 

many of them used. When we debated the reading process 

they were confident about their argiiments. "They [second 

grade students] need to be able to sound it out correctly 

and say the word correctly," Sophie said as she expressed 

her beliefs about reading during our second RMA session. 

At the conclusion of the research the participants became 

just as confident in their new beliefs. "I've had 

arguments with my Mom and husband about this," Janice 

admitted. 

It is important to note that this study uses 

proficient readers and as such the data I collected does 

not mirror data which would be gathered from less 

proficient readers. 

My Role as Researcher 

"Mental construction is not and cannot be an 

individual process. A child has to construct language 

. . . in interaction with others; and the others are not 

simply providing a model—they are also actively engaged in 

the construction process" (Halliday, 1982, p. 14) . Because 
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of the collaborative nature of RMA my influence on the 

research participants must be considered or my analysis of 

the data would not be complete. As a researcher I became 

"actively engaged" in the research and the learning. 

Teacher/Researcher 

The very nature of RMA sessions involves interaction 

between the researcher and the participants. In addressing 

my role as researcher I equated it to that of teacher. The 

intention of my research was to inform and to assist the 

participants in construction of knowledge, not unlike the 

responsibilities of a teacher. "Teaching is not just 

lecturing, not just delivering information; more it is . . 

. providing information, arranging access to information" 

(Stake, 1995, p. 92) . My research sessions became more 

than opportunities for me to collect data; they became 

learning sessions for the preservice teachers and myself as 

we constructed new knowledge and learnings. The roles 

between researcher and teacher often become blurred during 

RMA sessions consequently the term teacher/researcher has 

been adopted (Y. Goodman & Marek, 1996b) . 

Rather than provide a list of theories or rules about 

the reading process I helped the participants build on the 

knowledge and experiences they brought to the research with 
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each subsequent RMA session building on the learnings of 

past sessions thus remaining true to the collaborative 

nature of ElMA. 

I specifically chose not to share my views of reading 

with the participants for two reasons. First, I 

consciously heeded the caution from Miles and Huberman 

(1994), "Informants will often craft their responses to be 

amenable to the researcher" (p.265). While it became 

apparent to the participants through conversations in the 

RMA sessions that my views of reading were influenced by 

those of a sociopsycholinguistic theory, they made that 

discovery on their own, in their own time, in their own 

way. Second, the participants had a strong background in a 

skills based instructional model and as Janice said, "Sure 

you can tell me that that's what would happen but how do I 

know." Had I overtly shared my philosophy I might have 

alienated some of my participants, particularly Sophie who 

initially possessed such a strong skills/phonics approach 

to reading. 

Constructing New Understandings 

Several of the preservice teachers specifically 

addressed my role in their new understandings. As Janice 

spoke with me she said, "You knew about it. You knew what 
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we were doing. And you were able to tell us that this does 

happen and help us work through, our own thoughts." After 

that comment I reviewed the transcripts of the RMA sessions 

specifically focusing on my responses and I found I used 

variations of the phrase "talk about that" repeatedly. I 

questioned, probed, and prodded, as Sophie commented in RMA 

session 1, "I must not be getting it 'cause you keep asking 

me." I assured Sophie my only goal was to help her think 

about her miscues. Cindy also specifically mentioned my 

interactions with her: 

During the sessions you'd ask me questions and I'd 

really have to think about it. It wasn't just a 

yes no kind of answer. It was how do I feel about 

my own reading and how am I gonna be when my 

students are reading. So it became meaningful. 

In her closing interview Karen mirrored Cindy and 

Sophie's thoughts: 

The biggest thing was having someone to talk to and 

use the language. Reading the articles you 

understand the concepts but actually doing and 

talking about it every time we would meet it would 

reinforce a little bit more and the more you talk 

about it the more you learn. 
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Use of Terminology 

After Karen's comment about "use[ing] the language" I 

reexamined my data this time specifically focusing on my 

use of language. I repeatedly used "miscue" when I talked 

about the unexpected responses which occurred during the 

readings. All of the participants began by calling their 

miscues errors, or mistakes, or slip-ups. If they used 

words such as these at the beginning of a session I would 

ask them if they remembered the word I had used instead of 

error or mistake. They all remembered miscue but it took 

several sessions before they adopted this word as their 

own. They often used the word miscue in their written 

reflections before they used it in our conversations. 

With other terminology I followed the lead of the 

participants and used the language they used when talking 

about their reading. For example. Amy and Sophie 

repeatedly used the phrase ^^make sense" when talking about 

why they did or did not correct miscues and I too used that 

phrase when working with them. Karen, on the other hand, 

rarely used "make sense" when discussing her readings and 

so I used the phrase less often with her. 

Prior to the research "sounding it out" was the most 

common phrase the preservice teachers associated with 

reading. As the sessions progressed other vocabulary was 
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introduced, at times by me and at times by the participants 

themselves. The terminology which the participants 

introduced could be attributed to class assignments or 

conversations from the Language Arts methods course or the 

influence of the final article "Reading: The 

Psycho Unguis tic Guessing Game" (K. Goodman, 1991) . All 

the participants said that they would use the word miscue 

in their classrooms with their future students. Cindy 

explained it well when she said that as a teacher she would 

"definitely" use the word miscue. "I like the word miscue. 

Because it is! I think it's important for children to 

realize that it's not an error." 

Old Relationships—New Insights 

All research with Retrospective Miscue Analysis must 

be grounded in miscue analysis theory. With this caveat in 

mind, a transactional sociopsycholinguistic model and 

theory of reading (K. Goodman, 1984; 1994) is embedded in 

my study. Throughout my research I focused on reading as a 

meaning making authentic language process. I also remained 

close to the original purpose of miscue analysis research, 

namely that of allowing teacher/researchers to develop a 

deeper understanding of reading as a language process (Y. 
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Goodman et al., 1987). In my study the teacher/researchers 

included the research participants themselves. 

Typically, RMA has been used with readers who had been 

labeled as poor readers- The benefits to non-proficient 

readers are well docxomented (Y. Goodman & Marek, 1996a) . 

In my search of the literature I found only a few studies 

in which RMA was used with proficient readers (Costello, 

1996; Weatherill, 1996) and no published research which 

used RMA with proficient adult readers. Along with several 

colleagues I had successfully used. RMA with proficient ESL 

readers so I knew potential existed (Wurr, Theurer, & Kim, 

1999). I also knew that closely examining reading would 

provide new insights for the preservice teachers because 

careful study in any discipline is sure to enlighten the 

learner. I was amazed at how profoundly the experience in 

the RMA sessions affected the participants. Sophie was the 

most vocal about describing her change. "I just totally 

changed my mind how I perceived reading and how you should 

teach reading." Through the process of revaluing, all the 

preservice teachers developed a greater understanding of 

reading and their own personal reading strategies. 

Literacy and literacy learning are social events. RMA 

utilizes the power of personal interaction and constructing 

knowledge in a social context. My research reinforced this 
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concept for me. All the participants agreed that the 

social nature of RMA contributed greatly to their learning. 

"Like I said," explained Karen, "the biggest thing was 

having someone to talk to." 

Weaver (1994) cites Krashen (1982; 1984; 1985a; 

Krashen, 1985b) when she describes "the constructivist 

nature of learning" (p. 65). She believes that students 

learning about language in a stilted formal school setting 

never fully acquire the same expertise as those who learn 

the language in authentic constructivist settings. Weaver 

continues by saying that acquiring language is a 

subconscious process in which the individual is in charge 

of their own learning continually constructing more 

sophisticated rules of language. While Weaver was 

discussing language learning in general I believe parallels 

can be drawn to my research. 

The setting in which my participants worked allowed 

them to acquire an understanding of the reading process. 

Each of the participants began with their personal 

background knowledge and during the research they set the 

pace for their own learning. 
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Implications and Recommendations for Preservice and 

Inservice Education 

The purpose of this research was to address the use of 

Retrospective Miscue Analysis with preservice teachers. I 

was specifically looking for evidence that participation in 

RMA sessions had an influence on the participants 

perception of the reading process. I was aJole to document 

that such a relationship exists. 

Implications for teacher education would include the 

following: 

1. Retrospective Miscue Analysis is a time consuming 

procedure but this research documented the benefits to 

preservice teachers. Collaborative RMA has been 

successfully used with middle school students 

(Costello, 1992) and could be adapted for use in 

preservice teacher education courses. 

2. An understanding of the sociopsycholinguistic nature 

of the reading process (Goodman, 1973) is necessary 

for teachers if they are to effectively evaluate 

readers in the classroom. RMA could be used in 

reading methods courses as one vehicle for exploring 

reading as a meaning making process. 
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3. Research has shown that preservice teachers lack 

practical pedagogical knowledge and an opportunity to 

test changing beliefs systems in a classroom setting 

(Richardson, 1996). Inservice teachers are more 

likely to implement and internalize new learnings. 

RMA could be used as an instructional tool for 

inservice teachers. 

4. Reading methods courses for preservice teachers often 

focus on day-to-day practical classroom issues of 

teaching reading. RMA, as am. instructional 

instrument, could be used as an stimulus for 

discussions on reading theory. 

5. The preservice teachers in this study enjoyed reading 

and were proficient readers (Y. Goodman & Flurkey, 

1996) producing high quality miscues. In a typical 

preservice teacher education course a range of reading 

interests and abilities would be exhibited. 

Collaborative RMA. sessions, in which the participants 

exhibited a range of reading strengths and strategies, 

would allow the preservice teachers to experience 

firsthand the differences each unique individual 

brings to the reading process. 

6. Preservice teacher education courses focusing on 

curricular areas other than reading could incorporate 
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collaborative RMA. sessions to assist the preservice 

teachers in examining different reading strategies 

used with different texts. 

Many questions still remain about the use of RMA with 

proficient readers and also as an instructional tool in 

teacher education programs. Areas of research for future 

study might include: 

1. Participation in RMA sessions helped the preservice 

teachers reconstruct their perceptions of reading. A 

longitudinal study could investigate if this 

reconstruction transfers to practice in the classroom. 

2. According to the preservice teachers, participation in 

the RMA sessions was more influential in the 

reconstruction of their beliefs about the reading 

process than reading articles for the Language Arts 

methods course. Further research that develops the 

concept of praxis in teacher education could address 

the relevance of RMA. 

3. I spent approximately 10 hours working with each 

participant on a one-to-one basis. In an 

undergraduate reading methods course, which could have 

upwards of 25 students, the amount of time needed to 

replicate this study makes it prohibitive. RMA 

sessions which focus on the participaints own reading 
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need to be redesigned to make them practical for use 

with large groups of inservice or preservice teachers. 

4. The participants in the research were a homogeneous 

collective representing the same gender, ethnicity, 

and similar socioeconomic backgrounds. Research needs 

to be conducted using participants that are more 

representative of the population of teacher education 

students. 

5, My research was not statistically representative of a 

larger population nor did I intend it to be. My five 

participants were, however, representative of the 

range that would be found in a beginning education 

course. More research needs to be conducted to 

further validate my findings. 

As I sit and write the concluding thoughts to this 

dissertation I realize there are two comments which I will 

remember for years to come. The first was made on a warm 

October morning many years ago by young first grade boy and 

the second was from a preservice teacher who came to my 

research with very definite ideas of reading and how it 

should be taught. 

I remember Nathan with his tousled brown hair looking 

at me over the top of his basal reader and saying, "I don't 



299 

want to read this story." Nathan's innocent comment set me 

on a journey which "totally changed my mind" and my 

perception of reading. But, I wonder how many other 

Nathan's I had in that and previous classrooms. How many 

young children were there who did not have the courage to 

challenge a teacher's authority? 

Sophie came to this research firmJ.y believing in a 

text reproduction model of reading. Early in the research 

she said, "I think it's important that the Jcids say each 

word correctly because they're learning how to soxind out 

words." I remember Sophie after the research saying, "I 

just totally changed my mind how I perceived reading and 

how you should teach reading." I watched Sophie as she 

made that comment and I saw the certainty in her eyes. The 

journey will be difficult for her because as Janice said, 

'^Change is always hard," but Sophie has taken the first 

steps. 
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Appendix A: Burke Interview Modified for Older Readers 

1. How did you learn to read? 

2. Describe yourself as a reader. What kind of reader are 
you? 

3. What do you read routinely, like every day or every 
week? 

4. What do you like most of all to read? 

5. Can you remember any special book or the most memorable 
thing you have ever read? 

6. What is the most difficult thing you have to read? 

7. When you are reading and you come to something that 
gives you trouble, what do you do? Do you ever do 
anything else? 

8. Who is a good reader that you know? 

9. What makes a good reader? 

10. Do you think that ever comes to 
something that gives him/her trouble when he/she is 
reading? 

11. When ^does come to something that 
gives him/her trouble, what to you think he/she does 
about it? 

12. If you knew that someone was having difficulty reading, 
how would you help that person? 

13. Would you do the same for children? 



301 

Appendix B: Literacy Beliefs Profile 

Directions: Read the following statements. Circle the 
response that best indicates your feelings about reading 
and writing instruction. 

SA(strongly agree)<—1—2—3—4—5—>{strongly disagree) SD 

SA SD 

1. Children need to know the letters 1 2 3 4 5 
of the alphcibet in order to read 
and write. 

2. It is a good practice to allow 12 3 4 5 
children to use their own dialect 
and oral language patterns when 
learning to read and write. 

3. A major difference between good and 1 2 3 4 5 
poor readers and writers is that 
good readers and writers make fewer 
mistakes. 

4. A child needs to be able to correctly 12 3 4 5 
spell or to correctly recognize a 
number of words before being asked to 
read or write sentences, paragraphs, 
or stories. 

5. Reading and writing activities, even 12 3 4 5 
for beginners, should focus on 
meaning and the functional use of 
written language, rather than on 
exact word and spelling identification. 

6. A child needs to be able to verbalize 1 2 3 4 5 
the rules of phonics and label words 
according to their grammatical 
functions (nouns, verbs etc.) in 
order to become a proficient reader 
and writer. 

7. Activities for beginning readers and 1 2 3 4 5 
writers should focus on short, simple 
words, sentences, paragraphs and 
stories. 

8. The use of a glossary or dictionary 12 3 4 5 
is necessary in determining the 
meaning, grammar, and pronunciation 
of new words. 
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SA(strongly agree) <—1—2—3—4—5—> (strongly disagree) SD 

SA SD 

9. Reversals (e.g. was for saw; b for 
d) are significant problems in the 
teaching of reading and writing. 

10. It is a good practice to tell the 
child when a reading or writing 
mistake is made and to have the 
child correct the mistake. 

11. Writing and reading should be taught 
separately from one another. 

12. It is best to teach reading and 
writing in the following order: 
letters, sounds, spelling—> words, 
vocabulary, sentences—> paragraphs 
—> stories. 

13. Reading and writing can be mastered 
and perfected. 

14. When evaluating reading and writing, 
the teacher should focus on meaning, 
rather than on correct word 
identification, spelling, etc. 

15. Reading and writing should be taught 
separately from other subjects such 
as science and social studies. 

16. Reading and writing are best taught 
through frequent drill and practice. 

17. It is a sign of ineffective reading 
and writing when the child rereads 
and rewrites. 

18. When a child does not know a word 
when reading or writing, he or she 
should be instructed to sound it out. 

19. Good readers and writers first focus 
on the overall meaning of what they 
are reading and writing rather than 
on correct word identification, 
spelling, punctuation, capitalization, 
individual facts, and details. 

20. Reading and writing skills should be 
be taught in isolation to ensure 
adequate practice and mastery. 
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SA(strongly agree) <—1—2—3—4—5—> (strongly disagree) SD 

SA SD 

21. When children encounter an unknown 
word they should be encouraged to 
spell it as best they can, to guess 
based on context and meaning/ but 
to continue reading and writing. 

22. It is important that children 
practice reading and writing new 
words after they are introduced to 
ensure that the words will be learned. 

23. Dividing words into syllables 
according to rules is a helpful 
instructional practice for reading 
and writing new words. 

24. Learning to first read and write in 
a non-English language causes 
problems when learning to read and 
write in English. 
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Appendix D: Retrospective Miscue Session Organizer 

Reader 

Date 

Text 

Tape 
Recorder 
Counter 
Number Miscue 
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Appendix E: Closing Interview 

1. Have there been any changes in your reading as a 
result of our sessions? Describe. 

2. Do you think your experiences in these sessions will 
be helpful to you in your future classroom? Why or 
why not? 

3. Do you think you could have received the same benefits 
from reading articles or books about miscue analysis? 
Describe. 

4. Do you think you could have received the same benefits 
from discussing miscues made by other persons? 
Describe. 
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Appendix F: Post Interview 

1. How was this research presented to you in your 
Language Arts methods class? 

2. Why did you decide to sign up? 

3. Did what we did together connect with your 
understanding of the content of the course you were 
taking? Explain. 

4. Having gone through the experience how would you 
describe it in terms of its relationship to the 
course? 

5. Did you see this simply as an assignment for the 
course or was it something that became personally 
meaningful for you and if so in what ways? 

6. We worked one on one but can you see this being done 
with small groups or an entire class in some way? 

7. Do you see a way to integrate into a course the kind 
of work we did together? Explain. 

8. What could we have done in these sessions that would 
have made them more beneficial for you? 
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Appendix G: Research Summary for Research Participants 

My dissertation research will investigate the use of 
Retrospective Miscue Analysis (RMA) with preservice 
teachers and their developing reading philosophy. RMA grew 
out of Ken Goodman's research in miscue analysis. In RMA, 
readers examine their own tape recorded readings focusing 
on the syntactic, semantic, and graphophonic acceptability 
of their miscues. In so doing readers come to realize that 
reading is a meaning making process. 

My research is based on the following assumptions: 
• reading is a sociopsycholinguistic process 
• teachers are theoretical in their approach to reading 

instruction 
• teachers teach the way they themselves have been taught 
• for the last 25-30 years reading instruction has 

predominately focused on phonics instruction 

Preservice teachers participating in this research will be 
asked to read orally an unfamiliar complete text. The oral 
readings will be tape recorded. One to two weeks after the 
initial reading the RMA sessions will occur. The tape 
recorded oral readings will be replayed and miscues will be 
examined to determine semantic and syntactic acceptability. 

To participate in this research preservice teachers are 
required to: 
• have the desire to examine their personal reading 

skills/style/process in greater detail 
• attend five 2 hour biweekly meetings which will include 

reading unrehearsed texts and listening to and 
discussing texts previously recorded 
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Appendix H: Category Codes 

Universal Codes 

Cue Systems CU 
semantics SM 
syntax SY 
graphophonics GP 

Strategies Used During Reading ST 
sampling/selecting SS 
inferring/predicting IP 
conf irming/disconfirming CD 
correcting CO 

Skills Orientation to Reading SO 
Phonics Orientation to Reading PO 

sounding out words SW 
word level focus WF 

Holistic orientation to reading HO 
bringing past experiences to reading PE 
reading for meaning RM 

Reading for Accuracy RA 
Reader's Thought^ Language, and Inquiry TL 
Creating a Personal Text PT 
Prior Literacy Events PL 
Visualizing Text VT 
Reading in Phrases RP 

Examples of Individual Codes 

Reading/Writing Connection RW 
Performance Anxiety PA 
Purpose for Reading PR 
Thought Process TP 
Uncommon Words UC 
Meaning Resides with Author MA 



311 

Appendix I: Permission Form 

Dear Student: 

I am beginning research for a study that will culminate in 
my doctoral dissertation. My research will center around 
the use of a procedure called retrospective mlscue analysis 
and its use in the understanding of the reading process. 

Your participation will involve attending five 2 hour 
sessions. During these sessions you will be asked to 
participate in interviews and surveys, read texts which 
will be audiorecorded and discuss your remembrances about 
your readings. You may also be asked to journal about this 
experience. If you choose not to participate or to 
withdraw from the study at any time, there will be no 
penalty. By giving permission you relinquish all rights to 
materials collected during these sessions for copyright 
purposes. You will be identified in any publications by a 
pseudonym. 

Although there may be no direct benefit to you, the 
possible benefit of your participation is a greater 
understanding of the reading process. 

If you have any questions concerning the research study, 
please call me at 602-706-9333. 

Sincerely, 

Joan Theurer 

'k-k'kie'k'k-ie-kieir'k'it'ir'k'k'k'k'k'k'kic-ie-k'ic'k'ieieie-k'kie'ieir'k-k'k'k-k-k^'ic'ie'te'kie-k'k'k'k-ir-tc-it-k'ir-k-k'ic'k^ 

I give consent to participate in the above study. 

Signature Date 

Your chosen pseudonym (optional) 
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