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ABSTRACT 

Collaborative retrospective miscue analysis (eRMA) is an 

instructional strategy designed to engage reads in analyzing and 

evaluating the quality of their own reading miscues and those of 

their peers in a collaborative group setting. 
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This study was concerned with discovering what happened 

when four middle school students engaged in discussion about their 

own miscues and the miscues of their peers. Before the eRMA 

sessions the Burke Interview was administered and a Reading 

Miscue Inventory using Procedure I was analyzed on each of the 

readers. In this way a profile of each student's strengths and 

weaknesses as a reader and their beliefs and attitudes about 

reading were ascertained. 

All sessions were video-taped and audio-taped to document 

any shifts in strategies, attitudes or beliefs about reading which 

occurred. Four instructional lesson were presented to introduce the 

concepts of miscues and the format of the study. The students, 

working on their own, then participated in weekly eRMA sessions 

during a four week period. Each students read in the group and then 

participated in three other eRMA sessions on the readings of their 

peers. The researcher returned at the end of each session to answer 

any questions and to discuss each session with the students. 

At the end of the study a final Burke Interview was 

administered and a Reading Miscue Inventory using Procedure I was 
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analyzed on each of the readers. This data was compiled to Cieate 

a profile of each student's development as a reader. The profile 

consisted of the students development as a readers before the eRMA 

session, during the eRMA sessions and after the completion of the 

eRMA session. 

Research findings indicated that eRMA used as an 

instructional strategy with middle school students facilitated a 

more realistic understanding of reading by those students involved 

and created an environment where shifts in strategies and new 

understandings about reading can occur. Readers moved toward a 

more positive and realistic perception of themselves as readers, 

and shifts in reading strategies occurred with a focus on 

constructing a meaningful text. 



CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

There are complex differences between being able to read, 
being able to talk about reading and understanding the 
reading process. But it is the knowledge learners bring to 
the making of meaning, the knowledge and the relationship 
between the people in the environment who interact with 
the learners, and the particular environment itself that 
influences how easily and how well reading develops. 
(Goodman and Goodman, 1990, p. 230) 
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With the wealth of information now available about reading 

miscues and the knowledge we have about the reading process itself 

many questions have arisen about effective ways to operationalize 

that knowledge in the classroom. Limited research has been done on 

retrospective miscue analysis, a process in which students are 

asked to reflect on their miscues, discussing possible reasons for 

making those miscues. In those discussions the reader's beliefs 

about the reading process and their beliefs about their abilities as 

readers surface. 

Effective ways to disseminate to students information about 

both miscues and the reading process in a practical way needs to be 

researched. Worsnop (1977) states, "There is a great need to see 

miscue theory reflected in reading programs in some way that is 

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

usable as a teaching as well as a diagnostic tool" (p. 42). In 

response to this need this research study was created using 



The current popular focus on the process of learning in 

collaborative groups and the interest in providing students 

opportunities to engage in problem solving strategies rather than 

correcting errors creates a ripe environment for researchers 

attempting to capture the dynamic relationship between social 

interaction and learning. Additionally, retrospective miscue 

analysis informs the current interest in metalinguistic and 

metacognitive strategies of readers. 

Theoretical Rationale 
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The theoretical rational for retrospective miscue analysis is 

generated from the work done by K. Goodman (1965, 1973), 

Goodman and Niles (1970), and Goodman and Goodman (1977) in 

analyzing the miscues readers make during reading. K. Goodman 

generated a theory of the reading process by viewing miscues as 

windows into the reading process (1973, 1984). This work was 

further developed by Y. Goodman and Burke (1972) in creating a 

reading miscue inventory to facilitate the practitioner's recognition 

of readers' strengths as well as weaknesses and developing 

instructional programs supporting efficient, effective reading 

strategies (Goodman, Burke, & Watson, 1987) . 

. Miscue analysis provides a basis upon which teachers and 

researchers construct theories about how reading works, discover 

how students read and explore readers' knowledge about language. 

Using this information, teachers and researchers can support 



students in developing efficient and effective reading strategies 

(Long,1 ). 
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Research done in Retrospective Miscue Analysis (CRMA) 

indicates a move toward proficient reading as students who have 

participated in RMA sessions become aware of the strengths of 

their own reading strategies (Marek, 1987; Miller & Woodley, 1983). 

Inherent in a retrospective miscue analysis session is the social 

environment where the construction of meaning is central to the 

dialogue about miscues. For example in the following discussion a 

subject involved in a National Council of Teachers of English 

supported study on retrospective miscue analysis discusses her 

understanding of the world and how that influences her 

understanding of the text. 

Question: What are the strategies? 
Student: Self predicting and background knowledge is 
really good cause then you don't get stuck on it cause if I 
have the title and I'm thinking Jumanji. I never heard of 
that before, I didn't have any knowledge, but then I got 
flowing through it cause I had a bit of knowledge. The 
other one about Pablo. I knew a lot about Mexico and 
Puerto Rico and Spanish so it was easier for me to 
understand. 
Question: How did that affect your miscues? 
Student: It made them better. Like when they said Puerto 
Rico Island when actually there are many islands so it 
made it, the story have more sense. Don't tell the author 
that. (Bernice, May 4, 1991, Personal interview) 

This reader is able to talk about how she focuses on meaning, 

and actively constructs meaning for herself when she reads. 

Through retrospection she shows understanding of the strategies 
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she uses and how they assist her in getting meaning from the text. 

Creating an environment where students talk among themselves in a 

collaborative group about miscues and reading not only gives 

students access to this information but does so in an environment 

where students are supported and facilitated by their peers. 

The theoretical rationale for incorporating collaborative 

learning into the classroom is related to the social construction of 

knowledge as interpreted by J. Dewey (1938), (Dewey and Bentley 

(1949), L.S. Vygotsky (1978, 1986), and K. Goodman (1984, 1988), in 

which learning is effected not only by materials taught, but by the 

social situation in which that learning occurs, the interaction 

between those involved in the event and the background_ knowledge 

all are bringing to the learning situation. Learning is negotiated and 

mediated based on the experiences and the social situations of the 

learner. 

The notion that language is mediated within the context of 

social interactions was suggested as early as 1934 by the social 

constructivist, L.S. Vygotsky. Vygotsky (1978) believed learning 

and development were necessary and interdependent processes 

with learning and development being interrelated from the child's 

very first day of life (1978). This relationship between learning and 

development was critical to his construct, the zone of proximal 

development. Vygotsky defines the zone: 

The zone of proximal development is defined as the 
distance between the actual developmental level as 
determined by independent problem solving and the level of 



potential development as determined through problem 
solving under adult guidance or in collaboration with more 
capable peers. (Vygotsky, 1978, p. 86) 

Along this same line, Dewey (1938) states that growth 

depends upon the presence of difficulty to be overcome by the 

exercise of intelligence. 

Once more, it is part of the educator's responsibility to 
see equally two things: First that the problem grows out 
of the conditions of the experience being had in the 
present,and that it is within the range of the capacity of 
students; and secondly, that it is such that it arouses in 
the learner an active quest for information and for 
production of new ideas. The new facts and new ideas thus 
obtained become the ground for further experiences in 
which new problems are presented. The process is a 
continuous spiral. (Dewey, 1938, p. 79) 
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This notion of growth depending on the presence of difficulty 

seems consonant with Vygotsky's concept of zone of proximal 

development. Dewey illuminates the notion of the zone of proximal 

development by including the transacting nature of experience in his 

learning paradigm. 

Dewey (1938) discusses the interactive effects of the total 

situation drawing the conclusion that control of individual actions 

is effected by the whole situation in which individuals are involved, 

in which they share and of which they are co-operative or 

interacting parts (1938, p. 53). The conceptions of situation and of 

interaction are inseparable from each other. According to Dewey an 

experience is created because of a transaction between an 

individual and what at the time constitutes his/her environment. 
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The environment may be a person to whom the individual is talking, 

or the book s/he is reading. From this perspective of learning the 

learner is modified, changed by experiences and influenced by all 

that the learner comes in contact with including peers. 

K. Goodman concurs that language is mediated within the 

context of social events. A transactional, psychosociolinguistic 

theory of the reading process (Goodman,1984; Goodman & Goodman, 

1990) emerged from K. Goodman's miscue analysis research. K. 

Goodman (1988) contends that language mediates learning in a 

social and personal situation. 

Not only does language mediate personal learning but it 
also mediates social learning. Language makes it possible 
to link human minds and magnify human intelligence. Each 
social language situation is a complex set of transactions 
with each participant being affected and social meaning 
being stretched, tested· and modified. There is in each 
participant a zone of proximal development and so learning 
is being mediated by the situation, by the other 
participants, and by language. And there is also a social 
zone of proximal development. The immediate social group 
also is learning and changing and cycles of similar 
linguistic encounters create social ripples that affect 
widening social circles. (p. 9) 

The mediation of language in social and personal learning is 

facilitated in collaborative situations. Language and learning 

cannot be removed from the social context of the situation (K. 

Goodman, 1988; Goodman & Goodman, 1989; Griffin & Cole, 1983; 

Vygotsky, 1978). 
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Statement of the Problem 

When students miscue during reading they often view that as 

negative or inappropriate reading behavior. Extensive research 

however has documented that for proficient and non-proficient 

readers alike, reading involves constructing meaning from print and 

in the process, making miscues {K. Goodman, 1984, 1973; Y. 

Goodman, Burke & Watson, 1987; Goodman & Goodman,1977; Marek, 

1987}. Just as the number of miscues vary, so also does the level 

of comprehension. Thus in actuality, even for good readers, reading 

is not a perfect rendering of the text or a complete unabridged 

recollection of what has been read. 

Working in a collaborative situation where students have the 

opportunity to observe other readers as well as themselves engage 

in the reading process helps them understand that many of the 

strategies they employ are effective, while others disrupt meaning 

and are ineffective. While observing the reading behavior of 

themselves and their peers, they begin to see error as a qualitative 

rather than a quantitative issue. Ultimately, this awareness of the 

reading process and of their own strengths and weaknesses can 

bring about a positive change in the reading strategies they employ. 

The purpose of this study is to examine the use of 

retrospective miscue analysis in a collaborative setting. 

Description of the environment where readers are free to construct 

meaning and explore miscue options in a purposeful way is 

presented. Furthermore, this study attempts to discover the 



effects collaborative miscue analysis has on a student's reading 

strategies. 

Research Questions 
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This study is concerned with answering the following major 

question: How does RMA in a collaborative setting influence both 

the reading process and the perceptions readers have about the 

process? The major question is investigated through answering the 

specific questions which are organized into three categories 

dictated by the methodology of the study. 

The following questions are answered from data gathered 

prior to the collaborative miscue analysis sessions. 

1. How do adolescent students in a seventh grade classroom 

describe the reading process before involvement in collaborative 

retrospective miscue analysis sessions? 

2. How do those students describe their strengths and 

weaknesses as readers before involvement in collaborative 

retrospective miscue analysis sessions? 

3. What are reading strengths and weaknesses of the 

adolescent students as revealed through miscue analysis using 

Procedure I of the Reading Miscue Inventory (RMI) before 

involvement in collaborative retrospective miscue analysis 

sessions? 

The following questions are answered from data gathered 

during the collaborative retrospective miscue analysis sessions: 



4. What is revealed about a student's perception of the 

reading process when engaged in a collaborative discussion about 

miscues during retrospective miscue analysis sessions? 
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5. What is revealed about a student's perception of reading 

miscues and strategies when engaged in a collaborative discussion 

evaluating their own reading miscues and those of their peers 

during collaborative retrospective miscue analysis sessions? 

The following questions are answered from data gathered 

after the collaborative retrospective miscues analysis sessions: 

6. What changes occur in the student's perceptions of the 

reading process after being involved in four collaborative 

retrospective miscue analysis session. 

7. What changes occur in the student's description of their 

strengths and weaknesses as readers after being involved in four 

collaborative retrospective miscue analysis sessions. 

8. What strengths and weaknesses are revealed through 

miscue analysis using Procedure I of the Reading Miscue Inventory 

after being involved in four collaborative retrospective miscue 

analysis sessions. 

9. To what extent can these changes be attributed to 

retrospective miscue analysis in a collaborative setting? 

Significance of the Study 

This study is significant in three respects. First, it examines 

the influence of collaborative retrospective miscue analysis as an 
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instructional strategy with seventh grade readers. Though the 

technique had been used in the past, no thorough analysis had yet 

been made of its usefulness with adolescent readers discussing 

their reading with one another. Retrospective miscue· analysis is a 

significant departure from methodologies that have been used in the 

past. If it is found to be effective, it provides teachers with a new 

methodology to use within the scope of their classroom. It is 

necessary to study this methodology to explore its potential as an 

instructional tool. 

Second, the miscue analysis data collected in this study will 

contribute to our understanding of the reading process. Few 

retrospective miscue studies have been done with adolescent 

students and none have been done in a collaborative setting with 

only their peers present. This technique will provide information on 

the meanings adolescents bring to their own reading and clarify 

their understandings about reading. This study adds to that data. 

Third, an indepth descriptive study of a small number of 

students in a collaborative setting adds to other collaborative 

research studies. This is useful to educators in determining the 

complexities and dynamics of learning in a collaborative setting. 

Assumptions 

For the purpose of this research, it is assumed that readers' 

silent reading processes are reflected in oral reading behavior. This 

basic assumption is essential in miscue analysis research. 



It is also assumed that seventh grade readers are candid in 

discussing their views about the reading process and their 

particular strengths and weaknesses as readers. 

Limitations 

This study examines in detail the reading strategies and 

attitudes of four seventh grade readers in a middle school. In a 

weekly collaborative session each participant reads one text and 

participate in one retrospective miscue analysis on their own 

reading. Additionally, each participant is involved in the 

collaborative retrospective miscue analysis of the other 

participants. 
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This descriptive indepth study is needed to amass information 

about what actually occurs during collaborative retrospective 

miscue analysis sessions. Since this research design is descriptive 

and not causal in nature, changes may occur due to other 

contributing factors besides collaboration during retrospective 

miscue analysis sessions. One such factor is the personality of the 

students involved in the collaboration. There may be personality 

traits influencing group dynamics unique to this collaborative 

group. Another limiting factor is the selection of students. Student 

selection is limited to a teacher who is willing to have students out 

of the classroom for an extended period of time. Student 

participation is voluntary, subject to parent approval, and teacher 
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recommendation. Finally, for the purpose of this study, readings are 

limited to narrative texts chosen by the researcher. 

Definition of Terms 

Following are definitions of terms used in this study: 

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

differs from the expected response (ER). 

MISCUE ANALYSIS: A procedure used to classify and evaluate 

oral reading miscues. 

READING MISCUE INVENTORY (RMI): Based on the Goodman 

Taxonomy of Reading Miscues, this is a series of three instruments 

designed to analyze miscues. Each of the three procedures varies in 

its complexity and the specificity of data it provides. 

RETROSPECTION: The process of reflecting upon the past. 

RETROSPECTIVE MISCUE ANALYSIS (RMA): A questioning 

procedure used to engage readers in reflecting upon and commenting 

about their miscues stemming from a previous reading of a 

particular text. 

COLLABORATIVE RETROSPECTIVE MISCUE ANALYSIS (CRMA): A 

questioning procedure in which a group of students are involved in 

conducting a RMA session, discussing a text read by one reader in 

the group. The readers will comment about and reflect upon 

miscues which occurred in a previous reading of a particular text. 
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CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

This chapter presents a review of the literature related to the 

use of retrospective miscue analysis as an instructional technique. 

First to be discussed is miscue analysis and its' relation to 

retrospective miscue analysis. Then retrospective miscue analysis 

research is reviewed with discussion on the findings of the 

research. Finally, because retrospective miscue analysis is 

presented in the context of a collaborative group there is a review 

of the literature on collaborative studies focusing on the social 

nature of learning. 

Retrospective Miscue Analysis 

Retrospective miscue analysis has evolved out of research 

which began more than twenty five years ago. During that period 

Goodman and Goodman (1977), and many others studied the reading 

process by analyzing the miscues of subjects reading written text. 

They prefer to use the word miscue because the term error has a 

negative connotation and history in education. Goodman and 

Goodman (1977), state that readers show how they are operating as 

readers by the kinds of errors they make when reading. Miscues, 

according to K. Goodman, are windows on the reading process 

(1973). That is, a study of the miscues that are made during oral 

reading provide information that reveals the nature of the 

processes that are involved in reading. From this perspective one 
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must look to the reader to understand the process of reading. By the 

Goodmans' own admission, this is not always an easy thing to 

accomplish: 

The data are not controlled and clean in the experimental 
sense. Even young readers are not always very 
considerate. They do complex things for which we may be 
unprepared; and, not always having studied the latest 
theories, they do not always produce confirming evidence. 
But they are language users in action. (Goodman & 
Goodman, 1977) 

Miscue analysis differs significantly from other commonly 

used diagnostic and evaluative instruments in that the resulting 

analysis of reading proficiency is qualitative as well as 

quantitative (Goodman, Watson, & Burke, 19B7). Additionally, 

miscue analysis helps teachers/researchers gain insights into the 

reading process presenting them with a knowledge base with which 

to make informed instructional decisions. 

According to Goodman and Marek (1989), the following major 

conclusions emerged from miscue analysis research. 

1. There is an active construction of meaning that occurs 

during reading. 

2. Miscues are an important part of the reading process. They 

inform researchers and teachers about reading development and 

about how readers interpret text; further, they reveal readers' 

pOints of view, background knowledge, and experiences. 

3. In constructing meaning, readers use strategies such as 

predicting, confirming and inferencing. They also use the 
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graphophonic, syntactic, semantic and pragmatic cueing systems in 

language. 

4. There is a single reading process. All readers use reading 

strategies and the language cueing systems in similar ways to 

construct meaning. Differences in their experiences, culture and 

language influence their construction of meaning. 

Miscue analysis has been successfully used as a research and 

diagnostic tool, but many classroom teachers are looking for a tool 

they could use in the classroom, an inventory that is not as 

complicated and time consuming. In response to this, Goodman, 

Watson and Burke (1987) adapted the Goodman Taxonomy of Reading 

Miscues into the Reading Miscue Inventory including new ideas and 

insights. In updating the Reading Miscue Inventory from 1973 to 

1987, they provide alternative procedures to meet the needs of 

various professionals using miscue analysis. 

Miscue analysis is a tool that provides users with the power 

to inquire into their own questions and to solve their own problems 

in order to come up with their own conclusions (Goodman, Watson, & 

Burke, 1987). 

Retrospective miscue analysis can be taken one step farther 

than the RMI, allowing students to gain insights into themselves as 

readers. Since this procedure involves readers listening to and 

talking about their own miscues made during a previous oral 

reading, it is called Retrospective Miscue Analysis (RMA). 



31 

Retrospective Miscue Analysis is designed to assist readers in 

reorienting their personal models of the reading process from 

either a sound/letter relationship or skills view to a more holistic 

view of the reading process (Marek, 1987). RMA gives the reader 

the opportunity to question and solve their own problems in order to 

come up with their own conclusion and perhaps rethink their own 

beliefs about the reading process. 

In a 1977 project in which Worsnop uses three separate trials 

incorporating retrospective miscue analysis in three different 

setting with students. One trial involved one seventh grade student 

and the researcher. the student was fascinated with the taped 

reading but the RMI worksheet became tedious. 

On the second trial, Worsnop altered the procedures, 

dispensing with the RMI miscue sheet altogether and then had two 

students work in pairs with the researcher while discussing 

miscues. This proved beneficial to the students. Their classroom 

teacher reported that both readers were reading better. 

On the third trial Worsnop engaged six students along with 

himself and the special education teacher in collaborative 

retrospective miscue analysis sessions. The classroom teachers in 

other subject areas reported improvement in class participation and 

in attitude. He progressively refines the procedures until it could 

be used with groups of up to eight students at a time to produce 

reading improvement. Although these findings were tentative at 

best Worsnop remained enthusiastic about using the RMA for 
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instruction. In his opinion the subjects made some gains in their 

ability to read, with more obvious gains in the improvement in the 

self image of the readers. The conclusion from this three year 

study is that the procedure is a useful teaching tool, while leaving 

other questions to be answered in follow up studies. 

Raisner (1977) made use of retrospection in her study 

exploring the reading strategies of non-proficient college students. 

Raisner had 14 subjects read a selection from an original text while 

the investigator marked all miscues on a worksheet. Following a 

retelling, the subjects listened for miscues. Upon hearing a miscue, 

the subject stopped the tape recorder and made any comment he or 

she wished about the miscue. This researcher found that the more 

proficient readers were not necessarily those who produced the 

fewest. miscues; but rather those whose miscues seemed least 

likely to disrupt the process of construction meaning. Raisner 

concluded that non-proficient readers seemed to think reading 

consists of pronouncing words rather than a process in which all 

their knowledge of language and the world can facilitate the task of 

reading. It was found that the retrospective miscue analysis 

responses tended to support miscue data. 

Stephenson (1980) was convinced that a Reading Miscue 

Inventory which would guide students through a retrospective 

examination of their miscues is worth further examination. In 

conclusion Stephenson stated that the Retrospective Miscue 

Inventory and the following retrospective discussion was invaluable 
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in promoting enthusiasm in the participating students. Although 

this study was not generalizable due to sample size, Stephenson 

concluded that there definitely is a need for more rigorous research 

to either substantiate or negate these assertions. 

A group of doctoral students attempted to develop a set of 

procedures to be used in an RMA session (Miller & Woodley 1983). 

This exploratory study found it productive to differentiate between 

the set of procedures used by the researcher (RMA-R) and the 

instructor (RMI-I) because the results were used for different 

purposes. 

The major procedural difference between RMA-R and RMA-I 

had to do with the questioning procedures used when analyzing the 

miscues of the readers. 

Marek (1987) found in her research with two adult subjects 

that their initial beliefs about the reading process under went 

transformations after being involved in a series of retrospective 

miscue analysis sessions. Data from the transcripts of the 

discussion between Marek and the adult subjects document a shift 

from a text reproduction model of reading to a meaning construction 

model of reading. Additionally, there was a strengthening of 

effective reading strategies. This research has suggested that 

retrospective miscue analysis is an effective strategy for assisting 

adult readers in improving their reading strategies. 

Although there has been agreement that retrospective miscue 

analysis is a useful tool in helping readers improve their reading 
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strategies there needs to be more work done in the area of 

retrospective miscue analysis with data collected in a rigorous 

fashion to amass more conclusive evidence that retrospection 

miscue analysis is a effective tool to use with adolescent readers, 

proficient and non-proficient alike. 

Collaboration 

Collaboration in the classroom creates an environment where 

there is mutual respect for all learners, an environment where one 

is valued as a learner and a teacher and all participate within share 

ownership. 

Vygotsky in his work concerning intellectual development and 

learning recognized the importance of the social context of 

learning. Vygotsky (1981) claimed that the intellectual skills 

children acquire are directly related to how they interact with 

others in the specific problem-solving environment. He posited that 

children internalize and transform the help they receive from 

others and eventually use these same means of guidance to direct 

their subsequent problem-solving behaviors (Oiaz, Neal, & Amaya

Williams, 1990). The nature of social transactions is central to a 

zone of proximal development analysis (MolI,1990; Trudge 1990). 

The Vygotskian approach, suggests the individual is formed through 

the internalization of activities carried out in the bosom of society 

and through the interaction that occurs within the zone of proximal 
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development. Cognition is a social product that is achieved through 

interaction (Rosa & Montero, 1990). 

In Vygotsky's work he raised concerns about educational 

practices. He faulted typical instructional practices for operating 

within the learner's actual level of development rather than the 

learner's potential level of development. This level, the zone of 

proximal development is created in social situations where one 

participant facilitates the learning of the other. Wertsch quotes 

Vygotsky in discussing the development of higher mental 

functioning. 

Vygotsky's (1981) "general law of the development of 
higher mental functions" postulated that mental 
functioning occurs first between people in social 
interaction and then within the child on a psychological 
plane. This implies that mental functions, such as 
thinking, reasoning, problem solving, or logical memory, 
can be carried out in collaboration by several people (on 
the interpsychological plane) as well as by individuals (on 
the intrapsychological plane). (Wertsch, 1984, p. 1) 

Vygotsky recognized the tensions between the individual and 

society. According to Wertsch (1985), Vygotsky discusses the 

child's cultural development on two planes. First it appears 

between people as an interpsychological category and then within 

the child as an intrapsychological category. Goodman and Goodman 

(1990) interpret this interaction between society and the learner 

differently than Vygotsky. They suggest that this is more of a 

transaction than a one way sequence, with the social first and the 

personal following. 



A common interpretation of Vygotsky's view of language is 
that social experience is internalized and social language 
shapes the language of individual. While there can be no 
doubt that eventually the language of each individual must 
fall within the norms of the social language and that the 
way society organizes meaning and represents it strongly 
shapes the way the individual makes sense of the world, 
we believe that language is as much personal invention as 
social convention. Human learners are not passively 
manipulated by their social experiences; they are actively 
seeking sense in the world. The individual and society 
both play strong roles in language development. (Goodman 
& Goodman, 1990, p. 231) 
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In recent years there has been a great deal of interest among 

researchers in the "real activities of real people," the necessary 

starting point of analysis. Cole (1985) suggests that American 

scholars are in a particular advantageous position to exploit the 

insights of the sociocultural theorists such as Vygotsky. 

According to Cole there has been an increasingly heavy emphasis on 

human activity in collaborative situations. Investigating learning 

in collaborative situations addresses this need for a more 

comprehensive understanding of human activity in mutually 

constituted interactions. 

Learning is a collaborative situation is complex, and is best 

expressed in a qualitative terms. Wertsch (1984) states that as 

a child operates within the zone of proximal development a 

qualitative transformation in involved. Collaboration in the zone of 

proximal development typically involves the adults representing 

objects and events in one way and the child representing them in 
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another. Wertsch cautions that there must be a level of 

intersubjectivity, a shared understanding for development to occur. 

When learners who have a shared understanding work in 

collaborative situations on problems which are important and 

meaningful to them, they will stretch their capabilities and 

mediate their understanding of the world. This notion of learning is 

qualitatively different than the traditional notion of a child 

accruing skills. The focus, therefore, is not on transferring skills, 

as such, from those who know more to those who know less, but on 

the collaborative use of mediational means to create, obtain, and 

communicate meaning. (Clay & Cazden, 1990; Goodman & Goodman, 

1990; Moll, 1990). The learner is transformed, changed in the 

process. 

Rosenblatt (1988) discusses the importance of dialogue 

between learners to facilitate the learning process which in her 

paradigm is a transactional process. She states: 

The basic concept is that human activity is always in 
transaction, in a reciprocal relationship, with an 
environment, a context, a total situation. Interchange, 
dialogue, between teachers and students and among 
students, can foster growth and cross-fertilization in both 
the reading and writing processes. Such transactions can 
help students to develop metalinguistic insights in a 
highly personal and, hence, instructive way. (p. 13) 

Rommetveit (1985) has argued that a symmetric control of 

communication is likely in situations where power and knowledge 

are more equally distributed. He proposed that people enter a 



communicative situation with their own private stance toward a 

task. In the process of attempting to coordinate their activities 

with others a temporarily shared social world is co-constructed. 

38 

This temporarily shared. world is where transformations 

evolve. Humans are social beings. Our understandings are magnified 

in collaborative situations. Learners come to know themselves 

better and are transformed through the mutual sharing that is 

inherent in collaborative situations. Burke and Short (1991) 

discuss this learning related the access of ideas and experiences in 

collaborative situations. 

Our emotional, intellectual, and physical well being is 
invested in others because it is as social beings that our 
world becomes multi-dimensional. We borrow others' 
experiences and understandings to extend our available 
collection of ways to know the world. As learners we 
retain ownership of our learning by remaining in charge of 
the borrowing. Our voices as learners change as we 
borrow from others but we are the ones making the 
decisions about those changes. As we borrow, we 
transform our own understanding and develop new voices. 
(p. 14) 

There is growing evidence that learning takes place in a 

collaborative setting transforming the learner in the process. 

Stevenson and Hinde (1987) in their study of interpersonal 

relationship and child development, suggest that when the 

distribution of knowledge is more equal, the relationship tends to 

be redefined by reciprocity of interaction; each may take turns 

instructing the other. 
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According to Forman (1989), in a collaborative setting a 

temporarily shared social world is constructed. Part of this social 

world is a set of intersubjective task definitions that are 

established, negotiated and modified by all the participants. Thus 

children in collaborative work groups can learn to share the 

responsibility for establishing a common understanding of tasks, 

goals and strategies. There is growing evidence that collaborative 

learning between peers regardless of abiiity, activates the zone of 

proximal development. In recent years there has been increasing 

recognition of the complexity of the effects of peer interaction on 

cognitive development (Trudge, 1990). Communication in the 

learning process and cooperation among participants in the 

teaching-learning process prove to be a tremendously effective 

instructional strategy (Forman & Cazden, 1985; Rosa & Montero, 

1990). Moll (1990) discusses the power of Vygotsky's ideas in 

relation to educational practices. 

The power of Vygotsky's ideas is that they represent a 
theory of possibilities. The construct of the zone of 
proximal development reminds us that there is nothing 
"natural" about the educational practices such as ability 
grouping, tracking and other forms of stratifications. 
These settings are social creations; they are socially 
constituted, and they can be socially changed. (p. 15) 

Vygotsky's work helps us understand that as students 

transact with their world they are capable of doing more if there is 

an adult or a more experienced peer to mediate the experience for 

them. Goodman and Goodman (1990) extend this concept to include 
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all social interactions, not only those involving expert peers and 

adults. Leaning in the context of the collaborative setting creates 

zones of proximal development where a vast range of possibilities 

for learning are mediated. 

Rosenblatt (1988) suggests that the research field needs to 

look for research designs, other than the experimental research 

design to capture the linguistic complexities inherent in language 

learning: 

Given the transactional paradigm the old dualistic 
experimental research design, with its treatment of 
student and text as separate, static entities, cannot 
suffice. If research is to serve education the linguistic 
transaction should be studied above all as a dynamic 
phenomenon happening in a particular educational, social, 
and cultural environment. Research methodologies and 
designs will need to be sufficiently complex and 
sufficiently varied and interlocking to do justice to the 
fact that reading and writing transaction are at once 
intensely individual and intensely social activities. (p. 14) 

The social context of learning is a powerful mediator. The 

value of a collaborative retrospective miscue analysis comes from 

the opportunity to explore reading in a supportive social context. 

Students will have the opportunity to reflect on their strategies as 

readers. In the collaborative situation each reader is given equal 

value. All are recognized as competent contributor's each receiving 

and sharing in the dialogue about miscues. Much can be gained from 

studying the interactions and transactions of adolescents in a 

collaborative setting, mediating their understanding of reading 

through miscue analysis, reflection and dialogue. 



CHAPTER 3 

RESEARCH DESIGN 
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This study is concerned with answering the following major 

question: How does RMA in a collaborative setting influence both 

the reading process and the perceptions readers have about the 

process? The major question is investigated through answering the 

specific questions which are organized into three categories 

dictated by the methodology of the study. This first set of questions 

is answered from data collected prior to the collaborative 

retrospective miscue sessions. The second set of questions is 

answered from data collected during the study I and the final set of 

questions is answered from data collected after the collaborative 

retrospective miscue analysis sessions are completed. 

The following questions are answered from data gathered 

prior to the collaborative retrospective miscue analysis sessions: 

1. How do adolescent students in a seventh grade classroom 

describe the reading process before involvement in collaborative 

retrospective miscue analysis sessions? 

2. How do those students describe their strengths and 

weaknesses as readers before involvement in collaborative 

retrospective miscue analysis sessions? 

3. What are reading strengths and weaknesses of the 

adolescent students as revealed through analysis using Procedure 

of the Reading Miscue Inventory (RMI) before involvement in 

collaborative retrospective miscue analysis sessions. 



The following questions are answered from data gathered 

during the collaborative retrospective miscue analysis sessions: 

4. What is revealed about a student's perception of the 

reading process when engaged in a collaborative discussion about 

miscues during retrospective miscue analysis sessions? 
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5. What is revealed about a student's perception of reading 

miscues and strategies when engaged in a collaborative discussion 

evaluating their own reading miscues and those of their peers 

during collaborative retrospective miscue analysis sessions? 

The following questions are answered from data gathered 

after the collaborative retrospective miscues analysis sessions: 

6. What changes occur in the student's perceptions of the 

reading process after being involved in four collaborative 

retrospective miscue analysis sessions over a six month period. 

7. What changes occur in the student's description of their 

strengths and weaknesses as readers after being involved in four 

collaborative retrospective miscue analysis sessions. 

8. What strengths and weaknesses are revealed through 

analysis using Procedure I of the Reading Miscue Inventory after 

being involved in four collaborative retrospective miscue analysis 

sessions. 

9. To what extent can these changes be attributed to 

retrospective miscue analysis in a collaborative setting? 
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Readers 

For this investigation I selected four students from a seventh 

grade classroom in a Southwestern urban school of approximately 

650 students. These four students attended two collaborative 

retrospective miscue analysis (CRMA) sessions weekly for a period 

of four weeks. 

Students are selected from one teacher's classroom because 

that teacher is receptive to the study and agrees to have students 

taken out during class time. The four students are selected on the 

basis of teacher recommendation. The teacher is asked to select 

two boys and two girls of varying reading proficiencies, including a 

proficient and nonproficient reader of each gender. This insures a 

heterogeneous group for the (CRMA) sessions. The teacher 

recommendations are based on class participation, reading ability 

demonstrated in oral reading and regular attendance in school. 

After students agree to be in the study and parental permission is 

secured, a limited reading sample is conducted to get an estimate 

of a student's reading proficiency. Students read from a novel they 

are currently reading in class. 

At that time an initial miscue analysis is conducted to 

ascertain the students strengths and weaknesses in reading. 

All students are asked to read a narrative text, Feathered 

Friends, at the beginning and at the end of the study. This data was 

useful in determining changes and shifts in the use of reading 

strategies. 
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During the CRMA sessions the researcher provided the text to 

be read. The readings are selected from a variety of texts, so that 

individual differences in ability and interests are accommodated. 

All texts are in the narrative form. The CRMA session is not a 

testing situation but rather an exploratory and discovery session. 

Any reader can be found proficient or non-proficient depending on 

the text one reads. the purpose of the sessions are to help students 

gain insight and understanding about the reading process and the 

strategies they use when reading. 

Terry reads a short narrative text, Mrs. Gorf. Carolyn reads 

the book J..wnan.ii.. Jose reads the folktale, Pedro and Diablo. Kirb 

reads the text, Western Gladiators. 

Methodology 

Three basic time frames separate the data for each of the 

four students in the research project: at the beginning of the study 

prior to the collaborative retrospective miscue sessions; during the 

collaborative retrospective miscue sessions; and, finally, after the 

collaborative retrospective miscue sessions are completed. 

Data from the Burke Reading Interview and the Reading Miscue 

Inventory using Procedure I is gathered prior to the collaborative 

retrospective miscue sessions. During the collaborative 

retrospective miscue study there are four instructional lessons and 

four CRMA sessions conducted. Data collected after the CRMA 



sessions are completed includes a Burke Reading Interview, a 

Closing Interview, and a final Reading Miscue Inventory. 
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At the beginning of this investigation, the Burke Reading 

Interview is used to gather data on the students' perceptions of the 

reading process and their perceptions of their own strengths and 

weaknesses as readers. Readers' understandings about reading and 

their attitudes and beliefs about reading are addressed in the Burke 

Interview. 

Questions from the Reading Miscue Inventory using Procedure 

are used to analyze the oral reading behavior of each student in a 

one-to-one setting at the beginning of the investigation for the 

purposes of ascertaining the students strengths and weakness in 

reading. All students read Feathered Friends (Appendix J) at the 

beginning of the study. Feathered Friends contains complex 

sentence structures and vocabulary which provides a challenge for 

readers of varying proficiencies. 

Feathered Friends is read by all the students to establish 

baseline data for later interpretation. To facilitate interpretation 

the same text is used at the completion of the study. In this way 

shifts in strategies, understandings and uses of the cueing system 

are documented. Every time one reads a text they bring new 

meanings and interpretations to the text. The RMI analysis is an 

important instrument useful in recognizing and documenting 

changes. A different text would include a whole range of new 

possibilities for miscues. Although this create interesting data, 
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the purpose of this study is to see what shifts occur in a reader's 

strengths and weaknesses after involvement in eRMA sessions. In 

an attempt to determine this, it is appropriate that the same text 

was used at the beginning and the end of the study. 

The following data is gathered during the collaborative 

retrospective miscue analysis sessions. I met with the students 

four times in the beginning of the eRMA sessions. Sessions are 

audio and video taped to document all the lessons that are 

introduced to the students. During these lessons (Appendix B), 

discuss miscues, the reading process and retrospective miscue 

analysis with the students and familiarize them with the 

procedures and types of miscues readers produce (Appendix e). The 

students works with miscues which support the construction of 

meaning and miscues which have the potential for disrupting 

meaning. The final lesson involves the students in conducting a 

collaborative retrospective miscue session with a volunteer reader 

who is familiar with miscues having been part of a similar program 

the previous year. I am present during the first half of the session 

to guide the students through the miscue analysis response sheet 

(Appendix G) and answer any questions concerning procedures. 

These sessions prepare the four students for the collaborative 

retrospective miscue sessions. 

A total of four readings are organized involving the students 

in collaborative retrospective miscue sessions. During this time 

the students get together twice a week. The schedule is listed in 
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Appendix A. School constraints only permit 50 minute sessions for 

the readings and the collaborative retrospective miscue analysis. 

To accommodate the school schedule, a student reads the text, 

completes a retelling, and if time permits, the group began a 

collaborative retrospective miscue session which continues the 

following day. 

All sessions are audio taped and video taped to document 

shifts in beliefs, attitudes, and understandings about the reading 

process and understanding of their own reading strategies. In this 

way valuable data is not lost during collaborative sessions. Often 

more than one student is talking at a time. With a microphone on 

each student and a video camera filming the event, it is possible to 

get relatively accurate transcripts of the discussions even though 

the researcher is not in the room. 

The researcher is not in the room when students participate in 

the CRMA for two reasons. First, in order to avoid stifling the 

discussion and having students look to an adult for appropriate 

responses a collaborative situation without an adult present is 

deemed most effective. Second, since one of the purposes of the 

research is to explore what would be effective in a classroom, it is 

most likely the groups would be expected to work on their own in a 

classroom situation. Students discuss questions or problems with 

the researcher during the last 10 minutes of each session. All 

participants write in journals at this time, reflecting on the CRMA 

session. 
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Each student has the opportunity to read one text and then 

participate in a eRMA session with their peers on that particular 

text. In this way, each student produces one reading protocol, is 

involved in the collaborative discussion on that reading protocol, 

and then participates in the discussion in three other eRMA 

sessions. Based on the author's past personal experience in working 

with groups of adolescent students, a group of four students is 

most productive because students are actively involved, and every 

student has an opportunity to speak. 

One student reads a text orally and gives a retelling, followed 

by a eRMA session. Each student has a copy of the typescript to 

follow while the student reads aloud from the original text. The 

students replay the taped reading, listening for miscues. When they 

hear a miscue, they stop the tape and discuss it, lJsing the response 

form protocol, which will be discussed later in the chapter. It is 

more productive if the collaborative retrospective miscue analysis 

begins on the second page of the text. Research shows (Y. Goodman, 

1987) that readers produce more and complex miscues in the 

beginning of a text. In this way the students are working with the 

most typical of the readers' miscues. 

The following data is gathered after the eRMA sessions. At 

the conclusion of the study, the readers read Feathered Friends 

again. Each student reads the text aloud individually with me in a 

one-to-one setting. The readings are analyzed using Procedure I 



from the Reading Miscue Inventory. This data is useful in 

determining changes occur in the use of reading strategies. 
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At the conclusion of the investigation, questions from the 

Burke Reading Interview are asked, and an open-ended Closing 

Interview is conducted to assess whether readers' perceptions as 

identified in question number one has changed during the course of 

the study. The Closing Interview is included because it consists of 

questions related to CRMA sessions. 

Instruments 

The following instruments and procedures were used to 

collect and analyze the data: 

BURKE READING INVENTORY: This open-ended interview is 

designed to elicit from readers their perceptions of the reading 

process their attitudes and beliefs as well as their perceived 

strengths and weaknesses as readers. The interview appears as 

Appendix D. It consists of 13 questions. 

CLOSING INTERVIEW: This open-ended interview was 

excerpted from an National Council of Teachers of English research 

study for use in evaluating retrospective miscue analysis. The 

questions are listed in Appendix E. This interview elicits responses 

directly related to student's assessment of the CRMA sessions It 

consists of 14 questions. 

COLLABORATIVE RETROSPECTIVE MISCUE ANALYSIS SESSION: 

After a tape-record reading is procured, a collaborative 
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retrospective miscue analysis session (eRMA) is held. During these 

video and audio taped sessions students discuss the miscues 

generated in the previous reading. At this point the eRMA session is 

significantly different from other RMA research done in this area 

because the students find the miscue, stop the tape-recorder and 

discuss the miscue they hear. All students listen for the miscues. 

At any time a student asks the person operating the tape-recorder 

to stop it when they hear a miscue. The analysis begins on the first 

paragraph on page two. Each student has a collaborative 

retrospective miscue analysis response form to record each miscue 

they discuss (Appendix G). 

The reader answers the questions first, based on their 

retrospection about the selected miscue. Then the miscue is open 

for discussion. In this way the eRMA sessions provides an 

opportunity for discovery on the part of the reader about their own 

reading strategies. In addition to that, it provides an opportunity 

for the others in the group to look at reading from a process 

perspective. After the reader discusses possible reasons for the 

miscue, students engage in an open discussion about reading and the 

effectiveness of the miscue. 

The number of miscues the students address depends on the 

discussions the miscues generate. Students are not expected to 

complete an eRMA of the whole text in one session. The purpose of 

the collaboration is for the students to discuss and look at reading 

and the reading process from a unique perspective and in the 
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process, analyze their own strategies and beliefs about reading. 

complete the miscue analysis on each reading at another time using 

Procedure I to add to the available data. 

Ten minutes before the end of the session I join the group to 

answer any questions that are generated during the CRMA session. 

After the discussion, students respond in a journal to any thoughts, 

questions or reactions they have about the sessions or the readings. 

COLLABORATIVE RETROSPECTIVE ANALYSIS RESPONSE FORM: 

The CRMA response form is given to the students in the CRMA 

sessions. The students answer the following questions on the CRMA 

response form: 

1. Does the miscue make sense? 

2. In what way does it make sense? I In what way doesn't it 

make sense. 

3. Did you change it? 

4. Why did you change it? I Why didn't you change it? 

5. In what ways did the miscue help or not help your 

understanding of the text? 

6. Why do you think you made this miscue. Be creative. 

7. Each student generate a list of possible reasons why the 

miscue may have been made. In addressing this question students 

have the opportunity to explore options and strategies that create 

miscues. 

JOURNALS: Students and I kept journals in which we record 

our thoughts, reactions and questions generated throughout this 
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research. If a student didn't get to share ideas in the collaborative 

setting, they were able to express their thoughts in another 

medium. 

READING MISCUE INVENTORY PROCEDURE I: In anticipation of 

the collaborative retrospective miscue analysis session, each 

reader reads orally into a tape-recorder a complete narrative text 

and then produces a retelling. The reading is selected by the 

investigator based on the Burke Interview and the initial miscue 

analysis using Procedure I (See Appendix A for timeline). In each of 

these readings, students read orally, unassisted by the researcher 

or peer. They are asked to retell all they could remember when 

finished. The retelling is collected to corroborate the findings of 

the miscue analysis. 

After the reading and retelling, the researcher analyzes the 

reading using Procedure I (Appendix F) to determine strategies the 

readers are using, noting any changes that occur over time. 

Data Analysis 

The data analysis is conducted by organizing the data into 

three parts--before, during, and after the CRMA session. 

For each participating student, the following data is gathered 

before the collaborative retrospective miscue sessions and 

analyzed to provide opportunity for comparison with data gathered 

after the CRMA session. 
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1 . Attitudes, beliefs, and understandings about reading 

revealed at the beginning of the study is analyzed through responses 

to the Burke Reading Interview. The data is generated from the 

analysis of individual interviews of 13 questions for each of the 

four students and compared with the analysis of each of the 

student's final interview questions. 

In analyzing the Burke Interview questions the students' 

understandings about reading, attitudes and beliefs about reading 

emerged. The comments on the initial and the final Burke Interview 

are compared and shifts in these areas are noted. 

To conduct the analysis I transcribe and read the tapes. 

Questions are grouped according to the following theme topics: 

understandings about the reading process, attitudes, and beliefs 

about reading. Student responses that relate to the topic are 

highlighted on the transcriptions. 

Thus, questions 1, 6, 8, and 11 elicit responses related to 

students' understanding of the reading process. A reader's 

understanding of reading is exemplified by a statement such as, "I 

read the sentence and try to figure out what the word is by the 

words around it" (Burke Interview, Carolyn, 1/09/91). 

Likewise, questions 9, 10, and 13 focus on attitudinal 

responses about how a student views him/herself as a reader. An 

attitudinal response is exemplified by a statement such as," "Like 

used to be from a bad reader to a middle. Now I'm in the middle 

going to the better reader" (Burke Interview, Terry, 3/20/91). 
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And finally, questions 2, 3, 4, 5, 7, and 12 elicit responses 

related to the reader's beliefs about reading. For example, Jose 

expresses a belief about reading in his definition of good readers. 

"Reading loudly, pause when there is a period. Know all the words. 

That's it" (Burke Interview, Jose, 1/17/91). 

Data gathered during the collaborative retrospective miscue 

sessions include tape recording of all eRMA sessions and student 

and teacher journal reflections following each session. 

2. Patterns of strengths and weaknesses of each reader at the 

beginning of the study is analyzed using the Reading Miscue 

Inventory. This data includes an individual Reading Miscue 

Inventory that is analyzed using Procedure I for each of the four 

subjects. This is used for comparison to the final RMI analysis. 

3 Descriptive data is gathered from the transcripts of the 

collaborative retrospective miscue analysis sessions. Specifically, 

tape recorded eRMA sessions are carefully listened to and analyzed 

for evidence of students' changing perceptions about the reading 

process and the strategies they use when reading. To conduct the 

analysis, all eRMA sessions are transcribed and read. Students' 

language relating to four categories is color coded. the four 

categories are: (1) students' expressed attitudes regarding 

miscues, specifically with regard to the quality of miscues and the 

number of miscues; (2) students' understanding of the relationship 

between miscues and comprehension; (3) students' modification of 
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their personal models of the reading process; and (4) evidence that 

the collaborative efforts affected individual reading strategies. 

4. Journals are analyzed to gain insight into the students' 

thought processes, noting changes the students themselves 

recognize. This data includes 12 journal entries for each reader 

written at the end of each eRMA session. Journal entries were 

short. I typed all journal entries and read them, citing student 

reflections relating to session evaluations and changes in beliefs 

about reading. A journal entry that shows a change in belief is 

exemplified in the following statement, "I learned that sometimes 

when you make a miscue it could still sound right" (Journal entry, 

Jose, 2/28/91). Evaluative comments such as "Today we had 

trouble following along with the tape" (Journal entry, Kirb, 

2/14/91), were also analyzed and included in the case studies. 

5. The eRMA response forms are analyzed to gain insight to 

the students' understanding about the reasons for miscues. To 

conduct the analysis of the eRMA response form all comments about 

the reasons for miscues are categorized into the following 

categories: semantic, syntax, pragmatic, graphophonic, predicting, 

sampling, confirming, and I don't know. 

For each participating student, the following data gathered 

after the collaborative retrospective miscue sessions is analyzed 

and compared to the data gathered prior to the eRMA sessions. 

6. Attitudes about reading revealed at the conclusion of the 

study is analyzed through responses to the Burke Reading Interview. 
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This data is compared to the initial Burke Interview citing changes 

in beliefs, attitudes, and understandings about reading. The same 

procedures used previously in analyzing the Burke Interview are 

followed. Additional data was gathered at the end of the study 

through the Closing Interviews. The Closing Interview includes 

specific comments related to the students' evaluation of the CRMA 

sessions. An evaluative comment is exemplified by a statement 

such as, "Before these groups, I didn't know I made miscues. I 

thought good readers didn't make miscues" (Closing Interview, Kirb, 

3/20/91 ). 

7. Patterns of strengths and weaknesses of each of the four 

readers is analyzed at the conclusion of the study using the Reading 

Miscue Inventory, Procedure I. This data is compared to the initial 

RMI noting changes in patterns of strengths and weaknesses in the 

area of meaning construction, grammatical relationships, and 

graphic and sound similarity. 

The information needed to answer the specific research 

questions is pulled from the mass of data available and presented in 

individual case studies presenting a profile of the individual 

students as a reader prior to the CRMA sessions, during the CRMA 

sessions, and after completion of the CRMA sessions. Additionally, 

a group case study was presented to show the evolvement of the 

collaborative group as a whole, showing the support base students 

provided for each other in the context of the CRMA sessions. 



Answers to the research questions are based on the student 

responses on the Burke and Closing Interviews, the RMI's, and the 

CRMA session typescripts, the response sheets and the journal 

entries. What appeared in these forms guided the analysis. 

Presentation of Findings 
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Chapters 4 and 5 of the dissertation present the overall 

findings of this study through a combination of quantitative, 

descriptive and interpretative data gathered from the interviews, 

miscue analysis of oral readings, journal entries, and tape-recorded 

CRMA sessions. Chapter 4 contains four detailed interpretative 

case studies of each student, focusing on individual reading 

strategies and perceptions suggesting the extent to which changes 

in students' perceptions and processes can be attributed to 

collaborative retrospective miscue analysis or to other influences. 

Chapter 5 is a collaborative group case study providing 

quantitative, descriptive and interpretative data gathered during 

the collaborative sessions responding to the research questions. 

The instructional lessons, the CRMA session, the response form and 

the journals are analyzed from the perspective of the collaborative 

group. Chapter 6 critiques the procedures used in the collaborative 

sessions. Discussion about the role of the teacher, implications for 

classroom instruction, and recommendations for further research 

are included. Each research question is addressed. 
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CHAPTER 4 

NARRATIVE INTERPRETATIVE CASE STUDIES 

This chapter includes interpretative, indepth analysis of each 

of the four students in the CRMA collaborative group noting changes 

in their views of reading, the reading process and reading 

proficiency. 

For each of the readers that data is organized into three 

time frames to facilitate the recognition of changes in attitudes, 

beliefs and use of reading strategies. The first section focuses on 

the initial attitudes and beliefs of the students as readers. That is 

followed by data collected during the CRMA session. Transcripts of 

significant dialogues are presented to facilitate discussion. In the 

final section data collected after the CRMA sessions is presented. 

The RMI's are discussed in the final section noting shifts and 

changes in development over time. A summation of the data and 

findings is provided at the end of each case study. 

Terry's Interpretive Analysis 

Data Collected before the Collaborative Retrospectjve Mjscues 
Analysis Sessions 

My list in hand I walk into the language arts classroom and sit 

for a few minutes capturing the ambiance of the room. This seventh 

grade class of thirty students is sitting at their tables, silently 

reading out of the book, The Diary of Ann Frank. The whole class is 

reading this book as a class assignment. The class is quiet and 

most of the students are reading. 
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The teacher, Ms. Brown, sits conferencing with a student at 

one of the tables. I observe Terry a 12 year old Hispanic girl with 

shoulder length thick black curly hair. She is a heavy set girl with a 

serious countenance about her as she works in the classroom. Terry 

has an attractive smile. She is bilingual, her first language being 

Spanish, although she has lived in the United States all her life. 

Terry sits at a table with two other girls. All three are reading. 

I go up to the table and introduce myself. I explain to Terry 

that she had been recommended for a study I am doing asking if she 

would be interested in participating. As Terry and I converse I 

explain the basic aspects of the study, that she would be working 

with a group of four students and they would sit together and talk 

about reading. She smiles and asks, "Who else is in the group?" 

show her the list, explaining that I would be working with four of 

the eight students I had on my list. Terry was reticent to be in the 

study perhaps because she felt it was just for poor readers. She 

looks at the list, thinks about it for a minute and then says, "Yeah, 

I'll do it." 

I ask her to read a little from her book for me and she agrees. 

I note two miscues she made, decency's instead of descendants. and 

Jl[.iw: instead of piQus. She reads slowly, deliberately, very 

conscious of her oral reading. Although her miscues created a 

meaning loss she did understand the gist of the paragraphs she 

read. Terry and I discuss the study a little more and I hand her the 
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permission form asking her to return them the next day. She comes 

to my office the next day with the form signed. 

Ms. Brown recommended Terry on the basis of her good 

classroom performance, attaining a grade of B, although she 

perceived her as having difficulty with reading. Since attendance is 

always a factor in a research study, it was good to discover that 

Terry was present every day that quarter. I then looked at Terry's 

IOWA stanines, looking for scores of four or below for the less 

proficient readers. Terry had a stanine of four in reading 

comprehension on the IOWA test the year before. Based on this 

criteria, I select her as one of the possible students for the study. 

Terry is outgoing, gets along well with her peers, and has 

many friends. She is actively involved in school, participating in 

tbe Folklorico Dance Club. She has a wonderful personality, and is 

supportive of others, always willing to help other students in class 

or outside. 

Initial Burke InterYiew 

During first period I send a call slip for Terry. Terry arrives 

at my office ready to read. She is uncomfortable, which is 

understandable since she has never worked with me and is not 

confident about her reading. Terry is one of those students that has 

the maturity and tenacity to stick with a project once she has 

committed herself to it. The underlying motivation for Terry is 

that she really wants to improve her reading. Terry isn't sure what 



she got herself into, but she was going to follow through with it 

anyway. When she comes to my office she has a look on her face 

that fluctuates between determination and resignation. We begin 

with the Burke Reading Interview. She is very sincere and direct, 

taking a very practical approach when answering questions. 

During the Burke Reading Interview Terry reports 

incorporating a variety of strategies when reading, including 

sounding out a word, skipping words, trying to figure words out 

from context and sometimes just closing the book. 

Terry perceives herself as a reader that is in the middle. 

Res.: Do you think you are a good reader? 

Terry: No I'm not at the top but I'm not at the bottom 
either. I'm sort of at the middle. It's not like to the point 
that I'm messing up on every word and it's not like I know 
every word. I'm in the middle. 

To improve as a reader Terry wants to, "Not read so slow or 

stutter so much when I read." 
According to Terry, good readers 

. . . like catch on to the words faster than like I would. 
take my time to catch on to the word to get it into my 
head. The correct thing you know. Like good readers do 
read every word on the page but like sometimes they will 
get messed up and they will catch on to it real quick. 
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Terry makes a very clear distinction between how a student 

would, help another student read if they were having trouble with a 

text aF:ld how a teacher would help that student read. To begin with a 

friend would help more because, "some kids are not brave enough to 
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go up to the teacher." When asked what she thought a teacher would 

do, she replied, "Tell them the word or read the thing for them." 

Res.: Who do you think could help a kid more? 

Terry: I think a friend would help a kid more because the 
teacher would just tell them the word and the friend 
would help him learn the word. 

Res.: How would a friend help him learn the word? 

Terry: He would tell that person to sound it out and once 
they sound it out and still couldn't get it and have lots of 
trouble the kid would tell them. Not like a teacher. The 
teacher would just tell him real quick then just say that 
word and then just keep on reading and they'll forget all 
about it. 

Terry provides strong rationale for the collaborative session 

at the beginning of the study. In her opinion a friend would help 

more than a teacher because students may be intimidated by a 

teacher and a friend would take the time to let students figure out 

the word for themselves. 

At the end of the interview I ask Terry to define reading in 

her own words. She gives a very simplistic response. 

Res.: What do you think reading is? 

Terry: Looking at a lot of letters but still trying to spell 
it out. 

Although her articulation about reading is simplistic, Terry 

has a sophisticated understanding of the reading process. In 

analyzing Terry's comments and examples she includes the 

semantic, the graphophonic, and pragmatic cueing systems in her 
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discussions. She focuses on what the reader knows and thinks 

while trying to construct a meaningful text. She is flexible, 

adjusting reading strategies to fit the situation, sounding out 

words, trying to construct meaning from context, and terminating 

when the text is too difficult. She has the unrealistic expectation 

that good readers read every word, and when good readers do "mess 

up," they correct it. Terry understands two fundamental concepts of 

the reading process: a good reader focuses on meaning; and self 

corrects miscues when there is a meaning loss. 

After we complete the Burke Interview, Terry reads the 

narrative Feathered Friends aloud and gives a retelling. Indepth 

analysis of the reading miscue data col/ected from Terry's initial 

reading of Feathered Friends is presented in the final section for 

comparison to the final reading. In this way Terry's developmental 

shifts are presented and repetition of data is avoided. A brief 

overview is provided here show what kind of reader Terry is at the 

beginning of the study. 

The RMI on Feathered Friends read prior to the eRMA reveals 

Terry is a moderately proficient reader. Seventy-seven percent of 

her miscues resulted in either no loss or partial loss of meaning. 

When reading, Terry is constructing meaning being effective, but 

she is not always efficient in her selection of cues. She uses a 

variety of reading strategies, producing substitutions, omissions 

and self corrections while constructing meaning. She produces 

syntactically and semantically acceptable structures most of the 
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time but tends to rely a great deal on graphophonic information. Her 

reading is slow and halting, often subvocalizing as she is reading. 

She is aware of this by her admission that one of the things she 

would like to do better as a reader is "to not stutter and not to read 

so slow." 

Based on the information I received from Terry's teacher, her 

test scores on the IOWA and her initial reading of The Diary of Anne 

Frank, I assume Terry was on the low end of proficiency as a reader. 

However, when I analyzed her RMI, the strategies and percentages 

suggest that she is moderately proficient. Due to her 

subvocalizations, hesitations and regressions when reading she is 

perceived by Ms. Brown and myself as a less proficient reader. 

Upon closer inspection many of her miscues focus on constructing a 

meaningful text as she reads. 

Terry and I chat amiably at the end of the session. I explain 

that I have to interview the other three students and then we will 

start the collaborative sessions. Terry appears relaxed, smiling 

more readily. I ask if she has any questions about the study and she 

replies, "No." I thank her for being in the group, tell her what a 

great job she did on the reading and write her a pass back to class. 

Data Collected during the Collaborative Retrospective Miscue 
Analysis Sessions 

In this section the four instructional lessons and the eRMA 

sessions is analyzed focusing on Terry's perspective. Comments, 

reactions and dialogue that represent a shift in Terry's 



65 

understandings about reading, and about herself as a reader will be 

discussed. 

The RMI on Terry's reading of Mrs, Goa and the retelling is 

included at the end of the final section in this chapter. to add to the 

available data on Terry's reading strategies. This data is presented 

with the initial and final RMI to shed light on Terry's development 

as a reader. 

Instructional Lessons 

The students and I get together for four instructional lessons 

prior to the eRMA session to introduce the concepts of miscues and 

to discuss the format of the study. 

Unfortunately Terry is taking class pictures at the beginning 

of the first session and arrives 10 minutes late. When she arrives 

Jose reiterates what we discussed about learning; that a learner 

has to take risks, make mistakes, practice and want to learn to 

learn anything new. In doing the activity "Paris in--1b.e.1b.e. 

springtime" (Appendix I), Terry did not read the second 1b.e.. Jose 

asks her to read it three times and she still doesn't see it. When he 

points it out to her, she just smiles and says, "Oh. I didn't see that." 

Terry is very quiet during this lessons, not making any 

comment until the end when we start writing in the journals. I talk 

with Terry about how overwhelming it may be with all the camera 

equipment and the wires from the tape-recorder, trying to help her 

relax. She is very serious during this whole lesson, cracking her 



knuckles, biting her lip, fussing with her collar and rubbing her 

neck. 
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In trying to lighten the mood I ask Terry if she likes to read. 

She says she likes to read articles in magazines and stuff. She 

writes in her journal that she felt nervous when she walked the 

room with all the wires and stuff, but she got used to it when we 

started talking. She also shares that she was worried that I would 

make her read out loud and she doesn't read good when she reads out 

loud. 

During the second instructional lesson Terry is again very 

reserved and quiet. We first discuss reading strategies. Terry 

suggests that readers skip the word and read on. Then we discuss 

riddles and the fact that the author, in writing riddles is trying to 

fool the reader into making assumptions when reading. Terry didn't 

offer any guesses while the students were trying to figure out the 

riddles. 

On the third lesson we go over the sheet that demonstrates 

different types of miscues (Appendix C). Terry is quiet, but 

attentive. When I ask, "Does anyone know who wants to read first 

Terry responds, "Let's just spin the pencil." No one volunteers, so 

we all just write in our journals. When we finish writing in the 

journals, I again ask how they want to pick readers, a name in a hat 

or what and Terry quietly states, "I'll read next week." This is a 

surprise, since she is so quiet during the lessons. 
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During the final lesson, Marsha, an eighth grader, comes in and 

goes through a CRMA session with the students. The students listen 

to the reading on the tape-recorder listening for miscues. Based on 

my request, Terry stops the tape-recorder when any of the students 

hears a miscue, and they all discuss it. Then there is discussion and 

they answer the questions on the response form (Appendix G). The 

response form is discussed in chapter five. During this CRMA 

discussion, Terry recognizes Marsha substitution of Steyen for Syen 

as a good miscue. 

Terry's Collaboratiye Retrospectiye Miscue Analysis Session 

Terry begins the first CRMA session reading a humorous 

story, Mrs Gorf. I choose this story because it would not be 

intimidating for Terry. I did not want her to be overwhelmed 

especially since she would be the first reader in the group. Even 

though we discussed the concept that everyone miscues, I knew the 

students were still skeptical. Believing is in the hearing! I select 

a story they would all enjoy hearing, and one that had an unexpected 

ending, required inferencing on the part of the reader. Mrs, Gorf fit 

that description. 

Based on her RMI this story is more predictable for her than 

Feathered Friends. Terry reads Mrs. Gorf and has no problems 

comprehending the text. She subvocalizes throughout the reading. 

Further discussion of this data will be addressed later in this 

chapter. 
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As the group listens to Terry's taped reading of Mrs. Gort. Jose 

finds a miscue on the first page of the text. He excitedly shouts, 

"Wait, wait!" Carolyn reminds him that they are going to wait until 

the second page. He responds, "That's cooL" They continue on 

listening to the tape. Again Jose is the first one to hear the 

miscue. The dialogue concerning this miscue is a bit confusing. 

Since this is the first discussion the students have on their own, it 

is not surprising that there is some confusion about the format of 

the session and the response form. In the following miscue Terry 

substitutes my class for the classroom. 1 

Miscue line: 1214 
my class 

"I do not allow crying in the classroom," said Mrs. Gorf. 

Carolyn: Does that make sense? 

Terry: Yes it does. In what way does it make sense? Oh. 
I'm supposed to be answering. 

Carolyn: Yes. (Indignantly) 

Terry: It makes sense because class and classroom are the 
same thing. 

1 Miscue analysis markings have been altered to adapt to 
computer constraints. The following markings are used: (1 ) 
substitution miscues are above the original text; (2) c--connotes a 
self correction; (3)A--notes an insertion; (4)* yell * connotes an 
omission; (5) $--connotes a nonword; (6) m--underlined connotes 
a repeated word or phrase. 



(Carolyn replays the tape.) 

Terry: No I didn't change it after I made the miscue. 

Carolyn: Do you think you should have changed it? 

Terry: No. It's the same thing. 

Carolyn: In what way did the miscue help me? 

Terry: It helped me because it's the same thing.!1! 

Carolyn: It can't be the same thing. It has to be no because 
it didn't help you. 

Jose: It didn't help you? 

Terry: Okay. No. Then it didn't help me. 

Jesus. Okay. No it didn't help then. 

Terry: Why did I think I made this miscue? 

All: Cause the same thing.(AII laugh) 

Kirb: Cause you are predictable. 

Terry: Cause I saw class and I didn't see room and I just 
read fast. 
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This miscue is a good example of Terry's strength as a reader. 

Terry recognizes that class and classroom mean the same thing, but 

the response form ends up being an obstacle in understanding the 

miscue. The students write that the miscue did not help Terry's 

understanding of the text even though they recognize the miscue as 

meaning the same thing because Carolyn wants to put a different 

response on the response form. 



The next miscue they discuss is one that Terry also self 

corrects. 

Miscue: Line: 1226 
c 

too 
The next day Kathy was "late for school. 
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Terry is happy that she self corrected this miscue. This 

makes sense since she stated earlier that good readers "mess up," 

but they catch it. When Kirb asks if she should have changed it she 

responds that she should have because it "would have sounded 

funny." Actually the miscue did not disrupt the meaning, but for 

Terry the text takes precedence over the reader's response. 

Therefore correcting miscues always makes sense. She does not 

selectively apply· self correction strategies when reading. 

Since Terry's definition of a good reader is someone who reads 

fast, she rejects Jose's suggestion. Kirb uses predicting as a 

reason for Terry's miscue a second time, but his rationale is not 

acknowledged. Even though Terry argues with Jose that she "didn't 

say she was reading too fast," she includes that as a possible 

reason for making the miscue on her response form. 

After the students have been working for about 40 minutes 

they appear to be getting tired and have a hard time concentrating. 

Terry gets sensitive about her reading. This is understandable since 

she volunteered to go first and isn't confident about her reading 

proficiency. They shift their discussion to talk unrelated to the 
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reading. They then continue listening to the tape until Jose hears a 

miscue. They decide not to discuss it . 

When I return Kirb yells out, " She called Mrs. Gorf, Mrs. Goof." 

Terry responds, "But I caught it . I caught it. II! "Yes," he replies," 

the third time." We discuss the miscue and why it is an excellent 

miscue showing Terry's strength as a reader. 

The next day the students continue the eRMA session on 

Terry's reading of Mrs, Gart. I start this session off on a positive 

note because Terry seemed to be getting a little discouraged at the 

end of the last session. I want her to recognize her strength as a 

reader and to know that every miscue doesn't need to be corrected. 

In the beginning of the session we discuss the miscue from the last 

session. I ask Terry why she thought, "The next day it was too late" 

was a good miscue? 

Res.: It helped why? 

Terry: Because it meant the same thing. 

Res.: Did you need to self correct that one? 

Terry: No because it meant the same thing. 

(The other students nod their head in agreement.) 

The next miscue the students choose to discuss is a 

substitution miscue where Terry substitutes wake up for w.a..lk up in 

the following sentence. 

Miscue line: 1331 
c 



wake "oh" 
I won't have to walk up thirty flights of stairs ever again. 

Jose: She said wake up instead of walk up. 

Carolyn: Yeah. 

Terry: No. Wake up is ... 

Carolyn: I missed it. (Trying to find miscue on tape) 

Terry: Forget it. Go to the next one. 

Jose: There it is. 

Terry: Yes. Instead of walk up I said wake yp stairs. 

Jose: What was the miscue? 

Terry: Wake up instead of walk up. 

Terry: Does the miscue make sense? 

Carolyn: No. 

Terry: No. 

Carolyn: In what way doesn't it make sense. 

Terry: You can't wake up stairs. You never know. There 
may be a stair creature that you have to wake up in the 
morning. No. It did not make sense. 

Jose: Why? 

Terry: Because you cannot wake up stairs. Did I change it 
after I made the miscue? 
(Students listen to the tape) 

Terry: Yes I did. Do you think you should have changed it? 
Yes I do. 

Carolyn: Why? 
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Terry: Cause it did not sound right. In what way did the 
miscue help or not help your understanding of the text. Not 
help. Why didn't it help guys? 

Carolyn: Cause wake up is different than walk up. Why do 
you think you make this miscue? 

Terry: Cause wake yp and w.alk up look the same. 

Terry makes a case for this miscue by constructing a scenario 

where wake up could possibly be used in a different story, perhaps a 

fairy tale. Right after that she rejects her comment and says, "No 

it doesn't make sense." In this case, the substitution does disrupt 

meaning. Again this miscue shows Terry's strength as a reader. She 

is predicting and when she cannot confirm her prediction she self 

corrects. On the response form Terry writes that she should have 

changed it because it did not sound right and it didn't make sense. 

Her reasons for miscuing are that it looks the same and she was 

still asleep. 

As they continue listening to the taped reading, Terry 

acknowledges the next miscue. 

Miscue line:1411 
c 

omitted 
"All right", said Maurecia,"let's go *get* Louis. 

Terry: I was expecting to hear that! 

Terry's acknowledgement is important because she 

recognizes and expresses her thoughts and reasons for the miscue. 



She is recognizing her role in predicting, expecting to see 

something when reading. At this point Terry sounds excited that 

she knew why she made that miscue. 
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The group continues to listen to the tape without stopping at 

that miscue. Terry suggests they get the journals and write in 

them. 

When I return we discuss why they only got though one miscue. 

They don't say anything about skipping miscues they thought made 

sense. 

We discuss reasons for the miscue and Terry says she made 

the miscue about wake for w..aJ.Is. because "They looked the same, I 

was probably still asleep, and I wasn't reading slowly." She 

includes the reason "I wasn't reading slowly," based on Jose's 

comment. Again Jose's belief that good readers read perfectly 

influences his logic. Terry on the other hand stated before that 

good readers read faster therefore creating a contradiction. 

Res.: Do you think if you read more slowly you wouldn't 
make miscues? 

Terry: No. If I read fast 1'" make more miscues and if I 
read slowly I'" make even more miscues. 

Res.: So. Do you think you should read slow. 

Terry: No. I should pay attention. 

Res.: Do you think that is an okay miscue to make? 

Terry: No. 

Res.: Do you think you are a strong reader? 



Terry: They would say weak? 

Res.: Why? 

Terry: Because I make more miscues than strong readers. 
They don't make as many. 

Res.: What do you think? 

Carolyn: That she doesn't like reading into one of these. 

Jose: Yeah. She is nervous. 

Res.: Would you say this is a strength in reading or a 
weakness? 

Carolyn: A strength. 

Res.: Why? 

Carolyn: Because she self corrected herself right after 
she made it because it didn't make sense. 

Res.: What do you think? 

Jose: About.. ??? 
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Res.: Is this miscue a strength or a weakness in her reading? 

Jose: A weakness 

Res.: Why. 

Jose: Because she miscued. 

Res.: What do you think Kirb? 

Kirb: It was a strength because she was predicting and she 
was almost right. 

Res.: Okay. She was predicting, and it made sense and then 
what happened when it didn't make sense? 

Kirb: She self corrected. 
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Terry is feeling much better during the second day of the 

session. Terry is happy throughout the session often singing when 

they were listening to the tape. 

Carolyn's Collaboratiye Retrospectiye Miscue Analysis Session 

During the second CRMA session students are listening to 

Carolyn's taped reading of Jumanji. Terry lends stability to the 

group. Terry is the student who pulls the group together, often 

asking for consensus and keeping the students on track. When they 

hear Carolyn's first miscue, Terry asks the other students if they 

want to do that one. They decline. They continue listening to the 

tape. They decide to discuss the following miscue. 

Miscue line: 308 
handling 

'It's a game', said Peter, handing her the box. 

In group discussions Terry is the practical one, always 

listening to the tape recorder and trying to figure out what the 

reader is saying. When Carolyn is having trouble trying to decide 

how the miscue effects her understanding of the text, Terry tries to 

help her understand the question by rewording it for her, asking if 

the miscue helps her understand "the book." 

At the close of this session, I return and as a group we talk 

about the positive and negative aspects of reading too fast. Terry 

suggests that reading fast is a good thing because when you get 
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older and you are working as a secretary or something you can read 

faster. Terry is very practical, and logical, and always relates her 

reasons to the real world. 

The next day the students meet again to finish the CRMA 

discussion on Carolyn's reading of Jumanjj. In the beginning of this 

session when Carolyn omits the word when on the tape of her 

reading, Terry hears the miscue. The group decides to leave it 

because it means the same thing. As they continue to listen to the 

tape Terry suggests they should do the following miscue. 

Miscue: line 311 
into 

"Look" said Peter, pointing to a note taped to the bottom of 
the box. 

In trying to decide if this miscue makes sense Terry 

demonstrates with a piece of tape putting it in the palm of her hand. 

Terry's nature is expressed in the pragmatic way she 

approaches this problem. She literally grabs a piece of tape and 

puts it into her hand. She also demonstrates her wonderful capacity 

to accept the ideas of the other students. In this instance she 

changes her opinion and agrees with Kirb's and Carolyn's contention 

that there is a difference in meaning between the observed response 

and the expected response in this miscue discussion. Terry is more 

relaxed during this sessions, where Carolyn's reading is the focus of 

discussion. She is vocal, disagreeing with the students, and 



actively taking a role in the discussion. She laughs more readily 

and appears to be enjoying the sessions. 
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They continue listening to the tape until they come to the next 

miscue. 

Miscue: line 313 

S.P. reading 
P .S. Read instructions carefully. 

Terry asks what P.S. stands for. Kirb explains this to group. 

Then she asks if they are going to do this miscue. Carolyn says it 

makes sense but Terry argues that there is no such thing as S.P. 

Terry then goes on to say that Carolyn miscued because she was 

predicting. This is the first time Terry uses the term "predicting" 

although she did say during the discussion of her reading that she 

miscued because she "expected" the text to be something else. 

In the discussion of Carolyn's miscue of colorful for colored 

Terry says that the miscue makes sense and suggests that, 

"Colorful is better than colored." All the students agree with Terry 

on this miscue. 

When I return at the end of the session, Terry says she 

wanted to do the miscue that Carolyn made on volcano. All the 

students agree so we skip ahead to do that miscue. That is a 

humorous miscue because Carolyn tries seven times to say volcano 

which is curious since she has said the word previously in the text. 

Terry is in full sympathy for Carolyn explaining to me that Carolyn 
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knew the word, she just couldn't get it out. Terry is a very 

sensitive, supportive person, who doesn't make fun of anyone else in 

the group. 

Jose's Collaboratiye Retrospectiye Miscues Analysis Session 

During the third CRMA session Jose is the volunteer reader, 

reading Pedro and Diablo. Throughout Jose's CRMA Terry continually 

asks him questions about miscues "making sense." "It doesn't make 

sense. Why?" "Did your miscue help you understand the story?" 

"Why do you think you made that miscue?" 

In these discussions Terry begins to see beyond the text, 

focusing on what the reader is understanding. This is beautifully 

illustrated when she discusses the following miscue with Jose. 

Even though he says, "gummy sack," she wants to know if he knew, 

"what kind of bag it was." 

Miscue line: 204 
gummy 

That night the two friends got a big gunny sack and crept 
into Old Man Martinez' yard. 

Terry : You said gummy sack instead of gunny sack. Did his 
miscue make sense? Did it help you or not help you 
understand the text? 

Jose: It didn't help. 

Terry: But did you know it was a gunny sack. I mean did 
you know what it was? 
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Terry is trying to help Jose focus on the meaning of the text. 

Did he understand that they were talking about some kind of sack 

even though he didn't know what a gunny sack was. Jose later 

responds, "I knew it was some kind of bag." Terry in her drive to 

construct meaning always focuses on what the reader understands 

from what they read. Jose states: "A bag." It didn't hurt the 

meaning. Terry suggests that he miscues because he was reading 

too fast, he was predicting and he was tired. 

During the second day of Jose's CRMA session on pedro and 

Piablo, Terry tries to clarify Jose's miscue by asking him questions, 

focusing on his understanding of the miscue. 

Miscue: line 205 
c 

stack 
They filled that sack with apples then slipped back out 
onto the road. 

Terry notes this miscue stating, "Stack and then you said 

sack." The students go into a discussion about whether you can fill 

a stack of apples. Terry thinks the miscue makes sense. Terry and 

Carolyn debate. 

Carolyn: It doesn't makes sense. 

Terry: Yes it does make sense. 

Jose: It doesn't because you can't fill a stack of apples. 
Did I self correct. Yeah. 

Terry & Carolyn: Yes. 

Jose: Did I need to to change it? 



Carolyn: Yes. 

Terry: No. 

Carolyn: He's not supposed to change it? 

Jose: Hold on. 

Terry: Yes. Hold on. Yes he should have changed it. 

Jose: Cause it doesn't make sense. 

Terry: Okay. 
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You can tell from this dialogue that Terry isn't just filling in 

the response form. She is trying to understand the miscue in the 

context of the reading to see if it makes sense. 

In the following miscue Terry again tries to clarify the 

miscue for Jose with the question, "Did you know what it meant?" 

Miscue: line 215 
shawowly 

They found a dark shadowy place right next to the wall. 

Jose: Did it make sense? No. Yeah. 

Terry: Did you think you should have changed that miscue? 

Jose: In what way did the miscue help or not help your 
understanding of the text? It didn't help right? 

Terry: I don't know. Did you understand what it meant? 

Jose: Yes. 

Terry: So it did help. 

Jose: I know. 

Carolyn: Why did it help? 

Jose: Cause I already knew what it was. 



Carolyn: Why do you think you made this miscue? 

Terry: Cause you couldn't pronounce it? 

Jose: Yeah. 
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Terry has no problem with the distinction between Jose 

knowing what the word means, and not knowing how to pronounce it. 

This is another example of Terry's sophisticated understanding of 

the reading process. 

When I return we discuss the adobo for adobe. Terry is the 

expert as she describes to Jose what an adobe wall is: 

Terry: They mix it with hay and they stick it together. 
They mix it with mud and dirt and hay. 

During Jose's CRMA session Terry is much more relaxed. She 

lends stability to the group, often focusing them on the miscue 

discussion. Terry's strength as a reader is apparent in her 

discussions about miscues. She is continually referring back to 

what the reader meant, to decide if a miscue makes sense. She 

demonstrates this strength in dialogue with Jose. She states that 

if he knew that the text was referring to a sack, then gummy is an 

acceptable miscue. She is sensitive and supportive in her 

comments. She talks about liking miscues because of the way they 

sound: When I ask which was their favorite miscue, Terry says, 

"Shawowly because "Like it is all shawowly." 

At the end of Jose's CRMA session Terry wrote in her journal 

that she learned, "you don't have to correct all your miscues." This 



is a significant shift from the initial Burke Interview when Terry 

commented that good readers "mess up but they correct it." 

Kirb's Collaboratiye Retrospectiye Miscues Analysis Session 
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Kirb's reading of Western Gladiators is the fourth and final 

taped reading that the students will listen to in the eRMA sessions. 

Terry is reading along silently as she is listening to the tape. She 

discovers a miscue and asks, "Okay, does this miscue make sense? 

The group conversation takes a twist and they discuss family 

relations and then Terry brings them back to the miscue discussion 

with the comment, "Why didn't the miscue make sense?" She then 

asks Kirb if the miscue helps or doesn't help his understanding of 

the text? They go into a discussion about the miscue helping or not 

helping. 

Terry: Did you know what the word meant? 

Kirb: Yes. 

Terry: So it did help you. 

Terry again focuses on what the reader is understanding from 

the text. If Kirb knew what the word meant, and it made sense to 

him, then his miscue helped him in understanding the text. 

During the next miscue discussion, Terry insists that Soneran 

is a miscue because she has already written it down on her copy of 

the typescript. This was interesting because, based on previous 

classroom experience, I decided not to have the students mark the 

typescript. It seemed to take attention away from listening to the 



miscues on the tape. Terry is writing the miscues on her own as 

she is listening Kirb read. 

When I return, we discuss the eRMA session. I ask the 

students if they thought such eRMA groups would help other 
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students. Terry replies that the eRMA groups help stating, "Yeah. 

There won't be so any people around so you won't really, really be 

nervous." 

Terry's strengths as a reader, as a facilitator in group 

discussion, and as a vital contributing member to the group 

discussions emerge in the context of these collaborative group. She 

continually supports the others in the group, focuses on meaning in 

group discussions and tries to help the readers find their voice by 

consistently asking them for their interpretation of the miscue. 

Journal Responses 

At the end of each instructional lesson and each eRMA 

session Terry responds in her journal. Terry's journal responses 

give insight into how she feels about herself and how she views 

herself as a reader. She was very nervous during the first session 

stating that she felt stupid and weird. She writes that she is 

thinking about volunteering to read first during the first 

instructional lesson, 'but doesn't actually volunteer until the end of 

the next instructional lesson. 

She shares her hope that "being in this group will make her a 

better reader." Later she comments that she wanted to be in this 
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group so she can become a better reader and understand stories 

better. She also notes in one session that she learned that "all 

readers miscue." Later she writes that she learned "you don't have 

to correct all your miscues." 

In the context of the journal, Terry discusses some of the 

miscues referring specifically to the dialect miscue of Jose's and 

Carolyn's yolcano miscue. 

When asked about using what they learned, Terry wrote the 

following in her journal: 

Yes I do use this reading study in most of my classes and 
it's helped me a Jot. And if I read out loud and I make a 
miscue I go back and read a sentence and if I still can't get 
the word I will just go on. I think this is good and I think 
you should do this next year. It's helped me. Now I don't 
get nervous when I read and I liked the stories that we 
read in here. And it brings people closer together. And you 
get to meet people you don't really know. I will miss not 
coming here. 

In her own words Terry documents the effects being in this 

group has had on her reading. Having a better understanding of what 

real readers do when reading has relieved her of some of the self 

imposed pressure of reading all the words correctly. 

She also responds to the social nature of the group stating 

that it brings people that you really don't know together. 
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Data Collected after the Collaborative Retrospective Miscue 
Analysis Sessions 

Final Burke InterYiew 

At the end of the study I call Terry in for a final reading of 

Feathered Friends and a final Closing Interview, which includes 

questions from the Burke Interview. The purpose of this interview 

is to delineate any shifts that Terry may verbalize between the 

initial and the final Burke Interviews. Specifically, I want to see if 

there are any shifts in her attitudes and beliefs about the reading 

process noting changes in reading strategies that she discusses 

during the final interview. 

During the initial Burke Interview, when asked what she does 

when she come to something she doesn't know, Terry notes sounding 

out words, skipping words, trying to figure out the word from the 

sentence and sometimes just closing the book. According to her 

responses to the final Burke Interview, when Terry comes to 

something she doesn't know when reading she stops, goes over the 

words or reads the rest of the sentence, and comes back to that 

word. If it's really hard, she just leaves it alone. In comparing the 

comments in the final interview to the comments she made in the 

initial interview, Terry's strategies have shifted. The major 

difference being that she discusses, "leaving the word alone," and 

does not offer sounding out or terminating as a strategy. This may 

be related to her discovery that good readers don't have to know "all 

the words correct and read every word on the page." 
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During the initial interview Terry acknowledges her sister as 

a good reader because, "Sonia can read without messing up. Like she 

doesn't get stuck on a word. She will already know it or something. 

She's not real slow at reading but she is loud." When I ask if she 

thinks her sister ever comes to something she doesn't know Terry 

remarked, "Yeah, like before, she does mess up but usually she'll 

catch on real quick." Terry recognizes that good readers "mess up," 

but they correct their miscues. She has the unrealistic expectation 

that they correct all their miscues. 

In the final interview Terry refers again to her sister, Sonia, 

as being a good reader who she knows. Terry states that Sonia is a 

good reader, "because she can read really fast without making a lot 

of miscues. If she comes to something she doesn't know she'll like 

try to pronounce it and then leave it alone." There is a subtle 

difference between this later description of Sonia and Terry's 

initial description of Sonia. Initially Terry states that, "Sonia can 

read without messing up. Like she doesn't get stuck on a word. She 

will already know it or something." In the final interview Terry 

ascribes a more realistic definition of good readers. Good readers 

read "really fast without making a lot of miscues. If she comes to 

something she doesn't know she'll like try to pronounce it and then 

leave it alone." This subtle difference opens the doorway for Terry 

to begin recognizing herself as a good reader. She doesn't have to 

know all the words to be a good reader. Good readers read fast, 
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miscue, substitute, pronounce words the best they can and read on. 

This is an fairly accurate definition of a proficient reader. 

In the final interview Terry also has a good definition of 
poor readers. Poor readers, according to Terry, "read 
really slow and put like a period after each word and stuff. 
A poor reader is, 

Someone who doesn't pay attention and they are really 
slow and they don't pay attention to what they are reading. 
They won't get that much because they are trying to read 
really careful and stuff and they will make more miscues 
and won't really understand it. 

During the initial Burke Interview when I ask Terry how she 

would help a student that is having trouble with reading, Terry 

responds with clarifying questions, then an answer. This is Terry's 

way. She is pragmatic by nature, getting all the information and 

then going to the heart of the matter for a solution. She feels it is 

important to first find out what readers think about what they are 

reading. Terry's understanding about the importance of what 

readers are comprehending from the text suggests that for her 

reading is a meaningful, thoughtful process. 

Res.: If you knew someone was having trouble with reading 
how would you help them? 

Terry: Like if they didn't know a word or something? 

Res.: Say there is a friend here and they said, "Oh Terry I 
have so much trouble. I can't do this reading. Can you help 
me?" 



Terry: Like read the sentence before them and have them 
read it. 

Res: Like read the sentence before them and have them 
read it? 

Terry: Umhummm. 

Res.: So they are like reading and they have problems with 
a certain word you would go through and read the word out 
loud? 

Terry: "Okay. If they had a problem with a certain word I 
would read it to myself silently and then I'd go okay, tell 
me what you think it says and then I'll tell you what it is." 
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Terry reiterated what she said in the initial interview about 

helping someone who was having trouble with reading. 

I would tell them to read it and if they can't get it I'd tell 
them to read the rest of the sentence. And then come back 
and look at that word. Then I'd tell them to try one more 
time and if they still don't get it I would go ahead and tell 
them. 

Terry is more confident about her reading, compared to how 

she felt in the initial interview. During the initial interview Terry 

perceived herself as a "reader in the middle." 

Res.: Do you think you are a good reader? 

Terry: No I'm not at the top but I'm not at the bottom 
either. I'm sort of at the middle. It's not like to the point 
that I'm messing up on every word and it's not like I know 
every word. I'm in the middle. 

Res.: How would you like to improve as a reader? 

Terry: Not read so slow or stutter so much when I read. 
Good readers like catch on to the words faster than like I 



would. I take my time to catch on to the word to get it 
into my head. The correct thing you know. Like good 
readers do read every word on the page but like sometimes 
they will get messed up and they will catch on to it real 
quick. 
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During the final interview when asked how she felt about 

herself as a reader, Terry stated, "I feel like I've learned more since 

I was in this class. And like I don't make that much miscues and I 

don't get uptight when I read." Previously Terry was concerned 

about stuttering when she read. 

Res: What do you mean you don't get uptight? 
Terry: Like before when I read I'd be really nervous and try 
not to make any miscues. Now I've learned that it is all 
right to make miscues and I'm more mellow about it. Like 
I can just read and stuff and if I make a miscue well then 
I'll go back and if it makes sense I'll just leave it. 

Res.: What would you like to do better as a reader. 

Terry: Try to understand words. 

Terry has added the word miscues into her vocabulary along 

with the understanding that a reader doesn't have to read every 

word exactly, "like I can just read and stuff and if I make a miscue, 

well, then I'll go back and if it makes sense, I'll just leave it." This 

is an important concept that represents an essential shift in Terry's 

belief about good readers. During the initial interview Terry states 

that good readers "read every word on the page, they read words 

correct." If they do mess up, "they correct it real quick, because 

they like know all the words." 

Along with using the vocabulary discussed during the study, 

Terry demonstrates that she has a firm grasp of the concepts 
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discussed. In discussing the quality of miscues Terry defines it in 

this manner: 

Terry: A bad one is when you say partjcally for 
particularly. A good one is when you say ~ instead of 
mouse. Like uum, sometimes you can't understand on the 
bad ones and the good ones you can go through real quick. 

Terry reports improvement in her reading since she has been 

involved in this study. Her confidence has increased as she now 

describes herself as a middle to better reader as compared to a bad 

to middle reader that she stated in the initial Burke Interview. 

In describing herself as a reader Terry has this to say: 

I think I've learned more now that I've been in this 
program. I think I'm doing better. I think before I used to 
be in the middle. Like I used to be from a bad reader to a 
middle. Now I'm more in the middle going to a better 
reader. Cause I don't get really nervous anymore. If I 
make a miscue I don't get really shy anymore. 

Terry sees potential for growth in her reading. When I ask if 

she thinks she is a good reader she replies," I'm getting better. She 

has an increased appreciation for reading stating that before she 

used to think it was really boring. Terry's attitude toward reading 

has changed." 

Terry: Yes. I take reading more serious now. Like I can 
understand the stories better. My reading has become 
better. I don't stutter anymore and make that many 
miscues. Before I used to think that reading was really 
boring and stuff. Now I like it. It's getting better for me. 

Terry has made some notable changes in her attitudes and 

beliefs about reading since her involvement in the CRMA. She 



believes that a reader doesn't have to correct all miscues, only 

those that make it hard to understand the story. She feels better 

about herself as a reader and is interested in reading more. 

8eading Miscue Inyentory (8M!) 
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This section will present the three RMI's done on Terry's 

readings. Table 1 is a compilation of all the data collected on these 

reading. The data is presented together for easy reference. Each 

8MI reading will be discussed individually discussing strengths and 

weaknesses on that particular text. The initial and final 8MI on 

Feathered Friends will be analyzed comparing miscues that occurred 

in both readings, discussing differences between the two readings. 

A summary of Terry's development as a reader will be presented at 

the end of this section. 

8MI--Feathered Friends--Initial 8eading 

Meaning Construction. The 8MI on Feathered Friends read 

prior to the eRMA reveals that Terry is a moderately proficient 

reader. In referring to Table 1, 77% of her miscues result in 

either no loss or partial loss of meaning. When reading, Terry is 

constructing meaning, being effective, but is not always 

efficient in her selection of cues. K. Goodman defines effective 

reading as a reader who produces syntactically and semantically 

acceptable structures most of the time, but tends to rely a great 



Table 1 

Compilation of Terry's AMI pata 

Text 

Date 

Meaning Construction 

No loss 

Partial loss 

Loss 

Grammatical 

Relationships 

Strength 

Partial strength 

Overcorrection 

Weakness 

Graphic Similarities 

High 

Some 

None 

Sound Similarities 

High 

Some 

None 

* Total of Bracketed 

Categories 

Number of Words 

Number of Miscues 

Miscues Per Hundred 

Words 

First Reading 
Feathered 

Friends 

1/24/91 

42%] 77%" 
35% 

23% 

41% ] 76% 
35% 

1% 

23% 

84% 

4% 
12% 

76% 

12% 

12% 

1,310 
95 

7 

Second Reading Third Reading 
Mrs, Goet Feathered 

Friends 

2/12/91 3/20/91 

80%] 97% 
17% 

2% 

70% ] 88% 
18% 

12% 

0% 

71% 
11 % 

18% 

71% 

7% 

21% 

918 
40 

4 

40% ] 
34% 

26% 

40% ] 
34% 

0% 

26% 

76% 

10% 
14% 

64% 

20% 

16% 

1,310 
83 

6 

74% 

74% 

93 
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deal on graphophonic information. Efficient readers are those who 

may produce a fairly high percentage of syntactically and 

semantically acceptable sentences while they may not construct a 

great deal of meaning of the text as a whole (Goodman & Burke, 

1987). She uses a variety of reading strategies, producing 

substitutions, omissions and, self corrections while constructing 

meaning. She produces syntactically and semantically acceptable 

structures most of the time but tends to rely a great deal on 

graphophonic information. Her reading is slow and halting, often 

subvocalizing as she was reading. She is aware of this by her 

admission that one of the things she would like to do better as a 

reader is "to not stutter and not to read so slow." Terry would say 

"Oh," or "Wait," often regressing when there was no miscue. The 

following example illustrates this point. She says "Um" before she 

begins the sentence and says "Let's see" after she reads the 

sentence. At this point she is either rereading the sentence she 

just read to see if it makes sense, or she is reading ahead silently 

to herself so her oral reading will be accurate. 

Miscue: line 407 
"Um" "Let's see." 

II He had smuggled her up on the last ferry from Earth.1I 

Although Terry reads for meaning, she spends a lot of time 

regressing and self correcting miscues that do not result in a 

meaning loss. During the Burke Interview Terry states that she 
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wants to read faster and that good readers get all the words 

correct. Terry is trying to do exactly what she thinks good readers 

do when reading, trying to "get all the words correct." This is 

causing her to read slower. There is a contradiction between what 

she wants to do as a reader and what she believes good readers do 

when reading. The following omission miscue that Terry self

corrected illustrates this point. 

Miscue: line 515. 
c 

omitted "Wait" 
"Where's Sven? I asked, not "very" much caring. 

Terry has good predicting strategies evidenced by some of 

her miscues. In the following miscue she is predicting an 

alternative noun phrase, reading a bunk, but when she reads straps 

she goes back and self corrects the phrase from the beginning 

correcting the substitution miscue. 

Miscue: line 510 
c 
a "Oh" 

It took me ages to undo my bunk straps, and I was still 
only half awake ... 

Terry's monitors herself as she reads. Sometimes her self 

monitoring is an effective strategy, other times it slows her down 

considerably. 

When Terry is reading along, her sense of language and 

effective use of predicting strategies overrides her attempt to read 
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everything correctly. One miscue from page seven of the text 

provides an example. Terry substitutes a word that makes sense 

with no graphic or sound similarities between the words. This is a 

good example of Terry's strength as a reader. 

Miscue: line 702 
under 

Claribel was tucked snugly into a face mask. 

Terry's strength as a reader becomes more obvious the farther 

she gets into the text. More substitutions are semantically and 

syntactically acceptable, having phonetic and graphic similarity. 

Grammatical Relationships. Table 1 shows that 76% of 

Terry's miscues show strength or partial strength in the area of 

grammatical relationships. When she substitutes a word it often 

carries the same grammatical function as the text word. 

Miscue line: 920 

So, now, if you visit any space station, don't be surprised 
i f 

acceptable "urn" 
you hear an inexplicable snach of bird song. 

Terry's miscues show that she has a sense of language and 

how it works. 

Graphic and Sound Similarities. Most of Terry's substitution 

miscues have a high correlation to the text. Table 1 shows that 80% 

show graphic similarity while 76% shows sound similarity. Her 

effective use of predicting strategies accounts for 12 of her 
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miscues having no sound or graphic relationship to the text. These 

miscues are all syntactically and semantically acceptable. 

Retelling. Terry's retelling includes all the key concepts in 

the story. It is interesting to note from the following example that 

although she substitutes North for Nordic in reading, she refers to 

Sven in the retelling showing that she fully understands the 

characterization presented. 

Miscue: line 107 
"um" Seven 

Text: With a name like that you would picture Sven at 
North 

once as a six-foot-six Nordic giant, built like a bull and 
with a voice to match. 

Retelling: 
Terry: ... and that guy Solven was a little wimp but 
everybody thought that with that name they'd figure him as 
a six foot six person with a big voice and everything. 

RMI--Mrs. Gorf 

Meaning Construction. As shown on Table 1, 97% of Terry's 

miscues focus on meaning being either semantically acceptable or 

partially acceptable. She subvocalizes throughout the reading. 

Based on these statistics, this story is more predictable for her 

than Feathered Friends. 

Grammatical Relationship. Table 1 shows that 70% of Terry's 

miscues are grammatically acceptable with 18% being partially 

acceptable for a total of 88% of her miscues showing at least some 
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grammatical acceptability. Terry's fluency is effected by her 

attention to the text reflected in 12% of her miscues being 

overcorrections. This is not surprising since by her own definition, 

good readers read all the words correctly. None of her miscues 

result in any weakness of grammatical relationships. 

Graphic and Sound Similarities Seventy-one percent of Terry's 

miscues show high graphic similarity to the expected response as 

shown in Table 1. Eleven% show some relationship and 18% show no 

similarities. There seems to be a variety of strategies at play 

here. She predicts more readily than when she read Feathered 

Friends, and is at liberty to take more risks when reading. Seventy

one percent of Terry's miscues show high sound similarity to the 

expected response. Twenty-one percent show no similarity to the 

text. 

Retelling. Terry produces a thorough retelling. She 

understood the story and the significance of the janitor eating the 

apple at the end of the story. Terry names Mrs. Gorl and discusses 

the students, though not by name. She does list antics for which 

they were punished. 

RMI--Feathered Friends--Final Reading 

According to the AMI on Feathered Friends at the end of the 

study the following conclusions about Terry as a reader is reached. 

In looking at the Table 1 one can see there is not much difference 
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between her initial reading and her final reading. Perhaps because 

she is a moderately proficient reader she is stable across time. 

Meaning Construction. In looking at Table 1, 74% of Terry's 

miscues facilitate her in constructing a meaningful text. Terry is 

a moderately proficient reader. She is a reader who focuses on the 

surface features of the text, often regressing and subvocalizing 

when reading. During the final interview Terry states that she is 

not so "uptight" when reading. 

Her strategies are reflected in a decrease in the number of 

subvocalizations Terry made while reading the text. In her first 

reading of Feathered Friends she made 75 subvocalizations 

including such comments as "um", "oh", "wait", and "oh yeah." In the 

final reading she made 47 such subvocalizations. Additionally the 

first reading took 16 minutes and the second reading took 14 

minutes. She reduced the number of miscues by 12 miscues going 

from seven miscues per hundred words (MPHW) to six MPHW. 

Terry is more relaxed when reading, not hesitating and 

regressing at every possible miscue. The strategies that she 

verbalizes, correcting if there is a meaning loss and leaving it if it 

makes sense, coupled with relaxing when reading will facilitate her 

in her goal to be a more proficient reader. 

Grammatical relationships. In looking at Table 1, 70% of 

Terry's miscues represent a strength or partial strength. She is 

manipulating the text more, creating complex miscues. In the 

initial reading she has no complex miscues compared to the final 
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reading where she has seven complex miscues. When she miscues, 

Terry tries to keep the grammatical structure of the sentence 

consistent with her miscue. 

Graphic and sound similarities. In referring the Table 2 there 

is a greater spread in the categories of graphic and sound 

similarities compared to the first reading. 

Table 2 

Comparison of Terry's Initial and Final Reading; Graphic and Sound 

Similarity 

Initial Reading Final Reading 

Graphic Sound Graphic Sound 

High 84% 76% 760/0 64% 

Some 4% 12% 10% 20% 

None 12% 12% 14% 160/0 

This reflects Terry's flexible attitude towards miscues. In 

looking at Table 2 on the initial reading 160/0 of Terry's miscues had 

some or no graphic similarity to the text compared to 24% of her 

miscues in the final reading. In sound similarity 240/0 of her 

miscues on the initial reading had some or no sound similarity 

compared to 36% of her miscues having some or no sound similarity. 

Terry is incorporating her sampling and predicting strategies to a 

greater extent. 
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Retelling. Terry gives an accurate account of the events that 

happen in Feathered Friends. She understands the concept of the 

bird saving the people in the space station. She is aware that a 

narrator is telling the story saying, "The man, the author, said that 

if you go up to a space station and hear a bird song not to worry that 

you're safe and everything." The retelling is more cohesive than the 

first retelling, following the story line sequentially. 

In comparing the initial and the final readings, 35 of the 83 

miscues Terry made during the final reading of Feathered Friends 

are miscues on the same words. Of those 35 miscues, 18 miscues 

are the exact same miscue. Terry substitutes four different names 

for Sven in the initial reading, compared to one substitution that 

she used consistently throughout the final reading of Feathered 

Friends. 

The final reading of Feathered Friends involves complex 

miscues whereas in the initial reading all substitution miscues 

were single word substitutions. The following miscue shows a 

complex miscue which in the first reading was a single word 

substitution of the the word 1r.i.a.d. for .t.imd.. 

Initial reading 
Miscue: line 203 

c 
tried "oh" 

never tired of watching him and his gang as the station 
grew under their hands like a giant jigsaw puzzle. 



Final reading 
Miscue: line 203 

2) as he and his gang 
tried to watch 1 ) as he gave 

I never tired of watching him and his gang as the station 
grew under their hands like a giant jigsaw puzzle. 
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Terry is struggling to create a meaningful text incorporating 

her miscue into the text. She is sampling and predicting as she is 

reading. 

Terry was consistent in both readings with her use of 

omission and insertions. In the initial reading there were eight 

omissions compared with nine omissions in the final reading. In the 

initial reading there were four insertions compared to three 

insertions in the final reading. In the initial reading there were 14 

self corrections on miscues that involved a disruption of meaning 

compared to 25 self corrections on miscues that involved a 

disruption of meaning in the final reading of Feathered Friends. 

Summary 

Terry is more assured of herself as a reader. She is willing to 

take risks, stating that she is "not so uptight" when she reads. The 

more comfortable she is about reading, the more she will read. This 

is prerequisite for becoming a more proficient reader. Not only has 

Terry's confidence improved, she selectively applies strategies, 

whereas before she focused on getting the word right. Now she 
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substitutes, omits, and sounds out the words, or leaves the word, 

based on what she deems appropriate. She is in control of her 

reading making choices that will support her in constructing a 

meaningful text. 

In discussing the good points of being in the group she states 

that she got to know students that she wouldn't have gotten to know 

otherwise and that she will miss coming to the session. She is a 

sensitive person who gave a lot to the group discussions and gained 

a lot from the group discussions. 

Carolyn's Interpretative Analysis 

Data Collected before the Collaboratiye Retrospectiye Miscue 
Analysis Sessions 

There is a soft murmur is the language arts classroom as I sit 

down next to the perky little 12 year old, her face lost in big 

rimmed glasses. Carolyn is an attractive Chinese/Hispanic girl 

with long brown hair down to her waist. She appears confident and 

comfortable, ready for anything. She is a risk taker, not easily 

intimidated. I introduce myself and explain that I am looking for 

volunteers to participate in a study I am doing and she immediately 

volunteers. "I'll do it." I ask if she would read a bit out of her 

literature book and she says, "Sure." She has no compunction about 

reading out loud. She picks up her book The Diary of Anne Frank and 

begins reading. She is fluent, substituting words as she reads. I do 

not record specific miscues she makes, but note that she does not 
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self correct. She reads one page of text and stops and looks at me. 

When I ask, she gives me a brief summary about what she read. 

Carolyn then just looks as me as if to say, "Ok. What's next?" 

I share that Ms. Brown recommended her because she is a good 

student, getting A's in the class, is on the Honor Roll and likes to 

read. I explain that I will have all kinds of readers in the study and 

that they will all work together and talk about reading. I give her 

the parent permission form and ask that she return it the next day. 

Carolyn returns the formed signed the following day. 

Based on the information I've gathered, her willingness to 

read and be in the study, and her strategy of reading on when she 

comes to words she doesn't know in the text I identify Carolyn as a 

proficient reader. When I research her test scores I am surprised to 

discover that Carolyn is in the fourth stanine in reading on the IOWA 

Test of Basic Skills. I decide that this test is not indicative of her 

true reading proficiency. 

Initial Burke Reading Interview 

Carolyn reports to the front office, call slip in hand. We go 

into the office and sit at the table. Carolyn is congenial talking at 

length as she answers the questions on the Burke Interview. She is 

comfortable, not intimidated by the tape recorder. 

When Carolyn is reading and comes to something she doesn't 

know she tries to figure out the word from context. When this 

doesn't work she uses some phonic strategies, looking to see if any 



of the, "words are quiet, like no sound. n I ask some clarifying 

questions and she shares her technique. 

Res: You sound it out. Do you ever do anything else? 

Carolyn: No. Mostly try to get to see if any words are 
quiet, like no sound. 

Res.: Umm. 

Carolyn: Then you try to sound it out. 

Res.: How do you know if a word it quiet? 

Carolyn: You try to read it and then you put that word, that 
letter in and if it doesn't make sense you try it without. 
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These are the only two strategies that Carolyn shares. 

Carolyn identifies her friend Cathy as a good reader because 

she has intonation when she reads. When Cathy comes to something 

she doesn't know, Carolyn speculates that she sounds it out because 

she "really doesn't know." 

In helping a friend with reading Carolyn states that she would 

first get "little kids books and then get bigger and bigger books." 

Res.: Okay you would give them little kid books and then 
what would you do? 

Carolyn: I would help them read it? 

Res.: How? 

Carolyn: Like if they get stuck on a word try to help him 
sound it out. And if they can't figure out a word have them 
look at the picture. 

Res.: Anything else? 



Carolyn: No. 

Res.: What would a teacher do to help that students? 

Carolyn: Probably send them to a counselor and have the 
counselor tutor them. 
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If there was no counselor, Carolyn suggests that the teacher 

would have someone in the class with a higher IQ help the student. 

That student would help them sound out words. 

To improve as a reader Carolyn wants to read more at home. 

When she was asked about what kind of reader she was she 

responded," I'm always a good reader but sometimes I don't try." In 

defining reading Carolyn does not separate reading from learning. 

As far as Carolyn is concerned, a person learns as they read. 

Carolyn seems a little contradictory in her comments. She 

may be influenced by the interviewing situation, trying to figure out 

what the correct responses were. For example, she discusses 

skimming as a reading strategy, "Sometimes if you read fast, you 

just skim through it." Then she states that that isn't good, "No 

cause you don't really know what the book is about because you skim 

main words." When queried about good readers, she says they read 

every word. When specifically asked about Cathy, the person she 

suggests as being a good reader, she comments, "I think she'll 

probably skip words like ~ and 11 and the. because they are basic 

words she uses all the time." 
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Carolyn reports using context when reading, evidenced by her 

admission that she reads the sentence when she comes to a word 

she doesn't know and would tell a student to use the pictures to 

figure out what the story meant. She perceives herself as a good 

reader. When asked to define reading, she keys in on the value of 

reading. To improve her reading she wants to read more at home. 

After we complete the Burke Interview, Carolyn reads the 

narrative Feathered Friends aloud and gives a retelling. The miscue 

data collected from Carolyn's readings will be presented in the final 

section for comparison. In this way developmental shifts can be 

presented and repetition of data is avoided. A brief overview is 

provided here to show what kind of reader Carolyn is at the 

beginning of the study. 

According to the initial RMI, Carolyn is a moderately 

proficient reader who is not totally committed to constructing 

meaning while reading. When Carolyn is reading Feathered Friends 

620/0 of her miscues focus on constructing meaning. A fair 

percentage of Carolyn's miscues are semantically acceptable, but at 

times her miscues result in sentences with partial or extensive 

meaning changes. Carolyn has few repetitions and no 

overcorrections which suggests efficient reading. 

At the completion of the retelling I ask Carolyn if she has any 

questions. She asks, "When will we begin to work in groups?" I 

explain that I have to read with Jose and Kirb, and then we will 
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begin the collaborative group sessions. She doesn't have any more 

questions so I write her a pass back to class. 

Data Collected during the Collaborative Retrospective 
Miscue Analysis Session 

In this section the four instructional lessons and the CRMA 

sessions will be analyzed focusing on Carolyn's perspective. 

Comments, reactions and dialogue that represents a shift in 

Carolyn's understandings about reading and about herself as a reader 

will be discussed. 

Instructional Sessions 

The students and I get together for four instructional lessons 

prior to the CRMA sessions. The purpose of these lessons is to 

introduce the conceptual ideas related to miscues and to discuss 

the format of the study. 

During the first lesson we discuss learning to read, relating it 

to riding a bike. We discuss the criteria necessary for anyone to 

learn: a desire to learn, practice, opportunity to take risks and an 

opportunity to make mistakes. We then read the phrases on the 

worksheet (Appendix I). Carolyn omitted the second .the. in all of the 

four phrases. We discuss why this shows that she is a good reader, 

reading for meaning. She is surprised when I point out the second 

1M saying "I didn't see it." Carolyn then left to get her pictures 

taken. She returns10 minutes later and we write in our journals. 

Carolyn writes, "We talked about the process of learning. We said 
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that if you see some letter/word twice and had to memorize it that 

you would probably only write it once. Fooled your mind. I felt 

stupid at first when we had to speak into a speaker and on tape. It's 

embarrassing." We read our journals to each other. The bell rings 

for the next class so we end the lesson. 

At the beginning of the second lesson we brainstorm reading 

strategies. Carolyn says that she reads the sentence to figure out 

words she doesn't know. Then we discuss the author's role in 

miscues. We read some riddles, and talk about how the author is 

predicting that the reader will read the riddle one way and based on 

that assumption the author tricks the reader. Carolyn feels that the 

author has no role in the miscues she makes. In listening to the 

riddles, Carolyn takes a risk and makes the first prediction. Even 

though she did not get the riddle I talk about how important it is to 

make guesses and take risks when people are problem solving. We 

continue the discussion. Carolyn figures out the second riddle 

before any of the other students solve it. In her journal Carolyn 

shares that she learned about reading strategies. 

In the third lesson we discuss the three cueing systems and 

various types of miscues. We complete a worksheet of miscues that 

focus on high quality miscues (Appendix C). 

During the fourth instruction lesson the students do a 

practice CRMA session with a student I taught the year before. 

Marsha, an 8th grader, was familiar with miscues and the concepts 

discussed. I had to tape her reading ahead of time due to time 
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constraints. After discussing the first couple of miscues and 

marking the response form I left the group to work on their own. 

The students listen to the taped reading. As soon as I leave, Carolyn 

starts to tell the students how to fill out the response form. At the 

end of this lesson I return and we discuss the miscues. The 

students didn't report any problem with the response form or the 

format of the session. 

Terry's Collaboratiye Retrospectiye Miscue Analysis Session 

During the first CRMA session Terry reads the story Mrs. Gorf. 

Carolyn's personality starts to emerge. Her social skills are the 

least developed of the group. Carolyn has a way of bulldozing her 

opinions on the rest of the group. She has a hard time listening to 

the other students. She says things to draw attention to herself, 

but when someone in the group confronts her, she changes her 

response. At times she says insensitive things to the other 

students, but when she realizes she has gone too far she 

immediately pulls back. For example, when she told Terry she was 

going to write, "her boyfriend Doug" down for the reasons for the 

miscue Terry is annoyed. Carolyn immediately responds, "I'm not 

going to put that." This is more of a maturity issue than one of 

being mean. Carolyn is the youngest in the group. This exchange 

between Jose and Carolyn illustrates this point. 

Carolyn: Did you change it. Yes. 

Jose: No. 



Carolyn: Yes I did. 

(Students listen to the tape) 

Carolyn: Nanananananna ... 

The collaborative experiences were not only beneficial for 

Carolyn on an academic level, but also on a social level. 
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During the first session, Carolyn takes over the teacher 

role, asking Terry the questions off the response form. When Terry 

realizes that she is supposed to be answering the questions she 

says, "Oh, I'm supposed to be answering the questions." Carolyn 

responds in a very loud, assertive, almost obnoxious way, stating 

"Yes!" At one point during this session she tells the other students 

to "Sh" and to get another sheet of paper for the next miscue. 

Carolyn is not involved in the miscue discussion in a constructive 

way. She is more concerned with answering the questions on the 

response form correctly. 

Carolyn is school smart. This is apparent when the students 

work on the response form. She is concerned that they all write the 

same answer, regardless of whether what they are writing makes 

sense or not. She is into production, not discussion. 

Carolyn's Collaboratiye Retrospectiye Miscue Analysis Session 

Carolyn was the second voluntary reader for the CRMA. She 

read the text Jumanji. 

Carolyn has the tendency to be teacher dependent. When I am 

present she defers to me, asking me if she has to read the title. 



Jose: Start reading. 

Carolyn: Don't pressure me. Do I have to read the title? 

Res.: What do you usually do? 

Carolyn opts not to read the title. 
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The students discuss two miscues during the first session, 

couldn't for could, and handling for handing. They choose not to 

discuss the first miscue because Carolyn corrected it. They 

continue on until they hear the next miscue handling for handing, 

When Jose asks her if her miscue helped her understand the text she 

says, " ... understanding the text? Did it help? Wait." Carolyn is 

trying to understand her miscue on a personal level instead of just 

trying to answer the questions on the response form. When I return 

we discuss how the session went. I ask Carolyn what reasons she 

gave for her miscues and she says, "I was reading too fast and I 

wanted to know what the story was about." We then discuss reading 

speed. Jose comments that reading fast is a bad thing because you 

don't get every word. Carolyn agrees, stating "You don't read every 

word. When you read fast you don't get the meaning of the story." 

Terry states that she thinks reading fast is a good thing because 

when you get older and are working you need to be able to read fast. 

Carolyn then contradicts herself. 

Carolyn: It's a good thing because everybody doesn't read 
every word and you want to get to know what the story 
was because it is early in the story. 
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At the end of the discussion I ask Carolyn if she thinks good 

readers read every word on the page and she replies, "No." Carolyn 

is influenced by the responses of her peers. These discussions help 

her to understand miscues and the reading process from the 

perspectives of others in the group. Carolyn begins to entertain 

ideas that she may not have had on her own. 

The following day the students continue the CRMA session on 

Carolyn's reading of Jumanji. During this session they discuss nine 

miscues, choosing to discuss four at length. 

The following miscue shows Carolyn's strength as a reader. 

She substitutes colorful for colored. Carolyn recognizes this 

miscues as a high quality miscue with the comment that she didn't 

correct the miscue because colorful is like colored. Terry makes 

the point that colorful sounds better than colored. 

Miscue line 503 
colorful 

caa 
ca, 

There was a board that unfolded, revealing a path of 
colored squares. 

Carolyn: I didn't correct myself because colorful is like 
colored. 

Kirb: Did it help you? 

Terry: Colorful is like colored. Colorful is better than 
colored. 

Kirb: Did you change it? 



Carolyn: Did I change it? No because colorful made sense. 

Terry: Do you think you should have changed it? 
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All agree this was a good miscue; one that made sense and 

didn't need to be corrected. 

In the following miscue Carolyn is confused because she 

thinks the text said gasping for air and she said gasping for his 

breath. In actuality the text said gasping for breath and she 

inserted .his. creating the phrase gasping for his breath. 

Miscue line: 907 
his 

He stood in the hall gasping for 1\ breath. 

Carolyn: Gasping for his breath instead of air. 

Jose: No you said gasping for his breath. 

Carolyn: But it's air. 

Kirb: Where? 

Jose: You didn't say air. 

Carolyn: Oh. 

Kirb: Where is air. It's supposed to be breath. 

Carolyn: Okay, okay. Who wants to tell me the answers. 
This is my paper. 

Terry: Does it make sense? 

Jose: It does make sense. 

Kirb: It doesn't make sense there. I mean do you grasp for 
breath? 



Carolyn: Gasping for HIS breath. Does the miscue make 
sense? Yes it does. 

Terry: Does the miscue makes sense? 

Jose: Yes. 

Carolyn: I just added his. 

Kirb: It means the same thing. 

Kirb: I mean it doesn't make sense the way he says it. 

Jose: Gasping for his breath. 

Carolyn: No I shouldn't have changed it. 

Kirb: It would have been a waste of time. 

Carolyn: What I said makes more sense. Why do I think I 
made this miscue? Because I was predicting. 

Carolyn recognizes her role in creating a meaningful text. 
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Even to the extent that she can change the text and have it make 

"more sense." This is a shift from a previous discussion we had, 

during the second instructional lesson when we discussed the role 

of the author. Carolyn maintained that the author has no influence 

on miscues. There was no relationship between the reader, the 

writer and the text. The author had the last word. Now she is 

manipulating the text and recognizing her miscue as a good miscue. 

Kirb and Carolyn think that Carolyn's miscue makes more sense that 

what the author wrote. All the students are beginning to question 

the authority of the author. Carolyn says she miscued because she 

was predicting and she didn't need to change it. This is the first 

time she uses predicting as a reason for her miscue. She is 

empowered to change the text, to question the author's choice of 



words and recognizes that what she expected to see in the text 

influences her miscues. 
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This CRMA session is rich in data. The students discuss nine 

miscues during day two of Carolyn's reading of Jumanjj. There is a 

wealth of information in the range of miscues discussed alone. One 

miscue they choose not to discuss because one can say a name, "a 

bunch of ways." The have a long debate on whether tapjng a note 

.inm and taping a note to the bottom of the box means the same 

thing. The next miscue they believe makes more sense than the 

authors original choice of words. A number of miscues they skip 

because Carolyn corrected them. They discuss the meaning of the 

acronym P.S. learning what it means. And finally, at their request, 

we work on the miscue on volcano. 

We discuss the point that sounding out the word didn't help 

Carolyn in this case and since she had already read that word 

previously in the text. Jose acknowledges that sounding out the 

word didn't help her in this case. The discussion become more 

complex as their understanding of miscues grows. They begin to 

question the text, the author and each other more often in the 

collaborative group discussions. 

Jose's Collaborative Retrospective Miscue Session 

During the third collaborative session Jose read pedro and 

piablo. Carolyn was the first to find four of the seven miscues 

discussed. She discovers the first miscue miscbery for 
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mischievous , then reminds the group that they have to wait until 

they get farther into the story. Consistent with her teacher like 

mannerisms she says to Kirb, "You have to put your name on your 

paper." 

During this session, Carolyn again tries the personal 

approach in discussing reasons for miscues. She doesn't fair any 

better than she did with Terry and quickly changes her approach. 

Jose: Start the tape. 

Carolyn: I'm not finished. Miscued because he is trying to 
learn more about Deshanna. 

Jose: Stupid!!! 

Carolyn: I'm just kidding. Trying to learn more about school. 

Carolyn is learning how to function successfully within the 

context of the group. She is sincere in helping Jose understand the 

miscues. When discussing Jose's substitution of learning for 

leading Carolyn asks, "Did it help you understand the text more that 

you said learning instead of leading?" Carolyn is genuine in her 

attempt to help Jose understand question number five on the 

response form. Carolyn is also sincere in helping Jose with his 

spelling. He is constantly asking the students how to spell words. 

Carolyn shares her strategy for spelling words she doesn't know 

when Jose asks her how to spell pronounce. 

Carolyn: Sound it out and then put a question mark over the 
top. That's what I do. 
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Along the same line she asks the group to explain how a 

miscue makes sense, rather than telling them why she doesn't think 

it makes sense. During the discussion Carolyn holds on to her 

contention that "stack of apples" doesn't make sense, but she does 

so in an appropriate manner influencing the group. Carolyn asks, 

"How are you supposed to fill stacks of apples?" 

She makes a good case and all the other students finally 

agree with her. Carolyn is improving her techniques for interacting 

with the group, asking them to explain how something makes sense 

rather only focusing only on her perspective. 

Another sign of growth is apparent when Carolyn realizes she 

is wrong. In the discussion about Jose's dialect miscue, w.e.U. for 

~ Carolyn states six different times that Jose made the miscue 

~ for we'll. During this session she looks at Kirb and states, 

emphatically, "You are wrong!" Carolyn doesn't appear to be doing 

this in a sabotaging way, but seems to have blinders on, having a 

hard time recognizing other students perspectives. When she 

recognizes she may be wrong, she promptly admits it. Towards the 

end of this discussion she calmly states, "Maybe he says it like that 

all the time." Kirb looks as if he is ready to explode, but says, 

earnestly, "See, that's what I've been saying! It wasn't a miscue." 

Towards the completion of this session Carolyn brings up her 

concerns again related to the response form. She still is concerned 

with giving the correct response. 

Jose: Do I think I should have changed it? Yeah. 



Carolyn: Why? 

Jose: Because it just didn't sound right. 

Carolyn: We use that one too much. 

Jose: So. Just for this one. 

Carolyn: Okay. 
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Carolyn is willing to negotiate with Jose on this issue rather 

than insisting that they answer the questions her way. At the end 

of this session Carolyn notes in her journal that she learned how 

to read better and how to correct miscues. I am curious to learn if 

Carolyn understands that self correcting strategies are selectively 

applied. The following discussion ensues. 

Res.: When do you decide to change a miscue? 

Carolyn: When it doesn't sound right. 

Res.: . How do you decide it it sounds right? 

Carolyn: When you read the sentences and the word doesn't 
go with the other words and then it's a miscue. 

Res.: What have you found out about the away you read? 

Carolyn: I found out that I made a lot of miscues ... and 
that's good. 

Carolyn recognizes that a reader changes a miscue when it 

doesn't fit the text. This dialogue competes the third CRMA session. 

Carolyn is grappling with peer dynamics, collaboration and the 

concepts of miscues simultaneously. 
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Kirb's Collaborative Retrospective Miscue Session 

During the fourth CRMA session Kirb read Western Gladiators. 

In the beginning of this session, Carolyn is angry. Apparently in her 

computer class they have to copy a chapter of the book because 

someone was talking in class. Then she broke her glasses and she 

tells everyone how this happened. After this discussion they begin 

the CRMA discussion. 

Terry notices the first miscue, Crotalus. Carolyn responds, 

"Who cares. We don't even know how to say it." Then she goes back 

to the conversation about her glasses, how they were broken and 

shows the rest of the group the mark on her face. She then 

comments again about how her cheek hurts and the group all say 

"Oohhh" at once. She gets the drift and says, "I'm not going to die." 

They come to the miscue where Kirb substitutes partjcluarly 

for particular. Carolyn really wants to do that miscue stating, "Oh. 

Let's do. Let's do." They decide to discuss that miscue. As they 

discuss the miscue Carolyn is very argumentative and obstinate. 

Kirb says the. miscue didn't make sense because it didn't "fit the 

text." Carolyn writes, "It didn't fix the text." Kirb corrects her and 

she responds, "You said fix the text." He corrects her again stating 

he said, "fit the text." 

In answer to the next question on the response form Kirb said 

that the miscue didn't help because that part of the story wasn't 

important. Carolyn reacts to that comment stating, "This wasn't 
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important? That particular tribe of rattlers had lived there for 

scores of years?" Kirb's responds with, "Did it have anything to do 

with the real story? Carolyn answers, " Yes it did." 

Kirb ends up getting mad saying, "Fine, I won't read." Carolyn 

adds fuel to the fire stating, "You aren't even reading, you are 

answering questions." 

During this session Carolyn is the one who disrupts the 

discussion most often. In light of this it is interesting that three 

times she says to the group that they have to get to work or they 

are going to get in trouble, "Come on. It took us 1 0 minutes to do 

this miscue." "She is going to get mad. That's twice." "We are 

going to get into trouble." "Next miscue. We have to get at least 

three done and we only have seven minutes left." This is interesting 

since I never applied any pressure on the group to complete a 

specific number of miscues. 

During this session Carolyn seems to be more concerned about 

getting the response form completed than in discussing the 

miscues. This could be because of the incident in the computer 

room, her broken glasses or the fact that there seems to be an 

attraction between Kirb and Carolyn. She almost appears to be 

pushing him, trying to get a reaction out of him. There is attention 

to the miscues, but this seems secondary. 

This is the nature of collaborative groups. Hidden agendas are 

at play all the time. During the first session, Carolyn is focused on 

answering the response form correctly. During the second session, 
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her own reading, Carolyn seems to begin to understand some of the 

concepts involved about the miscues that were discussed. Most 

notably, she discusses the reasons for miscues being that she wants 

to finish the story and feeling that some of her word choices are 

better than the author's. She is a little sensitive about her 

miscues, as all readers are the first time they are involved in a 

CRMA session. Working in a collaborative group seems to help 

Carolyn refine her social skills. During the final session, she 

focuses on getting Kirb's attention rather than the miscue 

discussions. 

By the very nature of the events, Carolyn is changed by these 

experiences. Socially, she knows four students intimately. 

Students she wouldn't have gotten to know on such a personal level 

in the classroom. As far as reading is concerned she has made some 

shifts in how she looks at and talks about language. The text isn't 

the only authority. Instead, she as a reader recognizes and 

acknowledges her ability to manipulate the· text in constructing 

meaning. Carolyn manipulated the text before these CRMA session, 

the difference is that now she is more consciously aware of what 

she is doing. She recognizes this as a positive strategy which helps 

her understand the text. She has altered some of her reading 

strategies, self correcting more often when there is a meaning loss. 

Her attention is on constructing meaning, not getting through the 

text. With this understanding she is on the road to becoming a 

proficient reader, both efficient and effective. 
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Journal Responses 

Carolyn who is inquisitive by nature asks many question in 

her journal. For example she wants to know if they are the only 

ones, "in this process of learning?" Then she wonders if they will 

see other classes like this at different schools. In one entry she 

asks, "Who will read first?" 

In writing about what she is learning, Carolyn notes, "I notice 

that you should learn to correct your mistakes, and not to be afraid 

of how you read. And that some miscues don't mess up what you 

read. At a later date Carolyn comments, "We learned how to read 

better and then to correct our miscues." 

In writing about her own reading Carolyn evaluates the 

session. 

Today I read an exciting story. It was bad. It was fun too. 
I liked it a lot. We only had time for one miscue but Kirb. 
We did good this time and had a conversation about my 
miscues. 

In thinking about the future Carolyn wonders if we'll do this 

next year. She writes, "I think that kids next year should be in a 

class like this cause it teaches you stuff and you get to listen or 

read different stories." 

In the journal Carolyn often summarizes what she did in the 

session and evaluates the sessions. 



Data Collected after the Collaboratiye Retrospectiye 
Miscue Analysis Sessions 

Fjnal Burke Interview 
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Carolyn meets me in the hall and asks me to call her out of 

period five for the final interview. I agree and send a call slip for 

her during that period. She is happy as she comes in and sits down. 

We chat a bit about how the school year is going and then we begin 

the interview. 

Carolyn reports using the same two strategies she mentioned 

in the initial interview. When Carolyn comes to something she 

doesn't know in the text she, "reads the sentence and tries to figure 

it out and if that doesn't work, tries to sound it out." Carolyn again 

presents a contradiction when she talks about good and poor readers 

in relation to reading speed. During this interview Carolyn 

comments that reading fast and slow is good depending on how you 

understand the story. Then she states a good reader, "reads 

carefully and slow sometimes." By Carolyn's definition a poor 

reader is, "someone who skips a lot of words and reads real fast 

scanning the words. They skip sentences." Carolyn would initiate a 

dialogue with a reader that was having trouble with reading, "Read 

it and have them read it and see if they know what the book is about 

and have them tell me what it was about and then I would tell them 

what I thought it was about." 

There is a shift in the ways Carolyn would help a student who 

was having trouble with reading. In the initial interview Carolyn 
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says she would help the student sound out the word and then have 

them look at the pictures. In the final interview Carolyn states she 

would ask the readers what they thought the book is about and then 

she would tell them what she thought the book was about. Reading 

becomes a sharing of ideas, not sounding out the correct word in the 

text. Negotiating and reflecting are part of Carolyn's strategies in 

helping someone who was having trouble with reading. 

In describing herself as a reader Carolyn incorporates some of 

the vocabulary we have been using when talking about her miscues. 

Res.: Describe yourself as a reader 

Carolyn: I'm a good reader because I make a lot of miscues 
but sometimes I correct them but a lot of people make 
miscues even if they are the best readers. 

Res.: How do you know if a miscue is good or not 

Carolyn: Like if you miss the whole word and go back and 
correct it that is a good miscue. Or if you get some of the 
word and then you go back and try and figure out the rest 
of the word or if you mess up like I did on volcano then I 
try to fix it. There could be a good miscue or you add a 
word that goes with the sentence that could be a good 
miscue. 

Carolyn understands these concepts putting them into her own 

words. In this response Carolyn discusses effective self 

correcting strategies when there is a meaning loss and 

substitutions that are semantically and syntactically acceptable as 

being examples of high quality miscues. She also recognizes that 

she miscues and self corrects and that, "even the best readers" 



miscue. In the initial interview the only comment she made 

regarding her reading was that she was a good reader but 

126 

sometimes she didn't try. Carolyn has a better understanding of the 

reading process and about herself as a reader. 

When I ask if she thinks differently about reading Carolyn 

makes a distinction about reading speed, based on the readers 

understanding of the story. 

Res: Do you think any differently about reading than you 
did before? 

Carolyn: Reading slow or fast is good depending on how 
you understand the story. 

Res.: Has there been any changes in your reading? 

Carolyn: Before I used to read fast and not read every 
word and I'd miss the point of the story cause I skipped a 
word that could have been the whole story that it was 
based on. Now I read almost every word. 

There is some truth to what Carolyn is saying. In the initial 

reading of Feathered Friends she missed portions of the story, 

because she did not selectively attend to the text. Carolyn 

selectively applies her self correction strategies more frequently 

during the final reading of Feathered Friends which helps her in 

creating a more meaningful text. 

In talking about insertions and omissions Carolyn feels that, 

"It's bad if you skip a word and not get the meaning of the sentence, 

but if you add words that's okay." When I ask if there are some 

words that you can skip that aren't going to effect the story, 



Carolyn identifies one of the strategies we discussed during the 

study. 

Carolyn: Like sometimes. Like it's a girls name and I put in 
some other girl's name it's not going to effect the story. 
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Carolyn says she has a renewed interest in reading since her 

participation in the CRMA sessions. 

Res.: Do you have any different attitudes· about reading 
after being in these groups? 

Carolyn: I read more books now than I ever did before. 

Res.: Why? 

Carolyn: Because reading is fun and before I just used to 
watch T.V. 

Res.: And how did being in the group help you decide 
reading is fun? 

Carolyn: Because we read stories. I liked doing the 
sessions because they read different stories. 

Carolyn prefers to do the sessions with students "because you 

can relate to them more. You get to see how other people read and 

you could try to help them." 

In Carolyn's estimation the response forms help because "it 

helped you to understand what the other kids thought you were doing 

when you miscued." 

In closing Carolyn states that one thing she noticed about the 

reading process is that, "everybody makes mistakes." 
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Beading Miscue Inventory (BMI) 

This section will present the three BMI's done on Carolyn's 

reading. Table 3 is a compilation of all the data collected on these 

readings. The data is presented together for easy reference. Each 

AMI reading will be discussed individually revealing Carolyn's 

patterns of strengths and weaknesses on that particular text. The 

initial and final BMI on Feathered Friends will be analyzed 

comparing miscues that occurred in both readings, and discussing 

differences between the two readings. A summary of Carolyn's 

development as a reader is presented at the end of this section. 

BMI--Feathered Friends--Initial Beading 

Meaning Construction. The BMI on Feathered Friends prior to 

the CRMA sessions reveal that Terry is a moderately proficient 

reader. As shown on Table 3, 65% of Carolyn's miscues show 

no loss or partial loss of meaning during the initial reading of 

Feathered Friends. Often Carolyn substitutes words which don't 

make sense and makes no attempt at self-correction. Two examples 

include a nonword conspective for convenient and a verb, grabs, for 

a noun, garbs. 

Miscue: line 206 
shuttle $conspective grabs 

.. .for a space suit is not the most convenient of garbs in 
which to work. 

These miscues result in a loss of meaning for Carolyn. 
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Table 3 

QQ[lJgilatiQc Qt QarQlllC'~ BMI Oata 

First Reading Seoond Reading Third Reading 
Text Feathered Jumaoii Feathered 

E[laocs E[laocs 
Date 1/17/91 2/19/91 3/19/91 

Meaning Construction 
No loss 35% ] 62%· 85% ] 95% 45% ] 74% 

Partial loss 27% 10% 29% 

Loss 38% 5% 26% 

Grammatical 
Relationships 

Strength 34% ] 65% 73% ] 85% 44% ] 73% 

Partial strength 31% 12% 29% 

Overcorrection 0% 11 % 1% 

Weakness 35% 4% 26% 

Graphic Similarities 
High 66% 69% 62% 

Some 17% 13% 20% 

None 17% 18% 18% 

Sound Similarities 
High 66% 69% 62% 

Some 14% 13% 16% 

None 20% 18% 18% 

• Total of Bracketed 
Categories 

Number of Words 1,310 1,795 1,310 

Number of Miscues 186 82 137 

Miscues Per Hundred 14 6 10 

Words 



Grammatical Relationships. As shown on Table 3, 65% of 

Carolyn's miscues represent strength or partial strength in 

constructing meaning when reading. Thirty-five percent of her 

miscues represent weakness in the area of grammatical 

relationships. 
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At times Carolyn loses the grammatical function of some of 

the words when she miscues, as shown by the substitution of 

Careful for Claribel below. With her limited use of self correcting 

strategies Carolyn creates sentences that are syntactically 

acceptable, but not semantically acceptable. 

Miscue: line 215 
c 
waited $partifically 

Claribel weighed practically nothing, her food 
are $ infismal 

requirements were infinitesimal. 

In analyzing Carolyn's self correction strategies there were 

111 miscues that disrupted meaning based on the AMI. Carolyn self 

corrected 16 of these miscues and attempted to self correct seven 

other miscues. In all she applied her self correction strategy 23 

times during the initial reading of Feathered Friends. 

Graphic and Sound Similarities. Carolyn uses a variety of 

cueing strategies when reading. As shown on Table 3, 15% of her 

substitution miscues having no graphic similarity to the text and 

17% have no sound similarity to the text. Carolyn uses predicting 



strategies and what she knows about language to construct a 

meaningful text. 
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Retelling. Carolyn's retelling is a list of facts and events 

rather than recognizing conceptual relationships in the story. She 

does mention that a bird would probably get the air and die before a 

human. 

RMI--Jumanii 

Meaning Construction As shown on Table 3 Carolyn was 

proficient in reading this text. Her miscues focus on constructing 

meaning. Eighty-five percent of her miscues result in no loss of 

meaning and 12% of her miscues result in a partial loss of meaning. 

Only 30/0 of her miscues result in loss of meaning. The following 

example illustrates this point. 

Miscue: line 513 
c 
tell name of the city 

" 'C. First player to reach Jumanji and W. the city's name 
aloud is the winner. " 

Carolyn often said during the collaborative sessions and 

wrote on the response form that she miscues because she wants to 

get through the story to see what is going to happen next. In this 

case the mood of the story influences the miscues that Carolyn 

makes. This particular story has a mood that builds as one is 

reading. The events occur faster and faster with more intensity. 
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When Carolyn is engaged in the story, she reads faster and faster 

and as she suggests, makes more miscues. These miscues are 

meaning oriented. She must know what is going on in the text to 

feel the tension of the story. The following miscue insertion shows 

Carolyn's focus on constructing a meaningful text 

Miscue: line 1114 
Judy 

"'Monkey's steal food, miss one turn,'" she read. 

The following complex miscue shows Carolyn's sensitivity to 

the linguistic structures of the text. 

Miscue: line 1501 
Omits 

'''Guide gets lost, lose one turn.'" "The" rain suddenly 
stops 

stopped. 

The second sentence was read to match the syntactic 

structure of the first sentence. 

Grammatical Relationships. The following miscues 

demonstrate Carolyn's control of the grammar of the text. In 

omitting the word when she effected the grammar of the sentence. 

Miscue: line 303 
omitted stuffing 

They rolled in the leaves and "when" Judy tried to stuff 
. He 

some leaves down Peter's sweater" he jumped up and ran 
behind a tree. 
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She skillfully inserts a period and creates a new sentence 

which compensates for her omission of when. Similarly she 

substitutes stuffing for to stuff which shows this reader actively 

constructing meaning when reading. 

Graphic Similarities and Sound Similarities. In reading this 

text Carolyn is an efficient, effective reader. This is demonstrated 

by the number of miscues that focus on meaning and by her 

percentages in the area of sound and graphic similarities. As shown 

on Table 3, 690/0 of her miscues showed high graphic similarities. 

She is predicting what will happen in the story evidenced by her 

substitutions and omissions. Carolyn's sampling and confirming 

strategies are reflected by 13% of her miscues having some 

similarity to the text and 180/0 of her miscues having no similarity 

to the text. 

Retelling. In the retelling Carolyn recited a list of all the 

events that happened as Peter and Judy played Jumanji. She stated 

that Judy got there first and "said the name of the game and 

everything cleared away." She did not mention that fact that Mrs. 

Budwing's children who never read instructions picked up the game. 

The other students did not respond to this omission. 

RMI--Eeathered Eriends--Einal Reading 

Meaning Construction. Carolyn has a better understanding of 

this text during this reading demonstrated by the increase of 

miscues that focus on meaning. As shown on Table 3 during her 



-
second reading 740/0 of her miscues retain all or some of the 

meaning. of the text. Carolyn has more control over her reading 

strategies and selectively applies those strategies while 
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- constructing meaning when' reading. Her ·final reading of Feathered 

Friends reveals Carolyn is effectively applying self correction 

strategies when there is a meaning loss more frequently than during 

. her first. reading of Feathered Friends.. With an increase in and a 

selective-.. use of those strategies Carolyn- is becoming a· more 

proficient reader. That is to say one that is efficient and effective. 

Grammatical. Relationships. Carolyn demonstrates a shift in 

strategies to the point that she even over corrects once while 

reading this text. There is an increase in Carolyn's self-correction 

strategies in the final reading with a decrease in the number of 

miscues. In analyzing Carolyn's self-correction strategies there 

are 76 miscues that disrupt meaning in the final reading compared 

to 111 miscues that disrupt meaning during the first reading. 

Carolyn effectively self-corrects 16 miscues involving a loss of 

meaning in the initial reading compared to 22 miscues involving a 

meaning loss in the final reading. In the initial reading Carolyn 

self-corrects 14% of the miscues that created a loss of meaning 

compared to 280/0 of the miscues that creates a meaning loss in the 

final reading. Carolyn self-corrects more often when there is a 

meaning loss and creates fewer miscues in the final reading. 
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As shown in Table 3 the first reading of Feathered Friends 

involved 186 miscues compared to the final reading which contained 

137 miscues. 

Graphic and Soynd Similarity. Carolyn's RMI shows a greater 

spread in the use of graphophonic information in the final reading 

compared to the initial reading. As shown on Table 3, 620/0 of her 

miscues retain high graphic similarity. Twenty percent retain some 

graphic similarity and 180/0 have no Similarity to the text. This 

suggests Carolyn is using predicting strategies. 

As shown on Table 3, 62% of Carolyn's miscues showing a high 

sound correlation to the text. As with the graphic similarities 

there is a spread with 160/0 of the miscues showing some sound 

similarities and 22% of the miscues showing no similarities. 

Retelling. Carolyn provides a very thorough and cohesive 

retelling. 

Carolyn: It's about this man, Steven or Stavin went down 
to Earth and got a canary and brought it up. He used it as a 
pet and nobody, just a couple of people knew about it. And 
then one day he couldn't find the canary. And then when 
they found Clarabela she couldn't breathe because 
something had gone wrong with the air tank. And then he 
remembered that back when the miners used to go down to 
the mining caves that they used canaries to see if they 
could find the gas and then they would know that 
something was wrong with the air and then the canaries 
finally got back to life and then something was wrong with 
the air. The air pipe froze and ... That's it. No. The air pipe 
froze and they were glad that he did bring the canary or 
else they would have been silently dead in their sleep. 



136 

The text states, " ... we soon would have been slightly dead" and 

Carolyn substitutes silently for slightly. This is an excellent 

example of Carolyn's efficient, effective reading proficiency. Her 

substitution is more logical than the author's words. One can be 

silently dead but not slightly dead. She incorporates her 

interpretation into her retelling. 

Summary 

Carolyn is the most contradictory of the students in the group. 

I think this is related to her ability to engage in procedural display. 

She responds with what she thinks others want to hear and 

therefore never really forms any definite opinions on her own. When 

asked clarifying questions, she shifts her answer to fit the 

question. This strategy was not effective in the collaborative 

group. The students question her on her logic and rationale for 

responses. The CRMA sessions provided healthy experiences and a 

supportive environment for Carolyn to explore her beliefs and 

attitudes about reading. 

There is an increase in proficiency in Carolyn's final reading 

of Feathered Friends. Her substitution miscues focus on meaning 

and she applies self correcting strategies more often than during 

the initial reading when there is a disruption of meaning. 

Carolyn has a different understanding of the reading process. 

She recognizes that all readers miscue and that she herself miscues 

and self corrects when reading. She questions the authority of 
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author. She talks about enjoying reading in the CRMA sessions as 

well as listening to the others reading. The sessions have given 

her a renewed interest is reading. 

Finally, the collaborative group helped Carolyn mature 

socially. In the CRMA sessions Carolyn learns how to work 

effectively in a group. She learns how to listen, recognizes the 

power or negotiation, and sees the world through another person's 

eyes. The CRMA session creates an opportunity for her to express 

and explore her ideas and opinions in a meaningful way. 

Jose's Interpretative Analysis 

Data Collected before the Collaboratiye Retrospectiye 
Miscue Analysis Sessions 

When I finish making notes I ask Carolyn if she could tell me 

where Jose was sitting. She points to a table where two Hispanic 

boys are sitting, whispering quietly. I recognize Jose as the boy 

who has been watching me as I read with the other students. 

Jose is a 13 year old adolescent, tall, and thin. He is mature 

in looks, already sporting a mustache. He is soft spoken, polite and 

nervous. His eyes dart back and forth as he looks at other students 

and back to me. He keeps rubbing his knee as he is talking to me. 

During our conversation I discover that Jose is bilingual, Spanish 

being his first language. I ask what language he first started to 

speak in when he began to talk. He replied, "Spanish." You wouldn't 

know this to talk to him. He very rarely speaks Spanish at school 
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and, being born in the United States, he has no accent. Jose shares 

that he was retained in the first grade. 

I explain that I am doing a study and I need volunteers. I tell 

him I need four readers who will work together and talk about 

reading. He asks if the group will be kids who need help with 

reading. I explain that there are all types of readers and that this 

study isn't just for kids who have trouble with reading. He agrees 

saying, "Okay." I ask him if he will read a little of the book he is 

reading, The Diary of Anne Frank to me. Again he looks furtively 

around the classroom and agrees to read. He reads one paragraph, 

making so many miscues that he doesn't understand the gist of what 

he read. He is very nervous. 

I talk to him about being on the basketball team in an effort to 

help him relax. I want to end the discussion on a positive note. 

Jose is one of the basketball stars on the team and is very popular. 

He gets along well with peers, being very easy going and friendly. 

Popularity has not gone to his head. He is friendly with everyone. 

Jose's mannerisms are slow and deliberate in the classroom setting. 

Not at all how he appears on the court. 

I give him the parent permission form, not too sure that I 

would see it again. The next day, Jose stops 'me in the hall and 

hands me the signed permission form. 

Ms. Brown recommended Jose on the basis of classroom 

performance, which is a C, good attendance and concerns she had 

about his reading proficiency. I research Jose's IOWA test scores 



and found he was in the third stanine in reading. Based on that 

criteria I select him as one of the students for the study. 

Initial Burke InterYiew 
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Jose is very uncomfortable during the first interview 

declining even to remove his coat. In answering questions he keeps 

looking at me as if expecting to find out if his answers were 

correct. He continuously answers a question with a question. For 

example, when I ask why Sonny is a good reader he responds, "He 

knows most of the words?" He is not very talkative, giving short 

answers, declining to elaborate. 

The repertoire of reading strategies Jose verbalizes are very 

limited. When I ask what he does when he comes to a word he 

doesn't know he states that he "Pauses." When queried further ,he 

responds that he, "Sounds it out. If that didn't work he "waits until 

someone tells me the word." 

During the interview he did not mention understanding or 

comprehension when reading. His comments focus on the word 

level. 

Res.: Who is a good reader that you know?" 

Jose: Sonny. 

Res.: What makes Sonny a good reader? 

Jose: He knows most of the words. 

To help someone who was having trouble with reading he 

states, "Have them read the text and tell him the word if he didn't 
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know it." When I ask it a reader reads every word on the page the 

replies, "No. If they don't know it they don't read it." He thought a 

teacher would, "make him sound it out." 

Jose's definition of reading gives insight to his beliefs about 

reading. Jose says he learned to read, "but not perfect." When 

asked to clarify what he means by "reading perfect" he replies 

"Reading loudly, pause when there is a period, know all the words. 

That's it." Jose feels he is a normal reader. 

To improve as a reader Jose wants to "read faster." For Jose, 

a good reader produces a perfect rendition of the text. He focuses 

on the graphophonic cueing system. The graphophonic cueing system 

is the only cueing system he reflects in the initial interview. 

Sounding out is the strategy that he verbalizes, although he states 

readers skip words they don't know. This strategy is more or less 

one of resignation to the text, rather than a conscious strategy to 

construct meaning while reading. 

The RMI on Feathered Friends read prior to the eRMA reveals 

that Jose is a nonproficient reader. Fifty-six percent of Jose's_ 

miscues result in either no loss or partial loss of meaning. Jose 

often relies on the text, focusing on the word when reading. He is 

extremely text bound, rarely making a miscue or a prediction that 

varies significantly from the text. 



Data Collected during the Collaborative Retrospective 
Miscue Analysis Sessions 
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In this section the four instructional lessons and the CRMA 

sessions are analyzed focusing on Jose's perspective. Comments, 

reactions and dialogue that represent a shift in Jose's 

understanding about reading and about himself as a reader are 

discussed in this section. The RMI on Jose's initial and final reading 

of Feathered Friends and Pedro and Diablo with the retellings is 

included at the end of the final section in this chapter to add to the 

available data on Jose's reading strategies. This data provides a 

profile of Jose as a reader. 

Instructional Sessions 

Jose walks in alone during the first instructional session. 

When he sees the wires and the camera he smiles but he doesn't say 

anything. He sits down in a chair with his coat and hat on. I ask 

him if he is hot and would he like to take off his coat. He says, "No." 

When we talk about riding a bike in relation to learning Jose 

shares some practical things one has to know when learning to ride 

a bike. For example, he says one needs to steer and learn to balance. 

He adds to the discussion, but does not look at the camera once 

throughout the session. The only thing you see in the video is his 

hat bobbing up and down as he responds to questions. 

We do the activity with the phrases (Appendix I). In three of 

the four phrases Jose doesn't see the added word. Reading the last 

phrase he does. Carolyn and Kirb have to leave for pictures and 



142 

Terry returns. I ask Jose to go through the phrase activity with 

Terry. He does and chuckles when Terry doesn't see the second 

word. He asks her three times to read it. Finally he points' it out to 

her. 

All the students return and we discuss the reasons why they 

didn't see the word. I stress the point that they didn't see it 

because they are good readers, making sense when they read. This 

discussion is lost on Jose who states that he learned he needs to 

read carefully and that if he did read more carefully he would have 

caught the word in all four phrases. 

During the second instructional session when we discuss 

strategies that readers use Jose shares that readers, "sound out 

words" and if that doesn't work, "ask someone." He states that if 

he is having problems with the text it is his problem, not the 

author's. 

Jose enjoys doing the riddles. He is very pleased with himself 

when he is the first to solve two of the riddles. At the end of the 

session, he volunteers to read his journal first. He reads, lilt was 

fun doing the riddles. I had to think a lot." 

During the third session we discuss the semantic, 

graphophonic and syntactic cueing systems. We go though the 

response form. Jose is quiet not saying anything unless I call on 

him. 

For the fourth session an eighth grade reader who I had in 

class the year before comes in to go through a eRMA with the group. 
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After I leave Jose relaxes, joking and teasing during the miscue 

discussions. He often hears the miscue and shows them to the group 

but does not say much during the miscue discussions. 

Terry's Collaboratiye Retrospectiye Miscue Analysis 
Session 

Terry reads the story Mrs. Gorf during the first CRMA session. 

From the beginning of the very first session Jose diligently follows 

along with the taped reading. He subvocalizes as he reads along. 

Jose fingerpoints as he follows the text. Out of 10 miscues 

discussed on Mrs. Gorf, Jose found five miscues. Jose finds the 

first miscue, but Carolyn tells him they have to wait until they get 

to the second page. 

Jose also finds the next miscue, class for classroom. He then 

ask, "We are supposed to write it down aren't we?" Terry reads the 

question from the response form, "In what way does it make 

sense?" Jose attempts to say three times that the miscue helps but 

Carolyn keeps saying it has to be no because it didn't help you. Jose 

finally acquiesces stating, "Okay. No, it didn't then." 

Jose is on the right track but he often second guesses himself 

or takes someone else's answer over his own. The miscue did make 

sense, but he puts down, "No, that it didn't help the understanding of 

the story. After that he is lost and continues to ask the others for 

answers. 

Jose: "What page are we on?" 

Jose: "Why does it make sense?" 
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Jose: "Did she correct it?" 

When trying to come up with reasons for the miscue Jose 

says, "What do I write? Because, because what?" Carolyn tells him 

he has to think of his own thing to say. He writes, "She was 

thinking the same thing." Jose notes that even though she didn't say 

exactly what was in the text, her miscue made sense and she was 

thinking the same thing. 

During the first CRMA Jose's beliefs about reading emerge. 

Jose said the following miscue made sense, but she should have 

corrected it because it would have sounded funny. 

Miscue: 
too 

The next day Kathy was 1\ late. 

According to Jose, Terry made this miscue because she was 

reading too fast. When Carolyn asks Terry if she thought she was 

right changing the miscue Jose chimes in, "She was right." His 

belief that you should always read what is on the page influences 

his response. 

When Carolyn asks, "Why do you think you made this miscue?" 

Jose states twice that she was reading too fast. Terry argues that 

point stating, "I never said I was reading to fast," but Jose writes it 

down on his response form. 

Jose's is very insecure. He is confused and continually asks 

the other students what they are writing on the response form. He 



often asks how to spell words. At one point Jose points out the 

miscue and then asks the group, "What was the miscue? 
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When I return we discuss miscues. Jose reiterates his belief 

that the reason Terry miscues is because, "She was reading to fast 

and wasn't taking her time." He also says, "She is nervous." 

In discussing Terry's miscue, wake yp for walk yp Carolyn 

states that it shows a strength because she corrected herself right 

after it because it didn't make sense. I then ask Jose what he 

thinks and he says, "It's a weakness because she miscued." 

At this point Jose still feels that miscues are a bad 

occurrence, that a reader should read what is on the page. He 

distinguishes between miscues that make sense and those that don't 

make sense, but regardless of the quality of the miscue he feels the 

reader should. self-correct the miscue. 

Carolyn's Collaborative Retrospective Miscue Analysis 
Session 

During the second CRMA session when Carolyn read Jymanji 

Jose is more vocal, expressing his own opinion about miscues. So 

vocal in fact that Carolyn takes offense and tells him he has to read 

next. In his amiable way he agrees. 

Jose is eager to begin, urging Carolyn to start reading. He is 

more active during this session, asking Carolyn questions from the 

response form and making judgements for himself about the quality 

of the miscues. He is lighter, teasing and kidding Carolyn 

throughout the session. He makes puns on words, for example 



talking about an audio tape when the students are discussing a 

miscue about adhesive tape. Later on when they are discussing a 

miscue about gasping for air he inserts comments about Air 

Jordan's into the conversation. Jose continually plays with 

language throughout the sessions. 
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Jose is still asking about spelling, but no one is answering 

him. At one point Carolyn says to him, "Spell it, sound it out." 

In the beginning of the next session on Jumanii we discuss at 

Carolyn's request, the pronunciation of the word Jumanji. Jose 

takes a risk offering two pronunciations, Gemini and then Jamaica. 

We talk about the strategy of substituting proper nouns and how 

that is an effective strategy as long as you know it is a proper noun. 

This is a strategy that is not lost on Jose who later in the session 

states that Jeminia is not a miscue because there are, "a bunch of 

ways to say it." 

Jose recognizes that the miscue colorful for colored makes 

sense. "It makes sense because colorful means the same as 

colored." Similarly he recognizes that inserting the word .bl.s. into 

gasping for breath makes sense. "It makes sense because she just 

added a word." 

In discussing the following miscue Jose makes the realization 

that sounding out the word did not help Carolyn in this instance. 



c 
volcan 
vocan 
vocanna 
vocan 
volcanna 
volcan 
voc blaah 

We had a flood, a stampede, a volcano ... 
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This is a significant point for Jose who reported that his 

strategy for reading when he comes to something he doesn't know is 

sounding it out. 

Carolyn: I couldn't pronounce it. 

Jose: It didn't sound right? Or what? 

Res.: It a good example where she tried to sound it out. .. 

Jose: It didn't help. 

In giving reason for miscues Jose often states that Carolyn 

was reading too fast and not reading carefully. At the end of the 

session we discuss reading speed. Jose maintains that reading fast 

is a bad thing because, "You don't get the words." 

Jose's Collaborative Retrospective Miscue Analysis 
Session 

During the third eRMA session Jose read the folktale Pedro 

and piablo. The first miscue is a high quality miscue where Jose is 

using all three of the cueing system, predicting and then self 

correcting when there is a meaning loss. 



Miscue: line 119 
c 

learning 
EI Diablo was leading Pedro astray. 
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Jose states that the miscue doesn't make sense because you 

can't learn somebody. According to Jose, the reason he made this 

miscue is that he wasn't reading carefully and learning looks the 

same as leaning. 

Similarly, Jose says he made the miscue gummy sack for 

gunny sack because he wasn't reading carefully and not looking at 

the letters. 

Miscue : line 204 
gummy 

That night the two friends got a big gunny sack and crept 
into Old Man Martinez' yard. 

He did not self correct this miscue. He later explains that he 

did know they were talking about a bag. 

The following day the students continue to discuss Jose's 

reading of Pedro and DiablQ. The dialogue during day two suggests 

some shifts in Jose's thinking about miscues and reading. The text 

doesn't always have the final say about whether a miscue is 

appropriate or not. He begins to look at the miscues individually 

and decides if he thinks they make sense or not. 

In discussing the following miscue Jose begins to look inward 

to find answers about the miscues. Students begin to understand 

miscues when they are discussing their own miscues. 



Miscue: 205 
c 

stack 
They filled the sack with apples. 
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While discussing this miscue he says "Hold it." Then repeats 

the miscue to himself. Then he states, "I had to correct it because 

it didn't make sense. In answering the response form he says, "It 

doesn't make sense because you can't fill a stack. It didn't help my 

understanding of the text." This is a change from the first CRMA 

session when he had to keep asking the other students what the 

answers were and what they writing down on the response form. 

When they discuss the dialect miscue , ~ and rLe.ll, Jose 

seems unconcerned about the miscue, even though Kirb and Carolyn 

are arguing about it. After a long discussion, Jose says, "I do say 

it like that. We shouldn't do it , no?" 

In the following substitution miscue Jose states he made the 

miscue because he just didn't know the word. He maintains it 

doesn't make sense because, "There is no such thing as an adobo." 

Miscue: 215 
adobo 

Along the adobe wall. 

When they are talking about the adobo miscue the group 

listens to the tape. Then Jose says to the group, "Everybody makes 

miscues, right?" Jose need reassurance from the group that 
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everybody miscues. They are very supportive assuring him that 

everybody miscues. All the students are very insecure when they 

begin to discuss their own miscues. 

The next miscue discussion represents a significant shift for 

Jose because he recognizes that his strategy of reading slowly and 

trying to read every word correctly is partly the reason for his 

miscue. He states that the miscue doesn't make sense because 

there is no such thing as a shadowly. He self corrects the miscue. 

Miscue: 216 
c 

Shadowly 
... Shadowy place right next to the wall. 

This miscue was similar to Carolyn's yolcano miscue. Jose 

says that he knew the word but he just couldn't pronounce it. 

Carolyn: Why did it help? 

Jose: Cause I already knew what it was. 

Then he says he made this miscue because he was reading too 

slow, but he did like this miscue because of the way it sounds. 

When I return we talk about self correcting. 

Res.: Do you think you should self correct every miscue Jose? 

Jose: When it don't make sense. 

Res.: You had a lot of self correcting when you didn't need 
to. Why do you think you did that? 

Jose: I was trying to read all the words perfect. Say them 
all right. 

Res.: Do readers read words perfectly? 
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Jose: No. 

This eRMA session is a stepping stone in Jose's understanding 

about reading. He tries so hard to do what he believes good readers 

do. If you read the word perfectly, you will be a good reader. The 

harder he tries to read the words perfectly, the slower he reads 

which results in a loss of comprehension. In trying to be a perfect 

reader, he becomes a nonproficient reader. The irony here is that 

Jose is a superb user of language. He constantly makes jokes about 

language based on double meanings, and creates plays on words . 

His reacts to the miscue discussions on two levels all the time. On 

one level trying to understand the miscue, and on another level 

trying to come up with a joke about the words. 

At the end of the second session on Jose's reading of Pedro 

and Piablo, Jose says he learned that sometimes when you make a 

miscue it could still sound right. This is an important discovery for 

Jose. The text is something can you can manipulate and still have it 

"sound right." In discussing his own miscues, Jose begins to 

understand the concepts involved in miscue analysis. Jose says that 

you can insert a word and it can still make sense, you can 

substitute a word and it can still make sense, and you can miscue 

but really know the word and still understand the text. The soft 

spoken, insecure way Jose asks, "Everybody miscues right?", shows 

that he is beginning to believe and understand some of the concepts 

involved in miscue analysis. The collaborative experience is vital 
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in helping Jose explore these ideas and concepts in a supportive, 

secure, risk taking environment. 

Kirb's Collaborative Retrospective Miscue Session Four 

Kirb was the fourth reader in the CRMA session reading 

Western Gladiators. In the first miscue discussion Kirb states that 

his miscue didn't fit the text. Jose replies, "It didn't fiL.Yeah, 

that's good." The discussion with the other students is expanding 

the range of possibilities for miscues for Jose as he is introduced 

to new ideas and thoughts that he may have never considered on his 

own. 

As the discussion continues Jose's sensitivity towards others 

is demonstrated in the way he chides Carolyn for laughing at Kirb's 

miscue. It is an interesting twist that the least proficient reader 

is supporting the most proficient reader who actually has a harder 

time discussing his miscues than Jose did. 

Terry: Did it help you? 

Kirb: Yes it did because I didn't know what the word was 
before. 

Carolyn: (Laughing) 

Jose: Be quiet. What did you say Kirb? 

Kirb: I made this miscue because I'm tired. 

Carolyn: I'm calm now. 

Jose: Quiet. No one is talking to you. 



Later on in the session the students are discussing an 

insertion miscue. 

Miscue: line 2424 
c 
her 

Banged II and pounded her upon a rock. 

Carolyn: Do you think you should have changed it? 

Terry: You did change it. Why did you put no? 

Carolyn: He should have changed it because you had to 
take away the word that you added. 

Jose: No. No, he's right! 

Kirb: No. Because it was a waste of time. 

Jose: It still sounded the same. It didn't sound wrong even 
though he added another word. 

153 

Jose recognizes that an insertion of a word is acceptable if it 

makes sense in the story. 

Miscues, for Jose, becomes an issue of quality and not 

quantity. 

Jose is changing his beliefs and understandings about reading. 

Not because I added to his wealth of information about reading, but 

because, through observation of other reader, through analysis of 

his own reading and by having the opportunity to sit and discuss 

reading and miscues with his peers he sees what reader actually do 

when reading. He knows Kirb is a good reader and now he knows 

that Kirb inserts words, substitutes words and sometimes self 



corrects. The collaborative groups have definitely been a 

worthwhile experience for Jose. 

Journal Responses 
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Jose's journal comments reflect some of the understandings 

that he gleaned from the CRMA discussion. In the beginning, like all 

the students he shares that he was nervous when he sawall the 

wires and the camera. 

Use of the four phrases backfired with Jose because he 

decided from that experience that he needs to read more carefully. 

"If I had read more carefully I would have caught it." Proof that 

saying something doesn't mean that someone hears. Actually Jose 

did catch one of the phrases. This makes sense since he is a slow 

methodical reader. 

Most of his journal entries were a recounting of the events of 

the day rather than reflections about the experiences. 

Terry read and we played the tape back to catch miscues. 
Today we heard Terry on tape and we were looking for 
miscues. Then we answered questions on a paper. 
Carolyn read. We played the tape back and answered 
questions on miscues. 

In writing about his own eRMA he writes, "I learned that 

sometimes when you make a miscue it could still sound right." This 

is a shift from earlier comments when Jose said good readers read 

perfectly and know all the words. 

When I ask him if he uses this information outside of this 

group he wrote that he only uses it personally. "No because no one 



ever reads but when I am reading and make a miscue I can tell 

myself why I made it." 
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Jose journal responses support changes noted in the 

collaborative discussion. He believes in the beginning that one 

should read carefully and slowly. He then writes that during his 

own reading analysis he realizes that you can change the text and 

still have it make sense. Finally he reports that he uses this 

information to analyze his own miscues as he reads. 

Data Collected after the Collaboratjve Retrospectjve 
Miscue Analysis Session 

Fjnal Burke Interview 

The strategy Jose notes first when coming to something he 

doesn't know is to skip the word. This is a shift from the first 

interview where he states that when he comes to a word he doesn't 

know he pauses, sounds it out or waits until someone tells him. By 

his definition a poor reader reads slowly and makes a lot of 

mistakes. It is significant that Jose points out that poor reader 

read slowly. Until he participates in his own eRMA session Jose 

often wrote the reader miscues because they, "weren't reading 

carefully," or "reading too fast." During his own eRMA session he 

comments that he miscued because he was reading too slowly. This 

is a shift from what he said at the beginning of this study. He 

begins to understand that his attention to the text and trying to 

read every word "perfectly" is slowing him down. In the final 

interview poor reader are readers, "who read slow." 
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Jose is trying to assimilate the ideas and concepts we 

discussed during these sessions with the beliefs about reading that 

he has already internalized. He focuses on miscues stating that if 

you read faster you won't make miscues and if you know all the 

words you will read faster. To improve as a reader he wants to, 

"not make so many miscues." According to Jose a good miscue is 

when you miscue a word and it makes sense. During the initial 

interview Jose didn't refer to understanding the story or making 

sense but was focused on knowing the word. In the final interview 

he discusses the fact that miscues are acceptable if they make 

sense in the story. All readers manipulate the text and he doesn't 

have to read every word exactly like it is in the text. He is free to 

miscue. 

Jose learned two significant concepts in the eRMA sessions. 

First, that everybody makes miscues and secondly, effective 

miscues don't disrupt the meaning of the story. He comments that 

"it's funner now that you know more about reading. That everybody 

makes miscues. It feels better that you know more stuff about 

reading. 

RMI--Feathered Frjends--Injtjal Beadjng 

Meanjng Construct jon. As shown on Table 4, 56% of Jose's 

miscues had no loss or partial loss of meaning. Forty-four percent 

of his miscues resulted in a loss of meaning. Jose often 
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Table 4 

Compilation of Jose's AMI Data 

First Reading Second Reading Third Reading 

Text Feathered ~adrQ aDd Eaalbarad 
ErlaDds I:2lablQ ErlaDds 

Date 2/26/91 

Meaning Construction 

No loss 37% ] 56%* 59% ] 82% 48% ] 59% 

Partial loss 19% 23% 11 % 

Loss 44% 18% 41% 

Grammatical 

Relationships 

Strength 34% ] 63% 41% ] 68% 49% ] 68% 

Partial strength 29% 23% 14% 

Overcorrection 1% 13% 0% 

Weakness 36% 23% 37% 

Graphic Similarities 

High 89% 93% 84% 

Some 6% 7% 10% 

None 5% 0% 6% 

Sound Similarities 

High 89% 93% 84% 

Some 7% 7% 10% 

None 4% 0% 6% 

* Total of Bracketed 

Categories 

Number of Words 1,310 811 1,310 

Number of Miscues 79 22 63 

Miscues Per Hundred 6 3 4 

Words 
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Miscue: line 313 
cannery 

She was a small yellow canary, hanging in the air. 

relies on the text, focusing on the word when reading. He is 

extremely text bound, rarely making a substitution miscues that 

varies significantly from the text as shown in the cannery canary 

miscue above. The following three miscue examples also illustrate 

this point. 

Miscue: line 310 
angel 

I forgot all about the angle beam just behind my head. 

Miscue : line 311 
explore 

The stars had ceased to explode before my eyes. 

These substitution miscues have graphically high similarity 

to the text. Jose's attention to the surface features of the text is 

interfering with his ability to create a meaningful text. 

Grammatical Relationships. As shown on Table 4, 63% of his 

miscues result in a strength or partial strength in grammatical 

relationships. The reasons for the high percentage in grammatical 

relationships may be due to the fact that Jose's major strategy for 

reading when he comes to a word he doesn't know is sounding out 
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the word. The following three substitution miscues demonstrate 

this point. 

Miscue : line 115 
Sven excelled at the tricky and specialized work of 

guiders 
collecting assorted girders as they floated around in free 
fall . 

Miscue: line 117 

$ falsing 
... and fusing their pieces together. 

Miscue : line 605 
He slowly opened his hand and there lay a tiny bundle of 
yellow feathers, with two clenched claws 

$ patically 
sticking up pathetically into the air. 

Relying on this strategy, he retained the grammatical function 

of the word, while often ending up with a nonword. 

Graphic and Sound Similarity. As shown on Table 4 Jose's 

strategy of sounding out words is reflected in his scores of 89% in 

graphic and sound similarity respectively. Only 50/0 of his miscues 

had no graphic similarities. Additionally only 4% of his miscues 

showed no sound similarities. This is no surprise. This reader is 

text bound, relying heavily on his strategy of sounding out words. 

Jose is a slow methodical reader, seeming to pause if you will, 
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after each word. Interestingly enough, pausing after each word was 

a characteristic he ascribed to "perfect readers." 

Retelling. Jose's inability to use various reading strategies 

effectively when reading has hampered his comprehension. Jose 

was at a loss for comprehension during the retelling: 

Res: So there was something wrong with the mask. 

Jose: The oxygen machine or something. 

Res.: Unhunn. ( Several second wait.) 

Jose: That's what I think. 

Res.: So there was something about the oxygen mask? 

Jose: (Several seconds wait.) I don't really know. I don't 
understand the story. 

Although it is impossible to account for all the outside 

influences that effect a readers understanding of the text it should 

be noted that Jose did this retelling during the outbreak of the 

Desert Storm Crisis. During the reading and retelling he called the 

mask a gas mask. This may account for some of his confusion in the 

oxygen mask having gas in it. 

RMI--Pedro and Diablo 

Meaning Construction. Jose is proficient in reading this text. 

As shown on Table 4, 82% of his miscues retain some or all the 

meaning of the story. At times his miscue retains the meaning of 

the story, but he self-corrects miscues anyway. 
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Miscue: line 206 
They filled that sack with apples, then slipped back out 
c 
in 

onto the road. 

Focusing on surface accuracy slows down his reading. In the 

following miscue Jose self-corrects an insertion miscue. 

Miscue : line 218 
c 
all 

They sat down and dumped out 1\ the apples and started to 
divide the two piles. 

This is a high quality miscue which did not disrupt the 

meaning of the story. Correction of this miscue shows that Jose is 

attending to the surface features of the text at the expense of 

efficiency. 

Grammatical Relationships. As shown on Table 4, 41% of 

Jose's miscues represent strength in the area of grammatical 

relationships and 23% representing partial strength. As shown on 

Table 4 Jose's attention to the surface features of the text 

accounts for 13% of his miscues representing overcorrection 

strategies. 

Graphic and Sound Similarities. Jose's overreliance of 

sounding words out is evidenced by his score of 93°1c, on sound and 

graphic similarities. 
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RMI--Feathered Friends--Final Beading 

Meaning Construction. Fifty-nine percent of the miscues Jose 

made represent no loss or partial loss in the area of meaning 

construction. Compared to his first RMI on Feathered Friends he 

made fewer miscues and of those miscues, more are focused on 

constructing meaning while reading. 

In comparing the initial and final RMI 13 miscues were the 

exact same miscues. Twenty-three miscues were miscues on the 

same words but different responses. There were fewer nonword 

substitutions in the final reading compared to the initial reading. 

Twenty-two percent of the miscues in the initial reading were 

nonword substitutions, compared to 17°.4, of the miscues being 

nonwords substitutions in the final reading. 

Grammatical Relationships. On both readings of Feathered 

Friends 63% of Jose's miscues result in strength or partial strength 

in the area of grammatical relationships. Upon closer inspection 

one sees that even though he makes fewer miscues more of his 

miscues resulted in a strength. As shown on Table 4 390/0 of his 

miscues in the first reading result in grammatical strength 

compared to 49% in the final reading of Feathered Friends. 

Graphic and Sound Similarity. As Table 4 shows, Jose is 

putting less attention on surface features with 84% of his miscues 

showing high graphic and sound similarity, respectively. On the 

first reading 89% of his miscues showed high graphic and sound 

similarity. An increase in the category of miscues having no sound 
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or graphic similarity suggests Jose is relying more on predicting 

strategies than during the beginning of the research study. 

Retelling. Jose produces a more accurate retelling than during 

the first reading. He refers to Sven as "that man" and mentions the 

canary, though not by name. He also mentions the other men in the 

space station but doesn't give anyone a specific name. Jose still has 

some confusion about the oxygen mask. He reports that the oxygen 

mask had gas in it and that is why the canary fainted. With this 

interpretation that canary still saved the day because the alarms 

didn't go off. 

Summary 

Jose's involvement in the discussion, following along as 

others read and seeing that all readers miscue helped him to 

entertain a more realistic model of the reading process. He doesn't 

expect perfection from himself as a reader and is therefore free to 

take more risks while reading. 

Kirb's Interpretative Analysis 

Data Collected before the Collaborative Retrospective Miscue 
Analysis Sessions 

I walk up to Ms. Brown and ask where Kirb is sitting. She 

points to a husky boy with short brown hair. He is sitting alone, 

reading. When I walk up to him, I note that he is actually drawing. 

He slips the paper under the book and innocently looks at me. I 
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introduce myself and sit down. I explain that I am doing a study and 

want to work with kids in reading. He is very interested, asking, 

"What will we be doing?" I reply that he will be working with a 

group of students, reading and then talking about reading. He asks, 

"Will it be after school?" I share that I have talked with Ms. Brown 

and she is willing to let the students work during this class period. 

He then shows concern about his grade, "Will we be graded?" I 

inform him that Ms. Brown will be giving extra credit to those 

students who are in the study and that the groups will be meeting 

twice a week in small groups to work. This apparently sounds like a 

good idea to him. He asks, "What do I have to do?" I show him the 

permission slip, tell him I need it back signed as soon as possible. 

We then discuss the format of the study. I explain that he will also 

have to read in the group, but that all the students will be reading 

at one time or another with each other. He says, "Okay. I'll try it." 

I explain that I will need a commitment to finish the study because 

I am working on a project at the University. He agrees to finish the 

project. 

I ask him to read out of the book he was supposedly reading. 

He laughs and picks up, The Diary of Anne Frank and begins reading. 

He reads a page and gives me a synopsis, having no problems with 

comprehension. When I ask him what kind of reader he thinks he is 

he responds, "Moderate." I hand him the parent permission form and 

ask that he returns it as soon as possible. 
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The next day he brings the forms to my office. I ask what his 

parents said and he replies, "My mother is glad that I'm getting 

involved in something at school." 

Ms. Brown recommended Kirb even though he has not been in 

the class very long. He has just left the Gifted and Talented 

Program at the school, opting to be in the regular program. He 

hasn't made many friends in the class, still assimilating into the 

class. In her estimation he reads well, and has good attendance. 

This is confirmed when I looked at his records. He is in the ninth 

stanine in reading on the IOWA Test of Basic Skills. 

Initial Burke InterYiew 

In the initial interview Kirb's comments suggest a holistic 

understanding of reading, focusing on meaning and understanding the 

text. His holistic understanding of reading was further established 

with the data collected on the RMI. Kirb effectively makes use of 

the three language cueing systems, the graphophonic, syntactic, and 

semantic systems, when reading. He focuses on constructing a 

meaningful text. When talking about reading, he discusses "being 

away in a different place" and "taking on the personality of the 

character he is reading about." 

He acknowledges his mother as a good reader because, "she 

reads fast and understands most of what she reads." He knows she 

understands what she reads because "she tells it real good." 
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When asked if his mom comes to something she doesn't know, 

he admits that he's never seen her but she probably does. Her 

strategy for handling that is to "ask someone." If that doesn't work, 

she would do like she taught him, " To go back over it and try to 

understand what it means by the other words." 

To help a student having trouble, Kirb would have the student 

spell it out and say it again. If they still didn't know what that it 

means he would go ahead and tell them what it meant so they could 

understand it. 

According to Kirb a teacher would set up classes like every 

other day or after school to help him go through it slower. To slow 

down a little bit. They would go over one paragraph with a bunch of 

words he didn't understand keep reading it so he would start 

understanding some of the words. 

To improve his reading Kirb would like to read faster and still 

be able to understand what he is reading. Kirb shares that since he 

never had any trouble with reading, "It is hard to understand why 

kids have trouble with reading." When reading Kirb puts himself in 

the place of the character. "So you are doing the things the 

character is doing. So you are having the adventures the character 

is." 

Kirb states that he reads every word on the page. "I do 

because I'm so slow, not so slow, but I'm pretty slow and I'm afraid 

I'm going to miss something if I don't." He says that sometimes his 

mother skips words, but he doesn't. 
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When asked about why he thinks people read, he comments, 

"Because sometimes you learn and sometimes you enjoy being away 

in a different place." 

Kirb is a very successful reader, reading for meaning and the 

pure pleasure of "being away in a different place." Kirb comes from 

a supportive home environment where he was often read to as a 

child and reports reading is an enjoyable experience. 

After we complete the Burke Interview Kirb reads the 

narrative text Feathered Friends aloud and gives a retelling. 

I ndepth analysis of the reading miscue data collected from Kirb's 

initial reading of Feathered Friends will be presented in the final 

section for comparison to the final reading. In this way shifts can 

be presented and repetition of data avoided. A brief sketch is 

provided here so show what kind of reader Kirb is at the beginning 

of the study. 

Kirb is a proficient reader, 93% of his miscues resulting in 

either no loss or partial loss of meaning. He is a flexible reader 

who can effectively and efficiently apply reading strategies with 

the goal of constructing a meaningful text. 

Data Col/ected during the Collaborative Retrospective Miscue 
Analysis Sessions 

In this section the four instructional lessons and the CRMA 

sessions will be analyzed focusing on comments, reactions and 



dialogue that represent Kirb's understanding and attitudes about 

reading and about himself as a reader. 

Instructional Lessons 
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In the first of the four instructional lessons the students and 

I were involved in, Kirb appeared comfortable talking to the group, 

and making jokes. He comments that he hopes to get to see himself 

on T.V. When we do the activity, Paris in the springtime (Appendix 

H), Kirb does not notice the extra words in any of the phrases. He 

leaves to get his school pictures taken returning 10 minutes later. 

He notes in his journal that we "compared bike riding to reading and 

we did an activity that fools the brain." 

During lesson two Kirb shares one reading strategy that he has 

when he comes to a word he doesn't know is to look it up in a 

dictionary. As a group, we discuss 10 riddles. Kirb attempted to 

answer the riddles most often coming up with creative answers to 

the riddles. For example, he states to get the ship out of the bottle 

one has to spin the bottle so fast it would turn break apart into 

atoms and spill out. He appears to enjoy the riddles asking be to do 

one more before the end of the lesson. 

Lesson three consists of introducing the students to the 

concepts and vocabulary involved with miscue analysis. He 

comments that teachers usually focus on teaching the graphophonic 

elements of reading . .. 
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On the fourth instructional lesson Kirb didn't say very much 

about Marsha's miscues. He gets along well with the students in the 

group. When I return at the end of the session, he says he didn't 

have any trouble with the response form. 

Terry's Collaboratiye Retrospectiye Miscue Analysis Session 

During the first eRMA session Terry reads Mrs. Gorf. Once 

the reading is finished the students replay the tape and listen for 

miscues. They stop the tape at the first miscue they hear, class for 

classroom and begin the discussion. The students are struggling 

with the response form, trying to answer the questions. The 

problem is that they keep answering the questions with the same 

response, "It means the same thing." Terry's substitution of class 

for classroom makes sense because it means the same thing. It 

helps her understanding of the text because it means the same 

thing. 

The students are a little nervous during the first session. 

There is a lot of fidgeting, questioning and nervous laughter. Kirb 

breaks the ice when he states that Terry made the miscue because, 

"She is predictable". All the students laugh which breaks the 

tension. Kirb's contention is correct, Terry did make the miscue 

because she was predicting. Kirb is very analytical and logical. 

Discussing miscues in this way makes sense to him. Kirb was the 

first and the one most often to give predicting as a rationale for a 

miscue. 
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During this eRMA session Kirb decides that the students don't 

have to discuss every miscue. He states, "That's not a miscue. I 

call it. Keep going." They all agree to continue on and do the next 

miscue. This pattern continues throughout the study. Students 

discuss the miscue and decide if they think they should do a 

response form on the miscue. 

At the end of the first session when I return Kirb laughs about 

Terry's miscue Mrs, Goof for Mrs. Gorf. When we discuss it, he 

acknowledges that she caught it the third time and her substitution 

made sense. I react to his comment because I want to make sure 

the students recognize it as a strength. It is important that the 

sessions are supportive, recognizing the strength of the readers. 

The next day in the beginning of the session we again discuss 

Terry's insertion miscue too late. Kirb acknowledges that Terry 

shouldn't have corrected it because it "meant the same thing. She 

would just be "taking more time." 

As they listen to the tape, Kirb rejects two miscues because 

"it meant the same thing" and "it didn't hurt the meaning." Kirb 

quickly incorporates the vocabulary we discuss during the 

instructional lesson into the session discussions. He presents 

sound rationale for the various miscues. As soon as Kirb hears the 

following miscue he says, "It sounds better." 



Miscue line :1333 
on 

He jumped off the desk and bopped Mrs. Gorf in the nose. 
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When I return I ask if she should have self corrected that 

miscue. Kirb replies, "No. If she had she would have been "reading 

too carefully". 

Carolyn's Collaboratiye Retrospectiye Miscue Analysis Session 

During the second collaborative retrospective miscue 

analysis (CRMA) session Carolyn read the book Jumanjj to the group. 

They replay the tape and all begin listening for miscues. They 

discuss Carolyn's substitution miscue, handling for handing. Kirb 

says the miscue doesn't make sense. He supports his contention 

with logic, "You can't handle someone a box." They all agree that 

this miscue did not make sense. When I return Kirb evaluates the 

session stating that he came up with three reasons for the miscues 

and that they did good in their discussion of miscues. 

The following day they continue their miscue discussions. The 

students discuss a miscue which is a substitution of in.tQ. for 1Q.. 

Kirb is adamant that in.m and.1Q. do not mean the same thing. The 

students discuss, and debate the point until they finally reach an 

understanding. Kirb sums up the discussion stating that she didn't 

self correct and the miscue hurt the meaning of the story. 

The next miscue they discuss at length is one in which Carolyn 

transposes P .S. for S.P. Kirb's says, "Script Post. Post script." 
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Jose is confused and responds, " P .S.?" Kirb clarifies the acronym 

for him; "like after a script and you want to add something after it, 

it's post." Carolyn states that she corrected herself and Kirb 

reminds her that it is still a miscue. They decide that since the 

response form asks, "Did you change the miscue?", they should 

discuss miscues even if they are self-corrected. The students 

discuss the miscue. Kirb asks, "Did the miscue make sense?" They 

decide the miscue did not help because it didn't make sense. In 

giving possible reasons for the miscue Kirb's sense of humor comes 

through when he states that the reasons for the miscue is that 

Carolyn "is dyslexic." All recognize the absurdity of this and laugh 

in a good natured way. 

The next miscue was a high quality miscue where Carolyn 

substitutes colorful for colored. Kirb responds that the miscue 

made sense because, "it means the same thing." Kirb asks if she 

changed it and Carolyn responds, "No cause it made sense." Then he 

asks, "Did it help you understand the rest of the book." This is a 

deviation from the question on the response form, which asks, "Did 

the miscue help or not help your understanding of the text?" 

Carolyn asks, "Where is that question?" Throughout the 

collaborative sessions Kirb, who understands the cOAcepts involved 

in differentiating between a high quality and a low quality miscue 

often helps the group understand the issues by extending the 

discussion beyond the response form questions. 
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In the following miscue Kirb has problems with the author's 

choice of words. 

Miscue line: 907 
his 

He stood in the hall gasping for 1\ breath. 

Kirb: It's supposed to say air. It says breath. I mean do 
you gasp for breath? I mean, it doesn't make sense the 
was he (the author) says it. 

He then continues to explain to the group that it would have 

been a waste of time for Carolyn to correct that miscue. He 

recognizes the role of the reader in constructing a meaningful text, 

and the role the author may have in creating miscues. 

Jose's Collaborative Retrospective Miscue Analysis Session 

During the third collaborative session Jose reads pedro and 

Diablo. During these miscue discussions Kirb often focuses on 

meaning when discussing the miscues. When Jose substitutes 

learning for leading a discussion ensues about the possibility of 

using learning. Kirb responds playfully, " Can't learn somebody, but 

I'm going to lea'rn you a lesson." 

Kirb often responds to the literature itself either liking the 

story or thinking the story interesting. At times the text itself 

influences the discussion. While discussing the miscues Kirb 

responds to the story itself commenting, "How cool if that 



happened. You'd be out there catching .... " Jose picks up on his 

comment, "Yeah, with Diablo .... " 
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When I return we get into a discussion about reading speed. 

Kirb says, "It could be a bad thing by reading too fast and not 

understanding what you are reading and it can be a good thing if you 

do understand and you get done quicker." Kirb always looks at an 

issue from many different perspectives, never giving a simple 

answer. This adds to the richness of the discussions. 

During the whole discussion about the miscue w.e.:JJ. for ~, 

Kirb insists that Jose just talks like that and says repeatedly, "This 

is not a miscue!" He is so sure about that, that he refuses to 

discuss the miscue. One of the first true debates in the CRMA 

sessions takes place. 

Kirb: See that's what I was saying. That's not a miscue. 

They then all decide to leave the miscue. When I return we 

discuss the dialect miscue. Kirb states, "He was saying ~ but he 

said.wW.J.. But that's the way he says it. He says .wW.J.." Jose shares 

that he said we'll, but Kirb was the only one who knew what he was 

saying. I ask Kirb how he knew what Jose was saying and he shares 

that he noticed that Jose made the same miscue a couple lines later. 

Kirb justifies his answer, "Cause he did it twice in a row right 

there. If he did we'll and well... I didn't think like if it was only 

there and he miscued there he probably wouldn't again right there." 

In the context of the collaborative group all kinds of issues arise 

that help students think about language in a different way. 
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Kirb's Collaborative Retrospective Miscue AnalYsis Session 

In the fourth CRMA session Kirb reads a narrative text, 

Western Gladiators. I choose this text because it was interesting, 

containing scientific concepts an vocabulary and is written from an 

unusual point of view, that of the rattlesnakes. 

Jose stops the tape recorder when he hears the first miscue. 

Kirb tells the group, "You guys check and see if I corrected it." He is 

very uptight, not at all comfortable discussing his own miscues. 

When they start to discuss his first miscue an interesting dialogue 

occurs. 

Miscue line 2324 
c 

particularly 
That particular tribe of rattlers lived there for scores of 
years. 

Kirb discusses many complex reasons for this miscue. At one 

point he states that the miscue he made particular for particularly 

did not "fit the text," but it didn't matter because that wasn't an 

"important part of the story." Carolyn doesn't agree stating, "That 

wasn't important, That particular tribe of rattlers had lived there 

for scores of years?" He still maintains that it had nothing to do 

with the real story. Jose then intercedes, saying, "It's Kirb's 

miscue, let him answer." Carolyn comments that they are supposed 

to debate, but doesn't say anything else. 
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Jose remarks that the miscue didn't make sense. Terry asks, 

"Did you know what the word was?" Kirb says he knew the word 

and Terry responds, "SO it did help yoU?" Kirb, gets frustrated and 

annoyed at the group. He responds, "SO it did help. Fine. Then I 

won't read." Up to this point, Kirb has been able to sit and listen to 

the other readers but hasn't had to talk about his own miscues. This 

is difficult for Kirb. He knew the word, he self corrected it 

because if didn't fit the text but he justifies his miscues stating, 

lilt wasn't that important to the story. II When the group questions 

him about what he means, he wants to quit. When they see his 

agitation the group just passes over this question and goes on to the 

next question. Kirb said he made the miscue because he was hungry. 

They continue the tape, listening for miscues. 

Kirb has a hard time dealing with the questions partly because 

he has a hard time recognizing his own miscues. He comes up with 

meaningful answer, but under close scrutiny he wants to terminate. 

This was an interesting strategy since he was the most proficient 

reader in the study. As they continue Kirb comments twice how 

hungry and tired he is and that was why he made the miscues. 

During the next miscue discussion Kirb backs off and changes his 

answer even when his response makes sense. 

Miscue line: 2407 
He achieved a distance of 50 feet for the den when a 
Soneran 
Sonoran racer snake 4 feet long and hungry came upon him. 
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Kirb is intimidated during the discussion about his own 

miscues. Previously he would argue back and forth about a miscue, 

especially if he had a valid point. As soon as anyone questions his 

comments, during his own CRMA session he withdraws from the 

discussion. He maintains that this miscue is still a name, he just 

couldn't think of it because he was tired. Then when Jose asks him 

if he changed it he says "No." He says he should have because there 

is no such thing as Sonaran. Then he states that it didn't make 

sense. 

Terry: Did the miscue make sense? 

Jose: It doesn't. Because why Kirb? 

Kirb: Because there is no such thing as Soneran. 

Jose: Do you think you should have changed it? 

Kirb: Yes, because Soneran doesn't make sense. I made the 
miscue because I'm tired. Okay. Next miscue. 

This is interesting because they have already established that 

the pronunciation of the name did not matter as long as the reader 

knew they were talking about a proper noun. This occurred during 

Carolyn's reading of Jumanjj. Jose stated that it didn't matter how 

you said it, "There are a bunch of ways to say it." Kirb gives up his 

assertion that, "This miscue is still a name, II and says it did not 

make sense. 

Adolescent hormonal activity may have been coming into play 

here. At one point during in the beginning of Carolyn's CRMA 
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session, before the other students arrive, Kirb tells Carolyn that he 

thinks she is pretty after she makes a disparaging remark about 

herself. Since then, candy has been shared and money borrowed, all 

the signs in a middle school classroom of a full fledged crush 

developing. This may account for the intensity of Carolyn's 

questioning and Kirb's sensitivity to the miscue discussions. 

In the next miscue Kirb inserts a word that fits the text. 

Miscue line: 2424 
Giving a cry of delight the bird scissored the snake by the 
neck, shook her until she was almost lifeless, 

her 
banged " and pounded her upon the rock and then gulped her 
down. 

Carolyn: Does it make sense? Yes it does. Banged her and 
pounded her ... No it doesn't. 

Kirb: Yes it does. I said, "banged her and pounded her .... " 

Terry: Yes. It makes sense. 

Kirb: No. It said, "Do you think you should have change it." 
I put no. 

Carolyn: You should have because you had to take away the 
word that you added. 

Jose: No. No, he's right. 

Kirb: No, because it was a waste of my time. 

The students discuss the appropriateness of inserting a word 

and leaving it because it would have been "a waste of time" if you 
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went back and self corrected it. Towards the end of the session 

Kirb is more self-confident arguing with Carolyn about the logic of 

not changing an insertion that made sense. 

Journal Responses 

In talking about the journal Kirb comments that he enjoys 

writing in the journals, "because you don't have to take turns and 

you just write down on paper what you think and it will get out 

quicker, what their feelings are about the group and what they 

learned." Within the context of the journal Kirb would evaluate the 

literature, the CRMA session and the miscues they discussed. 

Today I read a story that I thought was dumb because of 
the way the author ended it. 
Today we got three miscues done. We has trouble 
concentrating on the miscues, but the ones we did were 
good ones. 

Kirb likes the opportunity to express himself in the journals, 

often writing evaluative comments on the CRMA sessions. 

Data Collected after the Collaborative Retrospective Miscue 
Analysis Session 

Final Burke InterYiew 

Kirb reports the same strategies in the final Burke that he 

reported in the initial Burke Interview. He tries to figure out the 

word from context, and if he has to, he looks it up. Kirb includes 



sounding it out which he did not mention during the initial 

interview. 
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Kirb names his mom as a good reader in the initial and the 

final interview for the same reasons: reads fast, understand what 

she reads and gets the meaning from the story. 

Initially Kirb had this to say about helping a reader who was 

having trouble with reading: 

Kirb: I'd help them read out loud and if they came to a 
word I'd have them spell it out and then say it again. And 
then if they didn't know what it meant I'd tell them what 
it meant so they could understand what it means. 

In the final interview Kirb's strategies for helping someone 

who was having trouble with reading differ in that he suggests 

giving the reader tools, strategies for understanding the text, 

rather than telling the reader the word. 

Kirb: If they were having trouble with understanding I'd 
have them read something and I'd ask them to explain to 
me every once in a while what is going on and if they 
couldn't I'd tell them to go back over it and read more 
carefully. If they were having trouble with the word I'd 
tell them to first use the context of the sentence and 
figure out what the word means. And then probably look it 
up. 

Kirb gives a very insightful definition of good and poor 

readers. Kirb has incorporated in his view of the reading process, 

reading flexibility, purpose, motivation and intent. 

Kirb: Good readers read pretty fast, and get almost all the 
meaning. If they are a poor reader they probably wouldn't 
enjoy reading so they wouldn't want to go back over a 



sentence, they probably would just forget about it. They 
wouldn't care. Just keep going. A poor reader is probably 
struggling on the words. They don't get much meaning out 
of it. 

Res.: What do you think makes someone a poor reader? 

Kirb: Not wanting to read. 
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Kirb's view of good and poor readers is based on the reader, 

their motivation and intent. What is going on with the reader is 

paramount to determining whether one is a good reader or not. One 

who doesn't like to read, won't read and therefore will not be a good 

reader. 

Kirb differentiates between good readers skipping words and 

poor readers skipping when reading. 

Kirb: A good reader might skip over something but they 
might just not like the selection they are reading. The 
difference would be most of the time a good reader, not 
necessarily a good reader but a fluent reader reads a lot. 
They probably would be interested in finding out what the 
word means. If they are not a good reader they probably 
would not care what the word means. They wouldn't be 
reading in the first place unless they were finding out 
news or if it was an assignment. 

When discussing what he learned Kirb comments that he didn't 

know he made so many miscues. He shares that he didn't even know 

what a miscue was before this study. 

Res.: Do you think of reading in a different way? 

Kirb: Yes. I think more about the meaning of the words so 
maybe I get more meaning out of the text cause I learned 
that everyone makes miscues. I make a lot of miscues 
myself. I thought good readers didn't make miscues. I 



didn't even know what a miscue was. I probably read here 
(eRMA sessions) more than any place else. Sometimes you 
might make a miscue and it might mean almost the same 
thing and if it helps you understand it easier than going 
and finding out what the word was and you say to yourself, 
" I know what that means. I just used another word." 
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The eRMA sessions gives Kirb the opportunity to put attention 

on reading and the reading process itself. 

Kirb: I might be reading something and I'll think about it 
later and be thinking about a whole different text and it 
might not be the same as what I was meant to understand 
from the author. Like if I read a story once and then I 
think about it later and I might not understand it 
completely. If I read it again it is like putting more pieces 
into the puzzle. 

Kirb is describing the transactional nature of reading. Each 

time he reads something he may get a different understanding from 

the story. Kirb recognizes that his understanding may be different 

than that of the author. He clarifies this point when he refers to 

his retelling of Feathered Friends. 

Kirb: I noticed I didn't give the same answers. The 
retelling didn't sound the same as the one I gave before. 

When asked if his attitude about reading changed after being 

in this group he states, "Yes. I should read more. I found out I'm 

missing out on a lot of books. It's interesting. When I'm reading I 

think, 'Hey, I like reading. This is fun. It's like a different 

personality when I'm reading.'" 

In asking Kirb to declare what he knows about reading from 

these eRMA sessions he is very articulate. 



Kirb: Before I was in this I didn't think, I didn't notice 
people making miscues. If I was listening to someone 
reading I didn't even notice that they miscued the word. 
Now I notice that people make miscues and sometimes 
they are bad miscues and I can help them because they 
haven't had the opportunity to actually understand 
miscues. If it's a good miscue they just keep on going. 

Res.: How do you decide if it is a good miscue ? 

Kirb: If I think the miscue made it easier for them to read 
the selection or the book then I figure it is a good miscue. 

Res.: Are you talking about kids in the group or outside in 
classes? 

Kirb: Outside in classes. 

When asked if he thought reading in collaborative group 

like this will help kids in reading, he responded positively: 

Kirb: Yes, cause if the poor readers know what miscues 
are they might think they are all bad. And if they did this 
in the classroom they would probably become better 
readers. They wouldn't worry about stopping, not stopping 
but going so slow and trying to be perfect. They'd be 
trying to read perfect and pronounce everything right that 
they wouldn't get the meaning. So I think these groups 
would help them relax, relax more when they are reading 
and help them understand more. 
Res: And what about good readers? 
Kirb: "Good readers? It would help them too. They might 
be good readers, they might understand everything but read 
real slow. They might be one of those people that don't 
care if they pronounce it right. They are going slow to 
understand everything. They might learn to substitute 
words and read a little faster and still get the same 
meaning out of it. 

183 
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In the initial interview Kirb had a holistic understanding of 

reading, focusing on meaning and understanding the text. He still 

has a holistic understanding of reading. He has added to that 

knowledge base. Kirb has a very sophisticated view of reading when 

discussing it in the final interview. Along with understanding the 

text he recognizes that materials need to be adapted to the needs of 

the reader. Reading speed is flexible, based on the purpose of 

reading. He notes that a reader may get different interpretations 

reading the same material at different times. All readers miscue. 

Good readers are readers who read fast but still get the meaning out 

of the text. Good readers can substitute. Poor readers are simply, 

"Those who don't care about reading." He reports noticing that other 

people miscue. Kirb comments that he heard his mom miscue and 

told her, explaining what he learned about miscues. Kirb's attitudes 

and understanding of the reading process is changed since being 

involved in the eRMA sessions. He reports that he looks at reading 

differently and has a renewed interest in reading. 

BMI--Eeathered Eriends--Injtjal Beading 

Meanjng Construction. As shown on Table 5, Kirb is an 

effective, efficient reader in his initial reading of Feathered 

Friends. He substitutes, omits, inserts and self corrects when 

there is a meaning loss. 

The following miscue shows Kirb's strength as a reader. 
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Table 5 

Compilation of Kirb's AMI Data 

First Reading Second Reading Third Reading 
Text Feathered WaS!am Eaalball!d 

E[lacds Gladiat~us E[iacds 
Date 

Meaning Construction 
No loss 72% J 93%· 89% ] 94% 93% ] 100% 
Partial loss 21% 5% 7% 

Loss 7% 5% 0% 

Grammatical 
Relationships 

Strength 62% ] 83% 76% ] 94% 93% J 100% 

Partial strength 29% 8% 7% 
Overcorrection 14% 11 % 0% 

Weakness 3% 5% 0% 

Graphic Similarities 
High 89% 93% 92% 

Some 18% 0% 8% 
None 14% 8% 0% 

Sound Similarities 
High 55% 81% 85% 

Some 31% 4% 15% 

None 14% 15% 0% 

* Total of Bracketed 
Categories 

Number of Words 1,310 2,488 1,310 

Number of Miscues 29 37 14 

Miscues Per Hundred 2 2 1 

Words 



Miscue: line 106 
Steve 

With a name like that, you would picture Sven as once as a 
six foot six Nordic giant. .. 
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He substitutes a proper noun for a proper noun, inserting a 

familiar word, Steve, for the unfamiliar word, Sven. This strategy 

helps Kirb in constructing a meaningful text. 

The next miscue demonstrates Kirb's predicting strategies and 

his effective use of self correcting strategies when he cannot 

confirm his prediction. 

Miscue: line 705 
c 

delight 
To our delighted surprise, she revived once. 

Kirb is a flexible reader who can effectively and efficiently 

apply reading strategies with the intended goal of constructing a 

meaningful text. 

Grammatical Relationships. As shown on Table 5, 83% of 

Kirb's miscues show strength or partial strength in grammatical 

relationships. At times Kirb attends to the surface features of the 

text. He often repeats phrases to get the gist of what he is 

reading. During this first reading of Feathered Friends Kirb has 30 

regressions where he reread the phrase or word with no miscues 

involved. Kirb seems to catch himself before he miscues. 
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Graphic and SQund Similarities. Table 5 shows that 680/0 of 

Kirb's miscues show high graphic similarity to the text and 550/0 of 

his miscues show high sound similarity. The strength of Kirb's 

reading strategies is evidenced by the spread in the percentages in 

the categories of graphic and sound similarities. Although 68°k of 

his miscues show high similarity to the text, he is not inextricably 

tied to the text. Fourteen percent of his miscues have no graphic 

similarity and 18% of his miscues have only some similarity. 

Additionally, in the area of sound similarity he has a greater spread 

of percentages. Fifty-five percent of his miscues show high sound 

similarity, 31% so how some similarity and 140/0 show no similarity 

to the text. Kirb uses effective predicting strategies which is 

reflected in 14% of his miscues having no graphic or sound 

similarity respectively. Since 93% of his miscues represent no loss 

or partial loss of meaning his substitutions are meaningful even 

though they are not similar to the text. This suggests Kirb uses 

effective predicting strategies when reading. 

Retelling. Kirb's retelling is clear and concise. He 

understands the significance of the canary in the space station and 

the uselessness of some of the equipment. Although he names the 

main characters, Sven, Claribel and the speaker, he left out some of 

the minor characters, Jock Duncan, Jim, the duty engineer and the 

duty crew. 
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RMI--Western Gladiators 

Meaning Construction. Kirb is proficient in reading this text. 

Kirb produces syntactically and semantically acceptable miscues as 

shown on Table 5. Ninety-two percent Kirb's miscues show either 

no loss or partial loss of meaning. Only 50/0 of his miscues result in 

any loss of meaning. He has a repertoire of strategies that he uses 

effectively when reading. He predicts when reading accounting for 

some miscues, but he self-corrects when there is a meaning loss. 

He monitors himself when reading which is demonstrated by the 

following miscue. 

Miscue: line 2324 
c 

creased 
His pit and his nostril ceased to function. 

Kirb is a proficient reader making efficient, effective use of 

the language cueing systems. 

Grammatical Relationships. As shown on Table 5, 84% of 

Kirb's miscues represent a strength or partial strength in 

grammatical relationships. Kirb's insertion miscues retain the 

grammatical structure of the sentence. 

Miscue : line 2474 

Because of his slow locomotion, he could not run down 
little 

these agile 1\ things. 
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Kirb 's attention to the surface features of the text result in 

overcorrecting miscues which did not cause a disruption in meaning. 

The following insertion miscues shows this tendency. 

Miscue : line 2581 

He was a fine old machine, perfectly adapted to his 
c 

form of 
surroundings, accustomed to a Alife of leisure and 
comfort. 

Graphic and Sound Similarities. According to Table 5, 92°A, of 

Kirb's miscues show high graphic similarity to the text. This 

suggests that he attended to the surface features of the text a 

great deal of the time. This may slow Kirb down impeding his 

efficiency when reading. As shown on Table 5, 81% of Kirb's 

miscues show high sound similarity to the text. 

Retelling. Kirb produces a complete retelling including the 

major events that led up to the hunt for Crotalus. He understands 

the significance of the shadow of the man over Crotalus at the end 

of the narrative, although he states that the author "left out the 

end." Actually the author ended the story in such a way that the 

reader had to infer the ending. 



190 

BMI--Feathered Friends--Final Beading 

Meaning Construction. As shown on Table 5 in the area of 

meaning construction Kirb is an efficient, effective reading using a 

variety of strategies when reading. His miscues include insertions, 

omissions and substitutions. Attention on the process of reading 

did not have a detrimental impact on Kirb. He produces fewer 

miscues in the second reading and the ones he creates help him 

construct a meaningful text. He is more efficient, regressing only 

20 times. Seven of those times were on miscues that created a loss 

of meaning. During his first reading he regressed 36 times. Six of 

those regreSSions resulted in a disruption in understanding of the 

narrative text. This reduction in regression involving no meaning 

loss suggests Kirb is putting less attention on the surface features 

of the text. This is a shift in his reading strategies. Kirb initially 

reported that he was slow in reading and he wanted to read faster 

and still understand the story. It appears that this is exactly what 

he is doing. Kirb was proficient and is still proficient. Kirb has a 

better understanding of what reading involves and is more 

comfortable with his predicting, sampling and substituting 

strategies which in effect is making him a more efficient reader. 

In comparing the initial and the final reading Kirb made fewer 

miscues, 14 on the final reading compared to 29 on the initial 

reading. Of the 14 miscues Kirb made on the final reading six 

miscues were on the exact same word as the initial reading. Of 
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those six miscues, three miscues were the exact same substitution 

miscue. 

Grammatical Relationships. As shown on Table 5, all of Kirb's 

miscues in the area of grammatical relationships showed either 

strength or partial strength. There would be a concern if there was 

a pattern of overcorrecting, but this is not the case. In the first 

reading he overcorrected four times. That is to say he corrected a 

miscue that did not disrupt the meaning of the text. In this reading 

he did not overcorrect at all. 

Graphic and SQund Similarity. As shown on Table 5, all of 

Kirb's miscues had either high or some similarity to the text in the 

area of graphic and sound Similarity. There could be a concern that 

Kirb is giving too much attention to the surface features of the 

text. 

Retelling. In his retelling Kirb gave an accurate retelling of 

the story Feathered Friends. His retelling is more technical than 

his first reading, stating, "They had an eclipse and it was real cold 

and the air purifier froze. Gas would have killed them all if Claribel 

wasn't there." 

Kirb notes in the Burke and Closing Interview that he realizes 

he gave different information in the retelling. He likens reading to 

a puzzle, the more you read something the more pieces you can put 

together. 
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Symmary 

In these sessions Kirb discusses insertions, omissions, 

substitution and self-correcting strategies. He refers to syntax 

commenting that a word fit the text or didn't fit the text and 

discussed semantics, stating that certain miscues made sense and 

others didn't make sense. He discusses the role of the author and 

the reader in creating a meaningful text. He refers to reading 

speed, stating that some miscues would have "been a waste of time" 

to correct. He maintains that a dialect miscue isn't a miscue at all 

and recognized that substituting proper nouns for proper nouns is an 

acceptable miscue. These discussions help Kirb in identifying his 

beliefs about reading and help the students in the collaborative 

group who have the opportunity to look at reading from someone 

else's perspective. Even though Kirb is a very successful student 

and a proficient reader he, like all the others, had to work though 

his insecurities and self consciousness when talking about miscues. 

It seems the unrealistic expectations he places on "good readers" he 

projects onto himself. It is insightful for Kirb to see what real 

readers do, including himself, when reading. 

The CRMA sessions helped Kirb retain a more realistic view 

of what good readers do when reading. He states that he didn't 

know people miscued, but now he notices everyone miscues. Kirb 

gains some insightful understandings about reading along with 

helping the group focus on meaning during the CRMA sessions. Kirb 

states that he likes working in the collaborative group because, 
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"They are like my equal. It's not like I have to prove myself or 

anything." It was surprising that the most proficient reader was 

the most vulnerable when reading and discussing his own miscues. 

He expects perfection from himself as a reader. I am continually 

reminded that all students, regardless of academic success need 

support and reassurance to bolster their self confidence. 
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The data generated in this study is presented in three 

different time frames: (a) data collected before the collaborative 

retrospective miscue sessions began; (b) on line data collected 

while the collaborative miscue sessions are taking place; (c) data 

collected after the collaborative miscue sessions are completed. 

Each of the three sections of this chapter discusses the 

instruments used and analysis of the data specifically addressing 

the questions asked in the research study. This chapter focuses on 

the interactions and transactions of the students within the 

collaborative ,groups. Therefore cursory attention is given to the 

initial and final Burke Interview and the RMI readings which have 

been discussed in depth in Chapter 4. 

Data Collected Before the CRMA Sessions 

The information presented in this section is compiled before 

the collaborative retrospective sessions began. This information 

includes an individual Burke Interview and an initial reading miscue 

analysis (RMI) for each reader. 

The Burke Interview is used to ascertain each reader's 

intellectual view of the reading process. The interview appears in 

Appendix D. This instrument is used to analyze the attitudes of the 
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students about reading before involvement in any collaborative 

retrospective miscue analysis (CRMA) sessions. Data is generated 

from the individual interviews of each of the four students. 

Research questions one and two will be addressed in this 

discussion. 

Question 1 

How do adolescent readers in a seventh grade classroom 

describe the reading process before involvement in a collaborative 

retrospective miscue session? 

Question 2 

How do those students describe their strengths and 

weaknesses as readers before involvement in collaborative 

retrospective miscue analysis sessions. 

Burke Reading InterYiew 

The following section is a brief summary of the attitudes 

and belief about reading that Terry, Carolyn, Jose and Kirb shared 

during the initial Burke Reading Interview. In their discussions 

about reading the students refer to the three cueing systems, the 

semantic, the syntactic and the graphophonic, and the 

interrelationships of these three linguistic systems with the 

social-cultural context, the pragmatic cueing system. The semantic 

cueing system refers to the system of meanings in a language, the 

syntactic system refers to the interrelationships of words, 

sentences, and paragraphs within a coherent text and the 
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graphophonic system refers to the set of relationships between the 

sounds and the written forms of the language. The pragmatic system 

relates to how language is used in a social setting (Goodman & 

Burke, 1987). Comments recorded during the Burke Reading 

Interview are presented here to facilitate the discussion of the 

collaborative sessions which will be addressed later in this 

chapter. The individual personalities and perceptions of each 

student in the group has a profound impact on the dynamics of the 

group. 

Terry refers to the semantic, the graphophonic, and pragmatic 

cueing systems during the initial interview. She focuses on what 

the reader knows and thinks while trying to construct a meaningful 

text. She is flexible, and reports adjusting reading strategies to fit 

the situation, sounding out words, trying to construct meaning from 

context, and terminating when the text is too hard. Terry has the 

unrealistic expectation that good readers read every word and good 

readers do mess up but they correct it. 

Terry has a sophisticated understanding of the reading 

process. She acknowledges two fundamental concepts of the 

reading process; a good reader focuses on meaning and a reader 

miscues and self corrects when there is a meaning loss. 

Carolyn uses context when reading, stating she reads the rest 

of the sentence when she comes to a word she doesn't know. She 

perceives herself as a good reader. When asked to define reading 

she keys in on the value of reading stating that one reads to learn. 
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To improve her reading she wants to read more at home. Carolyn 

appears to be a confident, motivated reader who likes to read. She 

discusses the graphophonic and semantic cueing system when 

conversing about reading. By her definition a good reader uses 

intonation when reading. She values reading, wanting only to read 

more to improve her reading. 

For Jose, a good reader produces a perfect rendition of the 

text. The only cueing system he discusses during the interview is 

the graphophonic cueing system. Sounding out is the strategy that 

he verbalizes, although he states that readers skip words if they 

don't know them. 

When Kirb comes to something he doesn't know in the text, he 

skips the word and tries to figure out the word from the context of 

the sentence 

Kirb: I go back over it and sometimes I just figure out 
what it means from reading over the other words in the 
sentence. 

To improve his reading Kirb wants to read faster and still be 

able to understand it the text. Kirb has a holistic view of the 

reading process focusing on understanding the text and enjoying 

literature. Kirb includes the semantics, the syntactic, and the 

graphophonic cueing systems in his discussions about reading. 

In the initial Burke Reading Interview Terry discusses the 

widest range of reading strategies. Kirb, Carolyn and Terry discuss 

trying to understand the story when discussing reading strategies. 
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Carolyn, Jose and Terry focus on words when they define good 

readers. Kirb defines a good reader as one who can read fast and 

still understand the story. All students referred to themselves as 

average readers. To improve in their reading Kirb, Terry and Jose 

say they want to read faster. Carolyn wants to read more. Table 6 

provides a summary overview of the four reader's responses to the 

Burke Reading Interview prior to the CRMA sessions. This table 

provides a comparison of the reading strategies of the four 

students, their definitions of good readers, definitions of the 

students' assessment of their own reading and what the students 

would like to improve as readers. 

Beading Miscue Inyentory 

This section provide a brief overview of the four students' 

initial RMI reading samples. In Chapter 4 an indepth analysis was 

presented in the four individual case studies. 

In anticipation of the collaborative retrospective miscue analysis 

(CRMA) session, each reader is asked to read orally into a tape

recorder a complete narrative text and then to retell what they 

remember the following RMI procedures according to the Reading 

Miscue Inventory (1987). 

All students are asked to read Feathered Friends (See 

Appendix J) at the beginning and at the end of the study. 



Table 6 

Burke Interview Summary for All Readers: Prior to CRMA Sessions 

Terry 

Carolyn 

Jose 

Kirb 

Reading Definition of Definition of What Would You 
Strategies Good Readers Self as a Reader _ Like to Improve 
Sound it out Reads without Not at the top Read faster 
Context messing up not at the Not stutter 
Skip Not slow bottom in the Not mumble 
Termination Loud middle 

Context 
Sound it out 

Sound it out 
Wait until 
someone tells 
me 
Skip the word 
Context 
Look it up 

Knows words I don't mess up 
on every word 

Reads with 
intonation 
Sounds out 
words 
Read perfect 
Know all the 
words 
Pauses 

Reads fast 
Understands it 
Gets lost in the 
book 

Good reader 
Sometimes I 
don't try 

Normal 

Fair reader never 
had much trouble 

Read more 

Read faster 

Read faster and 
still understand 

.....L 

co 
co 
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After the reading and retelling, the data is analyzed using 

Procedure I of the RMI (Appendix F) to determine the readers 

strengths, and weaknesses when reading. The data generated from 

the RMI will answers research question three of the study. 

Question 3 

What are the readers reading strengths and weaknesses as 

revealed through analysis using Procedure I of the RM I before 

involvement in CRMA sessions? 

Table 7 presents each students statistical analysis on the 

initial reading of Feathered Friends. 

The students use a variety of reading strategies, some more 

effectively than others. The following is a brief overview of some 

of the patterns noted in the initial reading as shown in Table 7. 

Meaning Construction 

Terry's miscues focus on constructing meaning. As shown on Table 

7, 77% of her miscues showed either no loss or partial loss of 

meaning. She used a variety of strategies when reading producing 

substitutions, omissions and self corrections in her endeavor to 

construct meaning. According to RMI statistics Terry is a 

moderately proficient reader using effective reading strategies, 

but is not efficient evidenced by her regressions and 

subvocalizations. 

Sixty-two percent of Carolyn's miscues focus on constructing 

meaning as shown on Table 7. Carolyn often produces nonsense 
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Table 7 

Compilation of RMI Data on All Four Student: prior to CRMA 

Sessions 

Terry Carolyn Jose Kirb 

Meaning 
Construction 

37% ] No loss 42% ] 77%* 35% ] 65% 56% 72% ] 93% 
Partial loss 35% 27% 19% 21% 

Loss 23% 38% 44% 7% 

Grammatical 
Relationships 

Strength 41% ] 76% 34% ] 65% 33% ] 63% 62% ] 83% 
Partial 

strength 35% 31% 21% 21% 
Overcorrection 1% 0% 1% 14% 

Weakness 23% 35% 37% 3% 

Graphic 
Similarities 

High 84% 66% 89% 68% 
Some 4% 17% 6% 18% 
None 12% 17% 5% 14% 

Sound 
Similarities 

High 76% 66% 89% 85% 
Some 12% 14% 7% 18% 
None 12% 20% 4% 14% 

*Total of 
Bracketed 
Categories 

Number of 
Words 1,310 1,310 1,310 1,310 

Number of 
Miscues 95 186 79 29 
Miscues Per 
Hundred Words 7 14 6 2 
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word substitutions. These types of miscues peppers her reading of 

the text which at times hampers her understanding of the text. 

Table 7 shows that 56% of Jose's miscues represent no loss or 

partial loss of meaning. Forty-four percent of his miscues result in 

a loss of meaning. Jose relies on the surface features of the text, 

rarely making miscues that vary significantly from the text. 

Kirb is an efficient, effective reader. When reading he 

substitutes, omits and self corrects while constructing a 

meaningful text. Ninety-three percent of the time, his miscues 

result in no loss or partial loss of meaning as shown on Table 7. 

Grammatical Relationships 

As shown on Table 7, 76% of Terry's miscues show strength or 

partial strength in grammatical relationships. Often Terry's 

miscues retain the same grammatical function. 

Sixty-four percent of Carolyn's miscues represent strength 

or partial strength in her miscues. Carolyn's miscues result in a 

loss of grammatical relations 350/0 of the time. She substitutes 

words like Careful for Claribel and grabs for garbs. Her non-words 

often retain the grammatical function of the wo~d. 

Sixty-three percent of Jose's miscues result in strength or 

partial strength in grammatical relationships. The reasons for the 

high percentage in grammatical relationships compared to the 

percentage of miscues that show meaning construction relate to the 

fact that Jose's major strategy for reading when he comes to a 



word he doesn't know is sounding out the word. Relying on this 

strategy, allows him to retain the grammatical function of the 

word, while often ending up with a nonword. 
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Kirb often repeats lines and phrases to get the gist of what he 

is reading. He had a total of 30 regressions when he reread the 

phrase or word with no miscue involved. 

Graphic and Soynd Similarities 

Although most of Terry's substitutions have a high graphic and 

sound similarity, 840/0 and 760/0, respectively, her effective use of 

predicting strategies accounts for 12% of her miscues having no 

sound or graphophonic relationship to the text. Her miscues 

showing no sound or graphic similarity and are almost always fully 

acceptable semantically and syntactically. 

Carolyn incorporates a variety of strategies when reading, 

including sounding out, sampling and predicting. Sixty-six percent 

of Carolyn's miscues show high graphic and sound similarity. 

Seventeen percent show some graphic similarity and 17% show no 

similarity. Sound similarities show a similar spread with 14% 

showing some similarity and 20% showing no similarity. 

Jose's sounding out strategy is reflected in his high scores of 

89% in graphic and sound similarities. Only 50/0 of his miscues had 

no graphic similarities. Additionally only 4% of his miscues show 

no sound similarities. This is no surprise. This reader is text 
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bound, relying heavily on his strategy of sounding out words. Jose 

is a slow methodical reader. 

The strength of Kirb's reading strategies is evidenced by the 

spread in the scores in the category of graphic and sound 

similarities. Although 68% of his miscues show high similarity he 

is not inextricably tied to the text as evidenced by 140/0 of his 

miscues having no graphic similarities and 18% of his miscues 

having only some graphic similarities. Additionally, in the area of 

sound similarities he has a greater spread with 55% of his miscues 

showing high sound similarity to the text, 31% showing some 

similarity and 14% showing no similarity. 

Retelling 

Terry produces a complete retelling including the key 

concepts in the story. She mentions the characters on the space 

station, the significance of the the bird warning them of the danger 

of the air and the alarms not working properly. 

Carolyn's retelling includes a list of events that happened in 

the story, although she does not clearly state the relationship 

between the canary passing out, the oxygen and the inoperative 

circuits. 

Jose's inability to use various reading strategies effectively 

when reading hampers h is comprehension. 
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Kirb's retelling is very clear and concise. He understands the 

significance of the canary in the space station and the uselessness 

of some of the equipment. 

As the previous discussion indicates, there is a wide range of 

proficiency among the students. This is what I intended when I 

created the collaborative groups. The group represents cultural 

diversity, including both genders with a range of proficiency. 

Originally I wanted two proficient and two nonproficient 

reader, but as I sat with students in a one-to-one situation, those 

definitions lost significance. The statistics didn't reflect what 

anticipated. Table 7 shows the AMI data for each reader. In the 

beginning of the study I assumed that Carolyn was more proficient 

than Terry. This was not the case. In looking at the statistics 42% 

of Terry's miscues represent no loss of meaning whereas only 35% 

of Carolyn's miscues represent no loss of meaning. Terry is more 

proficient in constructing a meaningful text as reflected by 770/0 of 

her miscues showing no loss or partial loss of meaning. Sixty-five 

percent of Carolyn's miscues on the other hand show no loss or 

partial loss of meaning. I think this discrepancy relates to 

assumptions on my part. In thinking about this, trying to figure out 

how I formed these assumptions. I realize that my assessment 

relates to "procedural display" {Bloom, 1987}. Carolyn was school 

smart, great at giving back information, saying what she thinks the 

teacher wants to hear, even if it doesn't make sense to her. School 

is a game that she learned to play well. 
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This is my first real glimpse of the power of indepth analysis. 

Throughout this study I am continually reminded of the value of 

looking at students individually and in depth, letting their story be 

told. Meaningful research in education cannot separate the 

students from the context of the situation, their own unique 

personality or their culture. It will be interesting to see what 

occurs when this unique, diverse group of students work together in 

the CRMA sessions. 

Readers' Models of the Readj ng Process 

In creating the group I wanted diversity in ethnic 

representation, gender and reading proficiency. In analyzing the 

data I realized that the readers verbalized very different 

theoretical frameworks in discussing their beliefs about reading. 

found similar findings to what Harste and Burke (1977) maintain; 

that reading ability is affected by the readers' personal theory of 

the reading process. 

Jose, the least proficient of the four, discusses "sounding out 

words," "knowing all the words," and "reading perfect, pausing after 

each word" as effective reading. For Jose reading is a matter of 

decoding the sound/letter relationships in the text. His 

substitution miscues are highly similar to the text, but often are 

nonwords. 

Carolyn on the other hand focuses on words and reports a 

skills approach to reading. When talking about reading, she gives 
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knowing words, vocabulary, sounding out words, and comprehension 

the same level of importance. She states that authors put hard 

words in the text to test the reader. Often Carolyn would make 

graphophonically similar substitutions to the text violating syntax 

and semantic constraints. Knowing the words is the most important 

aspect of reading in Carolyn's estimation. 

Terry also operates from a skillS orientation model of reading. 

When discussing her model of the reading process she refers to 

figuring the word out from the context of the sentence. She 

believes that good readers know or can figure out all the words 

when reading the text. 

Kirb operates from a holistic perspective, meaning being 

most important for this reader. Reading is such a logical 

meaningful experience for Kirb, that he can't understand why some 

"kids have a hard time reading." When reading Kirb effectively 

manipulates the text so that the reading sounds like language and 

facilitates him in constructing a meaningful text. 

As illustrated in Table 8 the readers represent a variety of 

reading models in their beliefs about reading. In comparing their 

beliefs about reading to their reading proficiency it appears that 

one's personal beliefs about reading influence one's oral reading 

proficiency. 
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Table 8 

Readers' models of the reading process 

Decoding 
Readers' Sound/Symbol Skills Holistic 
Models Relationships Orientation Approach 

Kirb proficient 
efficientl 
effective 

Terry moderately 
proficient 
effectivel 
not efficient 

Carolyn moderately 
proficient 
efficientl 
not effective 

Jose non proficient 
not efficient! 
not effective 

Data Collected During the CRMA Sessions 

This section includes the four instructional lessons and the 

CRMA sessions. The individual RMI data in the text they read for the 

CRMA session was included in the individual case study in Chapter 4 

as it is not pertinent to the discussion about the collaborative 

sessions, but does help to provide insights into the individual 
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reader. Shifts in thinking about the reading process are documented 

and discussed in this section. Finally comments on the CRMA 

response form and journal entries and examined from the group 

perspective to corroborate the students' shifts in thinking. 

Each student read one story. The CRMA sessions on each story 

took two days. On the first day one student reads a story into the 

tape-recorder and produces a retelling. Then the students as a 

group replay the tape and began discussing the miscues. They 

respond on a response form, first writing down the sentence with 

the miscue in it on the top of the paper. This way all the students 

keep track of which miscues they are discussing. They then begin 

the discussions, using the response form as a guide. Ten minutes 

before the end of the session I enter and discuss the session with 

the students, answering questions. Then we write our thoughts in a 

journal. If time allowed we read our journals out loud to each 

other. 

The study is organized in this way because the impetus for the 

study is to find out how a classroom teacher can effectively use 

retrospective miscue material in the classroom with the limiting 

reality of 30 middle school students in a classroom. Teachers 

rarely can sit a whole period and work with a small group. I hope to 

document what actually happens when students sit together and 

talk about reading and about miscues without a teacher present to 

facilitate the group discussions. 
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I initially met with the students four times presenting 

instructional lessons about the reading process, introducing the 

concept of miscues, explaining the format of the study, and going 

through a CRMA with a student I had from the previous year. The 

following section discusses what instructional lessons are 

introduced to the students before they began the CRMA sessions on 

their own. 

Instructional Lessons 

In the first session we discuss the process of learning. A 

student must want to learn, take risks, make mistakes and practice 

to learn anything new. We relate this to anything they want to 

learn, riding a skate board, riding a bike, or learning to dance. We 

discuss the concept of miscues, and why we will be calling 

responses different than the text miscues rather than mistakes. 

The difference being that historically, the term mistakes has a 

negative connotation associated with it. Miscues on the other hand 

relates to the reader being cued into something else in the text. 

Miscue analysis reveals issues of quality rather than quantity when 

discussing miscues. This is a distinction that students will have to 

deal with during the CRMA sessions. To help students understand 

some of the issues involved in miscues we read four phrases that 

have extra words inserted. For example the text read, Paris in 1b..a 

1b..e. springtime (Appendix H). Students read the phrase and write 

down what they read. Three students, Klrb, Terry, and Carolyn did 
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not note the second word. Jose does. This activity leads us into a 

discussion about reading for meaning and how a reader actively 

tries to construct meaning while reading. 

The tone of the first session is a little tense. Even though the 

room is warm, every one keeps their coats on. The students are 

overwhelmed by the video camera and all the wires. The session is 

disrupted because school pictures are being taken and students have 

to leave at different times to get their picture taken for the 

yearbook. It is difficult to get them into a discussion. They often 

respond with yes, no answers. At the end of the session,1 share my 

journal entry. I read that I was anxious because I may have 

forgotten something and I felt like I was in the teacher role and 

that isn't what I wanted. This seems to lighten up the group a bit. 

The students share that they felt stupid that they didn't see the 

extra word. This is usually a fun activity, but perhaps I should not 

have used it on our first meeting when everyone is feeling so 

vulnerable. 

During the second instructional session we discuss various 

strategies that readers use when reading. We generate a list which 

includes skipping the word, asking someone, looking it up in the 

dictionary, substituting a word and stopping reading. Included in 

the sessions are riddles that help students recognize some of the 

strategies they use when reading. (Appendix I). The students relax, 

enjoying the riddles. Kirb attempts to answer the riddles most 

often followed by Carolyn. Jose came up with two solutions. He is 
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pleased that he figures out the answers and notes in his journal 

that he got them correct. Terry makes no predictions. We discuss 

how the author has a different purpose in writing riddles. The 

author, in the wording of the riddles, tricks the reader into thinking 

one way and then comes back with a punchline, based on that 

assumption. 

On the third day I introduce the terms, semantic, graphophonic 

and syntactic to the students. We discuss the meaning of these 

words and how they relate to the cueing systems when reading. We 

work through a worksheet that illustrates actual samples of 

students reading and we discuss the miscues (Appendix C). In the 

context of the sample miscue worksheet we talk about the readers 

confirming and predicting strategies. These miscues focus on 

effective miscues. All the students seem more comfortable talking 

and sharing ideas about miscues openly. 

On the fourth session a volunteer student from my 

classroom the previous year comes in and reads with the students. 

This student was familiar with the CRMA procedures and the 

concepts of miscues based on classroom experience. The students 

listen to the reader, replay the tape and discuss through three 

miscues on the answer sheet. I return 10 minutes before the end of 

the session to answer any questions. This is a successful session. 

The students had no problems with the response form and seem to 

understand the procedures. Our volunteer reader begs to be in the 

study because she feels she could help the group. We decline but 



thank her for her enthusiastic and generous offer. We begin the 

collaborative retrospective miscue sessions the following week. 

Collaboratiye Retrospectiye Miscue Analysis Sessions 
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Twice a week the four students get together for a CRMA 

session. The first day a volunteer reads a narrative piece into the 

tape recorder. One student is designated to ask the reader to give 

an unaided retelling of the story. Then the students replay the tape 

and the CRMA session begins. During these video and audio taped 

sessions students discuss the miscues generated in the previous 

reading. All students listen for miscues. A student stops the tape 

recorder any time a student says they hear a miscue. 

Initially it was thought that each student would be in charge 

of the tape recorder at least once during the sessions, but as it 

turns out this becomes a shared responsibility. All students take on 

the task of stopping the tape recorder, but who actually stops it 

relates to the mood of the day, the placement of the seats and the 

proximity of the electrical socket. The students share this 

responsibility so no one stUdent was in charge at any specific time. 

What is supposed to be a cooperative effort becomes a collaborative 

effort. 

All students write answers on the response form, (Appendix 

G) and share in the responsibility of asking the questions. Again 

this is dependent on the mood of the day and who finds the miscue. 

Additionally, all students took an active roll in trying to refocus 



214 

the group at different times during the sessions. Everybody has 

days when they aren't concentrating for various reasons which are 

discussed within the context of the collaborative session. 

The following questions and statements are on the response 

form: 

1. Does the miscue make sense? 

2. In what way does it make sense? / In what way doesn't it 

make sense. 

3. Did you change it? 

4. Why did you change it? / Why didn't you change it? 

5. In what ways did the miscue help or not help your 

understanding of the text? 

6. Why do you think you made this miscue. Be creative. 

7. Each student will generate a list of possible reasons why 

the miscue may have been made. In addressing this question 

students will have the opportunity to explore options and strategies 

that create miscues. 

The reader answers the questions based on their retrospection 

about the miscue. Then the miscue is open for discussion. In this 

way the eRMA sessions create an opportunity for the reader to 

discover information about the strategies they use when reading 

and an opportunity for the others in the group to look at an actual 

reading sample and explore it from a process perspective. 

Students ask the questions and discuss the responses. 

Questions three and four are worded specifically to avoid the word 
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correct so there is no underlying tone suggesting the text has 

preference over the student's miscue. After the reader discusses 

possible reasons for their miscue, students engage in an open 

discussion about reading and the effectiveness of the miscue. 

The number of miscues the students address depends on the 

discussions the miscues generate. Students did not complete a 

eRMA of the whole text. Time would not allow for the discussion of 

every miscue. The purpose of the collaboration is for the students 

to discuss and look at the process of reading, analyzing their own 

strategies and beliefs about reading and at the same time have the 

opportunity to observe others in the process of reading. They do not 

have to discuss every miscue to accomplish this. 

I join the group 10 minutes before the end of the session and 

answer any questions that are generated during the discussion. We 

discuss any issues that come and then write in our journals any 

thoughts, questions or reactions we have about the sessions or the 

readings. 

Descriptive data is gathered from the transcripts of the 

collaborative retrospective miscue sessions. Specifically, tape

recorded collaborative retrospective miscue analysis sessions are 

carefully listened to and analyzed for evidence of students' 

changing perceptions about the reading process and the strategies 

they use when reading. Those segments of the tape that document 

evidence regarding (a) students' attitudes about the quality and 

quantity of miscues they make; (b) how students relate miscues to 
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comprehension; (c) whether students develop and/or modify their 

personal models of the reading process and (d) how collaboration 

facilitates shifts in reading strategies and perceptions about 

reading. 

Questions four and five are answered from data gathered 

during the collaborative retrospective miscue analysis sessions: 

Question 4. What is revealed about a student's perception of 

the reading process when engaged in a collaborative discussion 

about miscues during retrospective miscue analysis sessions? 

Question 5. What is revealed about a student's perception of 

reading miscues and strategies when engaged in collaborative 

discussions evaluating their own reading miscues and those of their 

peers during collaborative retrospective miscue analysis sessions. 

Terry's Collaborative Retrospective Miscue Analysis Session 

Terry reads the story Mrs, Gorf. Terry produces a thorough 

retelling showing understanding of the story and the significance of 

the janitor eating the apple at the end of the story. 

During the retelling Terry receives some unsolicited 

responses from the group. Terry recalls " ... so he left and then ... let's 

see ... " One can hear Kirb whispering in the background, "She could 

go home ... " Terry says, "Oh yeah, she didn't have to walk up 30 

flights of stairs anymore," and continues her retelling. Later on 

during the retelling Jose whispers "turn" to her to remind her to say 

that Mrs. Gorf was going to turn them into apples. At the end of the 



retelling Terry says, "And that's all." Jose isn't satisfied, 

evaluating her retelling stating, "Ate her. You should say, first 

turned into an apple, he came in and was hungry so he ate her." 
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This whispering and covert support is significant because this 

research is based on the assumption that adolescent students have a 

natural penchant for wanting to help their peers. They all want 

Terry to do well. This support base continually grows throughout 

the collaborative sessions. 

After Terry's reading and retelling, the students begin the 

CRMA session. Jose is following along diligently as shown in the 

video. He hears the first miscue but Carolyn tells him to wait until 

they are farther along in the text. 

Miscue line: 1214 
my class 

"I do not allow crying in the classroom," said Mrs. Gorf. 

This miscue is a good example of Terry's strength as a reader. 

Unfortunately it seems the response form helps confuse the issue 

rather than help students clarify the situation. Terry did 

understand that it was a good miscue that does not need to be 

corrected because it "means the same thing." Carolyn's concern that 

they keep answering the same response influences the group to 

respond that the miscue doesn't help the understanding of the story 

even though they recognize that the miscue means the same thing. 

When Terry starts to write the reason for the miscue, stating "It's 



218 

the same thing," Carolyn admonishes her saying" You can't keep 

writing that." This miscue is an excellent example of Terry's 

effective use of her predicting strategy when reading which Kirb 

recognizes. Terry does not acknowledge Kirb's suggestion that she 

is predicting but writes "Because I saw class and not room on her 

response form." They continue on to the next miscue. 

It is interesting to note that in the very first session they 

start to qualify the miscues they should discuss. They do not want 

to discuss miscues that they feel make sense or are corrected. This 

is a surprise because I assume they will go right through the 

reading and discuss every miscue they hear. They pick and choose 

miscues throughout the CRMA sessions based on whether it makes 

sense or not. At times they discuss a miscue just because they like 

the miscue. Throughout the sessions different students try to 

influence the others into doing a particular miscue or skipping a 

miscue. 

Miscue line: 1224 
c 
did 

They didn't know where their children were. 

Carolyn stops the tape. 

Kirb: That's not a miscue. I call it. 

Terry: But I corrected myself. 

Carolyn: So. 
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Kirb does not want to discuss the miscue .dkLfor didn't 

because Terry self corrects it. He continues the tape and hears the 

next miscue which is an insertion of 1o.a., into the phrase was late. 

He states that it is too late to discuss the previous miscue and they 

must go on. The students agree to go on. 

Miscue: Line: 1226 
c 
too 

The next day Kathy was 1\ late for school. 

Terry says that she should have corrected the miscue because 

it would have sounded funny if she had left it. No one disputes this 

claim, even though too late does not alter the meaning of the text in 

any significant way. At this point the students are still trying to 

figure out what they are doing. They continually ask each other 

questions about the miscue and about the answer sheet, struggling 

with the notion that manipulating the text is acceptable if it makes 

sense in the story. Terry is jubilant that she corrected the miscue. 

This goes along with Terry's earlier contention that good readers 

"mess up sometimes but they catch it." When Kirb asks her if she 

should have changed it she stops in her tracks. "Yes. What do you 

mean do I think I should have changed it?" She and Jose both decide 

that she should have changed it. This is logical since Jose thinks 

good readers read "perfect" and Terry thinks "Good readers mess up 

sometimes but they catch it." Kirb intervenes and asks if the 
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miscue helped her understand the story. Terry states that the 

miscue helped her understand the story, but then says "No, it didn't 

make sense." 

The confusion here is related to question number five on the 

worksheet. The questions states: Did the miscue help or not help 

your understanding of the text? The students continually had 

trouble with this question, not quite sure what is being asked. 

They have a hard time with the concept that their miscue can be 

good if it is different than the text. Discussion of this question 

needs to be explored to clarify it for the students. 

When I notice they are having trouble with the question I think 

about taking the question out, but I decided to leave it in and see 

what they do with it. We discuss the question and I ask them to 

circle .b.W.Q. or not help and then just to answer that question to help 

with clarification. 

Forty minutes into the session Terry is tired and seems to be 

getting sensitive about her reading. Terry counts in Spanish. She 

bets Jose he can't say her name in Spanish. He does. Kirb remarks 

that its a long name and calls it Terry's Spanish class. 

They continue until Jose hears a miscue. They decide not to 

discuss it. It is fascinating that from the very first eRMA session 

the students start to pick and choose which miscues they think are 

worth discussing. In this session students complete a reading, a 

retelling and discover four miscues, opting to discuss only two of 
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them. They often replay the tape in an attempt to reach a consensus 

while answering the questions. 

Students are feeling each other out, trying to establish their 

role in the group. At one point the negative comments start to fly. 

I am surprised they can make the comments, laugh it off and 

continue with the discussion about miscues. 

Kirb: The next day Cathy was late. Do you spell it with a C? 

Carolyn: No. Yeah. 

Kirb: It's with a "K". 

Carolyn: Sorrryyyy!!! 

Kirb: You are if you want to be. 

Terry: Shut up you guys. 

Carolyn: What line was it on 1-2-2-6. 

Jose: In your face. 

Kirb: Yeah. Shut up. 

Jose: Does the miscue make sense? 

Terry: Yes: 

Jose: Why? 

The students continue on with their miscue discussion. 

Shortly after that I return to finish off the session. 

When I return Kirb yells out, " She called Mrs. Gorf, Mrs. Goof. 

Terry responds, "But I caught it. I caught it!" "Yes," he replies, "the 

third time." We then discuss why substituting Mrs. Goof for Mrs. 

Gorf, a proper noun for a proper noun, was an excellent miscue 
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showing Terry's strength as a reader. We close with writing in our 

journals. 

The next day the students continue the eRMA session on 

Terry's reading of Mrs: Gorf. The pattern discussed earlier 

continues. Students select miscues they want to discuss. I wonder 

if I should intervene since the miscues they are passing up were 

high quality miscues. I choose not to intervene. The purpose of the 

eRMA study is to see what happens when students sit and discuss 

reading in a collaborative group. If I continually readjusted the 

format every time I note something that I didn't anticipate I would 

simply be trying to recreate what I expected to happen. That is not 

the purpose of the study. The eRMA sessions creates an opportunity 

for students to look at their own reading strategies and those of 

their peers in an information gathering mode. The sessions provide 

the opportunity to see what real readers do when reading and to 

recognize for themselves what effective strategies readers use. 

The students are discussing and analyzing these miscues in a 

qualitative way recognizing that these miscues made sense. Terry 

notes her self correcting strategies. I decide not to intervene, but 

continue to be there to answer and support questions the students 

have in relation to the sessions. 

The next three miscues they hear, but decide not to discuss. 

Two of these miscues are self corrected miscues so they decide to 

continue. The other one is an omission that is optional in 

understanding the story. 



Miscue line: 1224 
c 
did "ohh" 

Her parents were very worried. They didn't know. 

Kirb: Is that a miscue? 

Terry: I didn't hear that one. 

Kirb: You said "They did", 'oh' They didn't." 

(They continue deciding not to do that miscue.) 

Miscue line:1230 
omitted 

Mrs. Gorf wiggles her ears - first her right * one * then 
her left. 

Jose: Skipped one. 

Terry: Which one? No I didn't. I said Mrs. Gorf wiggles ... 

Carolyn: You forgot one. Right there. 

Terry: Oh. Okay. 
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They continue listening to the tape, deciding not to do that one 

either. 

Miscue line: 1308 
c 
her 

Mrs. Gorf picked 1\ up the apple from the floor and put it on 
the desk 

Terry: Mrs. Gorf picked her up. 



Carolyn: Stop it. 

Terry: I say Mrs. Gorf picked her up and then Mrs. Gorf 
picked up the apple. 

Kirb: Well it still meant the same thing. 

They choose not to discuss the miscue because Terry 

corrected it and so it means the same thing 
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The next miscue they choose to discuss is a substitution 

miscue wake for w..alIi. They discuss this even though Terry self 

corrects the miscue. This miscue has high graphophonic and sound 

similarity but it does not facilitate meaning construction for the 

reader. Syntactically it is acceptable. 

Miscue line: 1331 
c 

wake "oh" 
won't have to walk up thirty flights of stairs ever again. 

Carolyn teases Terry and says she is going to write down on 

the response form that she is thinking of Doug. The students are 

interacting on a more personal level the more they get to know each 

other. Terry doesn't think it is so funny so Carolyn rescinds her 

suggestion saying that she won't put that down. 

Terry: Tell me how wake up sounds like thinking of Doug? 

Carolyn: No. This one. She said put down crazy ideas. I'm 
not going to put that. 

Terry: Put because I'm weird. 

Terry states she made the miscue because, "the two words 

look alike." She comments that her miscue didn't sound right. Then 
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she asks the group for help in answering question number five. "Why 

didn't it help guys?" Carolyn coines to her aid commenting that 

wake up is different that walk up. 

In the next miscue Terry recognizes her use of predicting 

strategies. When she hears the miscue on tape she responds 

enthusiastically, "I was expecting to hear that!" This is significant 

beca"use Terry is starting to trust herself as a reader, opening up 

options for miscues. Previously in her substitution of class for 

classroom she rejected Kirb's notion that she miscued because she 

was predicting and wrote on the form that she saw class and not 

room. In the very next session she states that she expected to see 

something different than what was in the text and therefore she 

miscued. This is significant and provides the rationale for the 

CRMA sessions. The reader shares what is going on in their head 

when they miscue. Others can look at miscues and draw 

conclusions based on language and patterns, but in CRMA, 

empowerment comes to the reader with understanding and knowing, 

recognizing ones own strategies and strength as a reader. 

Miscue line:1411 
c 

omitted 
"All right", said Maurecia, "let's go· get· Louis." 

Terry: I was expecting to hear that! 

They continue to listen to the tape without stopping at that 

miscue. Terry suggests they get the journals and write in them. 



The students have a hard time concentrating discussing only one 

miscue. They don't say anything to me about skipping miscues. 
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All students are excited about Valentine's Day which probably 

accounts for their trouble with concentrating. The group is bonding 

nicely. They are making jokes, sharing food, teasing and showing 

concern for each other's feelings. This is only the second session. 

They have incorporated words like weakness, strength, miscues, 

self correcting, making sense and predicting into the discussion in a 

natural way. Terry was happy throughout the session often singing 

when they were listening to the tape. This could be related to the 

carnation that was delivered to Terry from her boyfriend during the 

session. 

Carolyn's Collaboratiye Retrospectiye Miscue Analysis Session 

The next week we assemble to start the next CRMA session. 

Carolyn volunteers to read this time. I choose the text Jumanji 

because the text has a creative story line with a humorous twist 

and message at the end. 

Jose, anxious to start, tells her to start reading. This is 

advice that Carolyn does not appreciate. Most likely she is trying to 

figure out the name of the book because she asks me if she has to 

read the title. I respond that she should do whatever she does when 

she is reading alone. She opts to omit the title. 

Carolyn begins reading and I leave the students to work alone. 

Carolyn finishes reading and provides a retelling. She recites a list 
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of all the events that happens as Peter and Judy play Jumanji. She 

states that Judy got there first and "said the name of the game and 

everything cleared away." Terry replays the tape and they begin the 

CRMA. They are listening to the tape and Terry stops the tape .. 

Nobody says anything then Carolyn responds. 

Miscua: line 302 
c 

couldn't 
The children could see their breath like steam. 

Carolyn: I corrected myself. 

Kirb: So. 

Terry: You guys want to do that one? 

Jose: No. 

Kirb: No. Next. 

Terry continues the ·tape and Jose, ever vigilant hears the next 

miscue. They decide to do the miscue on handling, 

Miscue: line 308 
Handling 

"It's a game", said Peter. Handing her the box. 

Jose: Handling. You said handling. 

Carolyn: I said hindling instead of handling? 

Jose: Handing. You said handling instead of handing. 

Carolyn is annoyed at his exuberance over finding the miscue 

and states, "Okay. You'll be next week." It is interesting that the 

least proficient reader is the one who dutifully follows along with 
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the tape and pounces every time he hears a miscue. I don't believe 

Jose is meaning to be negative. Rather he is successful in this 

activity of following along and listening to the tape. The attention 

he is putting to the task is in and of itself a learning experience for 

him. He is reading text that he most likely would have a hard time 

reading alone. When Carolyn corners him saying he has to read 

next. He responds with, "All right well." The students tease him 

saying he can't back out because it is on tape. 

Jose: A" right we". 

Terry: She has it on tape now. 

Carolyn: What did I say? 

Kirb: It's doesn't make sense. Handling. 

Terry: Hold on. 

Carolyn: In what way does it make sense. It doesn't make 
sense. You can't handling something when you want to hand 
something. 

Kirb: You can't handle a box to someone. 

Jose: The next one is no, hun? You should have changed it 
because it didn't make sense. 

Carolyn: "In what way did the miscue help or not help you?" 

Jose: Help "YOUR" understanding ... 

Carolyn: Did it help. Wait. 

Terry: Did it help you understand the book. 

Carolyn: No. 

Jose: It didn't help your understanding because ... 

Carolyn: Because I was reading too fast. 
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Interesting events occur in this discussion. First there is the 

interchange between Carolyn and Jose where Jose ends up 

volunteering to read for the next CRMA. They then go back to the 

miscue discussion. There is discussion and consensus among the 

group. Kirb says it doesn't make sense and Terry says, "Hold on," 

while she repeats the miscue to herself. Then Carolyn agrees, it 

doesn't make sense and Jose agrees. They then discuss why the 

miscue doesn't makes sense, Kirb and Carolyn both state that you 

can't handle a box. During this discussion they aren't just 

answering questions but they are trying to understand the miscue 

for themselves and then help the others to understand the 

questions. When Carolyn asks if she corrected the miscue Jose 

says, "No, hun? You should have changed it because it didn't make 

sense." Jose is taking a risk here. He rarely verbalizes an answer. 

Usually he waits for someone else to answer and then he agrees 

with them. In this case he answers his own question. 

When Carolyn tries to ask the group the question "In what way 

did the miscue help you or not help you?" Jose corrects her, 

suggesting that she is supposed to answer that question. Carolyn 

becomes confused and Terry helps her by changing the question. "Did 

it help you understand the book?" 

Finally Carolyn states that she made the miscue because she 

was reading too fast. 

They discuss two miscues during this session. This was a 

longer story so they had less time to discuss miscues. Additionally 
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their discussions are getting longer and more involved leaving less 

time for miscues. 

When I return, we discuss how the session went. I ask if they 

had any problems and the students keep laughing as they respond, 

"No." 

Res.: How come you keep laughing? 

Carolyn: Because I couldn't say volcano. 

Terry: You know you know the word and you are trying to 
say it ... you are trying to say like wiggling and you kept 
saying like waggling, 

Jose: You had like ten tries. 

Res.: Did you finally get it? 

Carolyn: No. 

Res.: Did you know what it was? 

Carolyn: Yes. I just couldn't say it. I couldn't pronounce it. 
It wouldn't come out. I just couldn't say it. 

Jose: You got it. 

Some miscues were just fun for the students. They enjoyed 

listening to them, discussing them and relating it to their 

experiences. The students are doing this in a supportive way. When 

Carolyn says she didn't get the word volcano. Jose responds that 

she did get the word. This miscue adds a whole new dimension on 

the discussion of miscues. Carolyn knows the word, she even 

pronounces it earlier in the text, but she just couldn't get it out. 

We then discuss about the reasons they came up with for the 

miscues. The discussion centers around the issue of reading speed. 



231 

This issue keeps coming up because two of the students think that a 

reader miscues because they read too fast and two of the students 

think that a reader miscues because they read too slow. 

Jose: She was reading too fast and she was thinking of Javier. 

Res.: Is reading too fast a good thing or a bad thing? 

Jose: A bad thing. 

Res: Why? 

Kirb: A good thing. 

Terry: Good. 

Jose: Cause you don't get the words. 

Carolyn: You don't read every word. 

Jose: Yeah. You read too fast. 

Carolyn: You don't get the meaning of the story. 

Jose: You are like scanning. 

Res.: Why do you say it is a good thing? 

Terry: I don't know. 

Res.: You have no idea why you think that? 

Terry: It's good cause when they get older and are working 
like as a secretary or something they can read faster. 

Res: Good point, Carolyn what do you think? 

Carolyn: It's a good thing because everybody doesn't read 
every word and you want to get to know what the story 
was because it is early in the story. 

Again Carolyn is contradictory, first stating that reading fast 

is a bad thing because you don't get the meaning of the story. Then 

she turns around and states it's a good thing because everybody 
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doesn't read every word and you want to know what the story is 

about. Carolyn seems to be grappling with this concept, in a state 

of disequalibrium, not sure what she thinks and perhaps looking for 

the correct answer. 

The next day the students continue with the eRMA with 

Carolyn's reading of Jumanjj. When I ask at the beginning of the 

second session if they have any questions, Carolyn asks about the 

name of the book. 

Res.: Do you have any questions? 

Carolyn: No. Except how do you pronounce the name of the 
book? 

Jose: Gemini. No? 

Res.: Jumanji is one way. 

Terry: Ummp. There's another miscue! 

Carolyn: Gemini. 

Terry: Jamaica? 

Res.: There you go. Someone pronounced it Jumanju. So 
who knows. It's any way you pronounce it. 

Carolyn: Good then I was right. 

Res.: Right. Especially when you are talking about names. 

When I leave they immediately get down to work. Jose starts 

the tape. 

Jose: What page are we on? 

Terry: Let's rewind the tape. 

Carolyn: I know where we are. See. It's right there. 



233 

Jose is continually reading along with the tape. At times you 

can hear him subvocalizing with the reader. Jose hears another 

miscue but the group decides to leave it since it means the same 

thing. They continue until Terry stops the tape. 

Carolyn: What did I do? 

No one says anything, they just replay the tape . 

Miscue line: 309 
"Jeminia" 
"Jumanji," Judy read from the box, "A Jungle Adventure 
Game." 

Terry: Should we do that one? 

Carolyn: What! What did I do? 

Jose: What Gemini? 

Terry: Yeah. 

Carolyn: No, because Ms., she said ... 

Jose: No because there is a bunch of ways you could say it. 

Carolyn: Yeahl 

Terry: All right. 

Terry starts the tape again. 

Here the students are directly applying the substitution 

concept we discussed earlier in the session. It is significant that 

Jose is the one to provide the rationale in his own words, "No 

because there are a bunch of ways to say it." He is allowing some 

flexibility in the application of reading strategies. Previously he 

commented that good readers read perfectly and know all the words. 
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These distinctions begin to document change in the perspective or 

beliefs of the students. Information and experience merge to create 

new understandings. 

In the next miscue discussion the students get into the fine 

point of semantics disagreeing that taping something" to the bottom 

of the box" and taping something "into the bottom of the box" mean 

the same thing. Finally they all come to an agreement after a 

demonstration by Terry and clarification by Kirb that they do indeed 

mean different things. The power of these discussions come from 

the depths the students go to explain their interpretations. Jose 

ends the discussion on a humorous note confounding the discussion 

by substituting an aUdio-tape for the adhesive tape that is actually 

discussed in the story. 

Miscue line 311 
into 

"Look", said Peter, pointing to a note taped to the bottom 
of the box. 

Jose: Into the box. 

Terry: Into the 

Kirb: What was it? 

Terry: Into the bottom of the box instead of to the. 

Carolyn: What did I say? 

Terry: Into instead of to the. We have to write down the 
number of the sentence. 

Jose: Pointing to a note taped to, she said In.1Q. hun? 



Carolyn: I know I did. 

Terry: Yes. 

Carolyn: Did I correct myself? 

(Students listen to the tape.) 

Carolyn: I corrected myself 

Terry: No you didn't. 

Jose: No you didn't. 

Carolyn: Watch J'II show you. 

(Carolyn rewinds tape) 

Joe: You rewinded it too much. 

Carolyn: I didn't. 

Terry: Did this miscue make sense? 

Carolyn: No. 

Jose: Yes. 

Terry: Yes. 

Jose: No. 

Kirb: No, it doesn't. 

Terry: Yes it does. Into the box. 

Carolyn: No it doesn't. 

Kirb: You are right. Into the box. 

Jose: Into the bottom. 

Kirb: I knew that. 

Jose: In what way doesn't it make sense? 

Carolyn: It doesn't make sense. 

Jose: It doesn't make sense. It does make sensei 
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Carolyn: It doesn't make sense. 

Jose: Hummph. 

Carolyn: Why don't you just circle the word. It doesn't 
make sense because taped jnto the bottom of the box 
doesn't sound like taped to the bottom of the box. 

Kirb: You taped something into something. It doesn't sound 
right. 

Jose: Cause taped into doesn't sound right? 

Terry: Yes. You can tape something into something. Look, 
I'm putting, taping this into my right hand. 

Kirb: INTO??? 

Carolyn: Look. 

Jose: A tape, a tape. (audio tape) Just kidding. 

(Laughing) 

They all go back to listening to the tape. 

Carolyn: To the bottom of the box. Shouldn't it be the 
bottom of the box. You can't tape something into ... 

Terry: Okay You can't tape something into something. 

Terry: Do you think you should have changed it? 

Carolyn: Yes, because it didn't make sense .. 
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This literacy event became a very technical discussion. This 

discussion is one of the first real debates they have about a miscue. 

They argue back and forth and finally come to a consensus. 

Terry starts playing the tape. The other three students 

continue talking but they hear the miscue. This miscue discussion 

demonstrates the learning that occurs on many levels when 
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students get together and talk about language. Additionally Kirb's 

sense of humor comes through when he states the reason for the 

miscue is that Carolyn is dyslexic. All laugh, recognizing the 

absurdity of this comment. 

Miscue line: 313 
c 

S.P. 
P.S. Read instructions carefully. 

Terry: S.P. You said S.P. Reading instruction. I heard that. 

Carolyn: (Laughs) I know. 

Jose: Oh, yeah. 

Terry: She thought she was going to slide by. (Laughing) 

Kirb: Script post! 

Jose: She corrected it after a little while. 

Terry: What does that stand for anyway? 

Kirb: Post script. 

Jose: P.S. 

Kirb: Like after a script and you want to add something 
after it, that's a post. 

Carolyn: I corrected myself later on. 

Kirb: So. It's still a miscue. 

Carolyn: Soorrryyy! 

Terry: Are we doing this miscue? 

(All agree to do it) 

Jose: Does the miscue make sense? 



Terry: S.P. guys did you hear that? 

Carolyn: Yes I did cause I remember. Jose corrected me 
and I went back and I said it. 

Jose: Does it make sense? Yeah. 

Terry: No. It doesn't because there is no such word as S.P. 

Carolyn: Did you change it. Yes. 

Jose: No. 

Carolyn: Yes I did. 

Jose: Why did you make this miscue? 

Terry: Predicting. 

Kirb: She was dyslexic. (All the students laugh.) 

Jose: How do you spell predicting? 
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Students are now very comfortable with each other. They are 

comfortable taking risks, asking questions, disagreeing and even 

admonishing each other to "sh" when they are trying to answer the 

questions. 

In the following miscue the word that Carolyn substitutes is 

more acceptable to the students than the author's original word. 

This point gets lost in the discussion about why she miscued. 

Carolyn makes three attempts for colored.) 

Miscue line 503 
There was a board that unfolded, revealing a path of 
colorful 
caa 
ca, 
colored squares. 



Jose: How do you say .. Oh, sorry .. ca, caa, colorful. 

Terry: She said colorful. 

Kirb: It means the same thing. 

Carolyn: Did the miscue make sense? Yes it does. 

Terry: Hold on, you are going too fast. 

Jose: Yeah. She said colorful. Did it make sense. Yes. 

Terry: Yes. 

Carolyn: I didn't correct myself because colorful is like 
colored. 

Kirb: Did it help you? 

Terry: Colorful is like colored. Colorful is better than 
colored. 

Kirb: Did you change it? 

Carolyn: Did I Change it? No because colorful made sense. 

Terry: Do you think you should have changed it? 

Carolyn: Let me think. No. 

Kirb: In what way did your miscue help or not help your 
understanding of the story. 

Carolyn: It helped because it is the same thing. Why do I 
think I made this miscue? I was reading too fast and my 
eyes saw color before my head did. 

Jose: Make it short. 

Carolyn: Eyes before head. 

Jose: Eyes before brain. Okay, well head. Eyes before 
head??? 

Carolyn: My eyes saw it but my brain wasn't thinking. 
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Kirb: Neither was your head. 

Jose: Eyes saw, brain dead. 

Kirb: Whose brain dead? 

Terry: You guys what if they are doing this just to send 
these tapes home to our mothers to show them how we 
act? 

Everyone laughs and they continue the tape. 
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It is interesting that all agree this is a good miscue; one that 

makes sense and doesn't need to be corrected. Then they go into a 

discussion about eyes and the brain not seeing colored. This is an 

insightful issue. The discussion goes from a metalinguistic 

discussions into the realm of metacognition. Do we see with our 

eyes or our brain? Jose still is hesitant to make a decision based 

on his own thinking, double checking with the other students in the 

group. He asks "It does, it doesn't? It does make sense?" 

When I return to the group toward the end of the session Terry 

wants to do the yolcanQ miscue so we fast forward the tape to do it 

before the end of the session. All four students express a desire to 

do this miscue. 

Miscue line: 2507 
c 
vacan 
voacana 
volcanna 
volcan 
voc "blaahh" 

"We had a flood, a stampede, a volcano. I got sleeping 
sickness and--." 



Res.: Okay. What's going on with that one. 

Carolyn: I have no idea. it just wouldn't come out. 

Jose: Whooooa. We have to put all her attempts? 

Res.: Yes. Let's count. 

Res.: It looks like you were trying to sound out the word 
but I know you know that word because you already said it 
earlier in the text. 

241 

We discuss whether the word makes sense and they agree that 

volcan does not make sense. Jose makes the point that Carolyn 

sounded it out, "but that didn't help." This is an interesting point 

for Jose to recognize since sounding out is the strategy that he 

acknowledges most when reading. 

Kirb thinks that she miscued because she was hyper. Carolyn 

says it is because she is rushing the story. The students enjoy this 

miscue because it is pure fun listening to the tape. Often 

throughout the miscue sessions they will refer to this miscue 

stating; here is another yolcano miscue whenever someone had 

trouble saying a word. This miscue is a good one for discussion 

because it involves a word that Carolyn did know. She read the 

word earlier in the text. For some reason she couldn't pronounce 

volcano. It opens the students awareness that there is more to 

reading than just sounding out words. 

The students discuss six miscues today. They also have two 

intense discussion and debates about the miscues. The quality of 

the miscue discussions improves dramatically since the first 
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session. The discussions are longer, more involved and more 

attention is focused on each other rather than the response form. 

The students are beginning to question the authors and the text and 

looking beyond the words on the page for miscue rationale. By this I 

mean they know that Carolyn knows the word volcano so there must 

be another reason for the miscue, and Carolyn's choice of colorful 

sounds better to their ear than the author's choice of colored so 

they recognize that as a qualitatively good miscue. Their interest 

has been piqued about the things they do when reading. They are 

beginning to question and recognize their own reading strategies. 

Third Collaborative Retrospective Miscue Analysis Session 

Jose is the volunteer reader for the third CRMA session. I 

chose the text Pedro and Piablo, a text with some Spanish that 

reflects his bilingual strength. 

Jose completes a very through retelling including all the 

important aspects of the story. He reports the humorous 

misunderstanding between Pedro and Diablo who think St. Peter and 

the Devil are dividing up their souls. 

Carolyn and Terry ask very specific recall questions after his 

retelling. He answers them and then they decide to continue with 

the CRMA session. 

Terry: Where were they at when they were separating the 
souls? 

Jose: At the cemetery. Right? 



Carolyn: Why did they call him EI Diablo? 

Jose: Because he would always get people in trouble and 
that is what they would call him because he is a 
troublemaker. Right? 

Terry: How old was he when they started calling him EI 
Diablo? 

Jose: Seven or eight. 

Carolyn: No more questions. 

Jose: Okay. 

Terry: Okay. 
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Jose's insecurities are evident in the way he continually 

asks, "Right?" after he answers each question. He seems to need the 

assurance form the others. He is very uncomfortable reading out 

loud in the CRMA session. 

In listening to the taped reading of Pedro and Diablo Jose 

hears mischery for mischievous and says: "Did I miscue?" The 

students decide that it is too early in the reading to do the miscue 

so they continue. 

Terry discovers the next miscue. A mispronunciation of Pedro 

where Jose says Fredro. Carolyn and Terry replay tape for Jose to 

hear and then continue the tape. Terry is still not convinced 

stating, "We should have done the one on Fredro." 

In the following miscue Joe substitutes gummy for gunny 

Half way through the discussion I return to finish the session. 



Miscue: line 204 
gummy 

That night the two friends got a big gunny sack and crept 
into Old Man Martinez' yard. 

Jose: Did I correct myself? 

Carolyn: No. I think you did. Wait. 

Jose: Nope, I don't think so. 

(Students listen to tape again) 

Carolyn: You said gummY,hun? 

Terry: Did your miscue make sense? 

Carolyn: No. 

Jose: I was too fast. Did it make sense? Yeah, no. 

Carolyn: A gummy sack? 

Jose: In what way does it. In what way doesn't it make 
sense? It doesn't because there is no such thing as a 
gummy sack? 

Terry: I don't know. You are the one who said it. 

Carolyn: Gummies are the things you eat. 

Jose: Okay. There is no such thing. 
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Terry: Did it help or not help your understanding of the text? 

Jose: It didn't help. 

Carolyn: Why? 

Terry: But did you know it was a gunny sack? I mean did 
you know what it was? 

Jose: Did I know what it was? 

Terry: Did you know what kind of bag it was? 



Jose: A gunny sack? 

Terry: In that case it didn't help. 

Res.: Did you have any idea when you read that what you 
were talking about? 

Jose: I knew it was just a bag. 

Res.: Okay so did that mess up the meaning of the story? 

Jsoe: No. 

Res.: I think what Terry is trying to get at is that if you 
know what they are taking about, a bag, even though you 
said gummy then your miscue didn't hurt the meaning of 
the story. 

Jose: Yeah. 

Carolyn: Why do you think you made this miscue? 

Jose: Two n's put together looked like an m. Wasn't 
reading carefully or looking at the letters carefully. 

Res.: Could you get the meaning from the story? 

Jose: Yeah, cause after, it said sack. 
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Terry's strength as a reader comes out in this discussion. Her 

comments are always focused on meaning and what the reader is 

understanding. She tries to help Jose understand that the question 

is about whether he knew what the author was talking about, not 

just whether he miscued or not. We end the session with a 

discussion about the quality of miscues. If the reader understands 

the story then it is a high quality miscue, if they lose meaning then 

it is not a high quality miscue and the reader may self correct. 
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The students complete two miscue discussions after Jose 

reads Pedro and Diablo and gives a retelling of the story. They skip 

two miscues by their own choice. One because it is to early in the 

text and the other one because they decide it is only a 

mispronunciation of Pedro. 

The next day the students get together again to finish the 

CRMA session on Jose's reading of pedro and Diablo. In the 

following discussion Jose is confident enough to make his opinion, 

and his voice be heard. This is a rare occurrence. He is aware of 

the quality of miscues. If a miscue doesn't make sense you correct 

it. Often times in previous discussions, Jose would be asking the 

other students if miscues made sense. 

Miscue line: 204 
c c 

They'll stack onto 
They filled the sack with apples then slipped back out into 
the road. 

Terry: Does the miscue make sense? 

Jose: They filled the stack with apples? 
It doesn't because you can't fill a stack of apples. Did I 
correct myself? Yeah, hun? 

Terry & Carolyn: Yes. 

Jose : Did I need to change it? 

Carolyn: Yes. 

Terry: No. 

Jose: Hold on. 



Terry: Yes. Hold on .... Yes, he should have changed it. 

Jose: Cause it didn't make sense. 
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In this discussion Jose says, "Hold on," and repeats the 

miscue to himself then he says, "It didn't make sense." He is 

thinking about what makes sense to him, rather than asking others 

in the group for their responses. 

The next miscue discussion involves an intense dialogue 

concerning dialect. This miscue is good for Jose because it requires 

Jose to take a stand. He is the only one who knows what he means. 

In the beginning he can't even hear the miscue. The discussion is 

somewhat confusing because it also includes the next miscue which 

has the same dialect problem, w.e.U. for w.e11.. 

Miscue: line 208 
Well 

Pedro whispered, "We'll have to find some place to divide 
these apples up." 

Terry: Well go to the ... see? 

(Terry is referring to the next miscue which is the exact same 

word, w.e.1l. for we'll. She is agreeing with Kirb that it's just the 

way he says it.) 

Jose: Where was it? 

Kirb: It's just how he said it. 

(Students listen again) 

Jose: We'll 

Carolyn: He said w.WJ. go to the instead of we'll go to the. 



Kirb: He meant ~ 

Carolyn: But he said...wall. 

Terry: He said Ylii1J. instead of we'll 

Jose: We'll. 

Carolyn: What was it again? 

Jose: We'll, 

Kirb: It's not a miscue. It's not even a miscuel 

Carolyn: Look. She said we have to debate about these 
things. You are wrong. Three out of four. 

Kirb: I don't want to do this one. I call it. 

Jose: You call? 

Kirb: I call. I don't have to do this one. 

Carolyn: Yes you do. 

Kirb: No. 

Carolyn: Why don't you have to do this one 

Kirb: It's not a miscue! 

Carolyn: Yes it is! 

Kirb: No it's not. Watch, listen to both of them. He says 
w.el.l both times. 

Jose: ~ 

Kirb: I know but listen to the next one too. 

(Students continue tape.) 

Kirb: We aren't going to do it. 

Carolyn: Why not? 

Kirb: Cause it's not a miscue! 
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Carolyn: w.e.u go to the, ~, well". 

Jose: We'll go to the .. Oh, well, let's do it dudes. 

Terry: We are doing 211. 

Carolyn: This one is on 208. 

Terry: We are doing the one on 211. 

Miscue line 211 
Well 
We'll go to the camposanto, to the graveyard. 

Carolyn: This one he said ~ too? 

Terry: No. He said I know ~. 

Kirb: He said I know ~ go to ... 

Carolyn: Maybe he says that all the time like that... 

Jose: I do! 

Kirb: See. That's what I was saying. It wasn't a miscue. 

Jose: We shouldn't do it, no? 

Kirb: No. 

Carolyn: Erase. I didn't write a lot. 

(All decide to leave miscue). 
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Kirb is adamant that this is not a miscue. Jose is listening to 

the discussion in a interested fashion, letting them argue about the 

miscue and finally says. "That is how I say it!" They all hear what 

he says and agree to go on to the next miscue. 

The adolescent nature of the discussion is apparent in Kirb's 

assertion that they aren't going to do the miscue because he "calls 

it." This seems to confuse Jose a little. Carolyn is equally adamant 
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that they should do the miscue. Finally she comes to the same 

conclusion that Kirb has been asserting all along, "Maybe he says 

that all the time like that." 

It is a wonderful discussion, giving Jose the limelight. 

Whatever he says goes. No one can tell him the answer although 

they do a great job trying. The quality and tone of the discussion 

group is going well. This is reflected in the way they attempt to 

make the others in the group see their pOint of view. 

In the next miscue Jose substitutes shawowly for shadowy 

again checks with the group before giving an answer, but Terry 

forces him to make his own decision. 

Miscue line: 215 

They went thorough the gate and walked along the low 
adobe wall that surrounded the graveyard 

c 
shawowly 

until they found a dark shadowy place right next to the 
wall. 

Carolyn: He corrected it. 

Terry: Do you think you should have changed it? 

Jose: Yes because it doesn't make sense the other way. In 
what way did the miscue help or not help our 
understanding of the text? It didn't help, right? 

Terry: I don't know. Did you understand what it meant? 

Jose: Yes. 

Terry: So it did help you. 



Jose: I know. 

Carolyn: Why did it help you? 

Jose: Cause I already knew what it was. 

Carolyn: Why do you think you made this miscue? 

Terry: Cause you couldn't pronounce it? 

Jose: Yes. What is number six. 

Terry: I don't know. You answer it for yourself. 

Jose: How do you spell pronounce? 

Carolyn: I sound it out and then put a question mark over 
it. That's what I do. 

Jose: Reading too slow hun? 

Carolyn: I know. You were trying to read every word right. 

Terry: You stoled the idea right out of my head. 

Kirb: You both stoled the idea right out of my head. I'm too 
hungry to do more. 

Jose: No more miscues. 

251 

It is significant that Jose suggests the reason for this miscue 

is that he was, "Reading too slow." All the students agree that this 

was the probable cause for the miscue. This is a shift for Jose, 

since he previously stated that good readers read perfectly and that 

when he made a miscue it was because he was reading too fast. 

When the researcher returns the students discuss the dialect 

miscue. We ask Jose to read the sentence "We'll go to the store." 

Everyone murmurs after the reading. Jose can't hear the difference. 

We discuss dialect and how that does not disrupt meaning. 



Jose: How do you say it? We'll, will. well. 

Res.: Okay. When you said this you meant we'll. 

Jose: Yes. 

Res.: Okay. Bottom line is the reader. We just ask the 
reader what he meant. That's what it is. 

Jsoe: But he (Kirb) knew what I was talking about. 

Res.: How did you know? 

Kirb: Because he said it twice in a row. 
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We end the discussion talking about self correcting. Jose 

acknowledges that he self corrects even when there isn't a meaning 

loss because he is trying to read all the words perfectly. 

Res.: Jose, Do you think you should correct every miscue? 

Jose: When it don't make sense. 

Res. : Why is it a problem if you correct yourself when they 
make sense? You had a lot of self correction when you 
didn't need to. Why do you think you did that? 

Jose: I was trying to read all the words perfect. Trying to 
say them all right. 

Res.: Do all readers read words perfectly? 

Jose: No. 

This represents a major shift in Jose's thinking about 

effective reading. 

Fourth Collaboratiye Retrospectiye Miscue Analysis Session 

During the first day Kirb reads Western Gladiators. I choose 

this story because it is interesting, contained scientific concepts 
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and vocabulary and is written from an unexpected point of view, 

the rattlesnakes. 

Kirb produces a complete retelling including the major events 

that led up to the hunt for Crotalus. He understood the significance 

of the shadow of the man over Crotalus at the end of the narrative, 

although he states that the author "left out the end." 

Kirb completes the reading and the retelling the first day and 

the students begin the CRMA discussions the following day. The 

first miscue they discuss is a substitution where Kirb predicts 

something other than what is in the text. When his substitution 

does not make sense with the rest of the sentence he self corrects 

the miscue. 

Miscue line 2324 
c 

particularly 
That particular tribe of rattlers lived there for scores of 
years. 

During the first miscue discussion Kirb defers to the group, 

"You guys check and see if I corrected it." When asked if the miscue 

makes sense, Kirb responds that it doesn't because particularly 

doesn't fit the text. 

Kirb then states that the miscue doesn't hurt the story 

because that part of the story wasn't important. Kirb is 

discriminating between the parts of the text that are imperative to 

understanding the story and superfluous information that the 

readers can get by without understanding. 



Kirb: Because that part of the story wasn't important. 

Carolyn: Why? 

Kirb: Because that part of the story wasn't important. 

Carolyn: This wasn't important. That particular tribe of 
rattlers had lived there for scores of years. 

Kirb: Did that have anything to do with the real story? 

Jose: Quiet. He's the one that answers, not you. 

Carolyn: We are debating. 

Jose: You are what? 

Carolyn: Debating. 

Terry: Disagree. 

Carolyn: What's the answer? She is going to get mad. 

Kirb: It didn't help. 

Carolyn: Why didn't it help? 

Jose: It didn't make sense. 

Terry: Did you know what the word was. 

Kirb: Yes. 

Terry: So it did help you? 

Kirb: So it did help. Fine. Then I won't read. Someone else 
read. 

Carolyn: You aren't reading. You are answering questions. 

Jose: Let's go. Come on. Because why? 

Kirb: Because I understood it. 

Carolyn: You made this miscue because you understood it? 
Kirb: Yes. No. Not that...Fine. Then you guys write what 
you want. 
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Kirb has a hard time dealing with the questions partly because 

he has a hard time acknowledging his miscues and partly because he 

is frustrated. He understands what he is saying but is not able to 

verbalize this to the rest of the group in such a way that they 

understand him. Under close scrutiny he wants to terminate. This 

is an interesting strategy since he is the most proficient reader in 

the study. He is the only student who wants to quit during the CRMA 

session He expects perfection from himself when reading and is 

vulnerable when confronted with his own miscues. 

At this point the dynamics of the group is such that they 

cajole him, and the group continues. Kirb comments twice how 

hungry and tired he is and that is why he's making miscues. In the 

next miscue Kirb substitutes a proper noun for a proper noun. We 

have discussed the acceptability of this type of miscue previously 

but the group members decide that this miscue doesn't make sense. 

Miscue line: 2407 
He achieved a distance of 50 feet for the den when a 
Soneran 
Sonoran racer snake 4 feet long and hungry came upon him. 

Terry: Okay. Go. 

Kirb: Does this miscue make sense? 

Carolyn: No. 

Kirb: Well, it's still a name. Just because I couldn't think 
of it. 
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Kirb gives up his assertion that it is still a name and says 

that it didn't make sense because there is no such thing as a 

Soneran. When asked it he thinks he should have changed it he 

replies, " Yes, because Soneran doesn't make sense." Carolyn laughs 

and Jose gets annoyed with her. The group is a close knit group 

which supports each other especially when a student is feeling 

vulnerable. 

Jose: Be quiet. What did you say Kirb? What is wrong 
with her today? I think she turned wacko. She's been in 
here too much, hun. 

Kirb: I made the miscue because I'm tired. Okay. Next miscue. 

Carolyn: I'm calm now. 

Jose: Quiet. No one is talking to you. 

This is a very different role for Jose. Usually he is quiet, 

asking questions. On the other hand, Carolyn's behavior is 

inappropriate. This may have something to do with an attraction 

between Carolyn and Kirb. Kirb and Carolyn may be developing a 

crush on each other which accounts for the intensity of Carolyn's 

questioning and Kirb's sensitivity to the miscue discussions. 

In the next miscue Kirb inserts a word which fits the text. 

Miscue line; 2424 
Giving a cry of delight the bird scissored the snake by the 
neck, shook her until she was almost lifeless, 

her 
banged A and pounded her upon the rock and then gulped her 
down. 



Carolyn: Does it make sense? Yes it does. Banged her and 
pounded her ... No it doesn't. 

Kirb: Yes it does. I said banged her and pounded her .... 

Terry: Yes. It makes sense. 

Carolyn: The answer is yes. 

Jose: No. No, he's right. 

Kirb: No, because it was a waste of my time. 

Terry: Why do you think you made this miscue? 

Kirb: Predicting. 
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Again Kirb comes up with a very logical reason for the miscue. 

When I return Kirb remark, "Today we did three miscues and we had 

trouble concentrating." Carolyn affirm this. When I ask, "How come 

you are so happy and how come you had so much trouble 

concentrating," Carolyn immediately chimes in "Kirb." This may be 

nearer to the truth than she suspects. 

The eRMA sessions provide a setting where students can 

participate in thoughtful dialogue about reading. This 

documentation shows that all the· students in the collaborative 

group understand the concept of high quality and low quality 

miscues. Based on this understanding they selectively choose the 

miscues they plan to discuss. These students discuss many 

language issues in depth, such as dialect, semantics, reading speed 

and author's selection of words. By actually observing other 

students reading, they begin to understand miscues and the role of 

the reader in constructing a meaningful text. All verbalize shifts in 
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understanding. Terry recognizes that a reader doesn't have to 

correct all miscues. Carolyn recognizes that her choice of words 

may be better than the authors and that it is acceptable for a reader 

to substitute words when reading. Jose realizes that trying to read 

each word perfectly causes him to miscue, and that sounding out the 

word doesn't always work. Kirb realizes that all readers miscue 

and that readers miscue for a variety of reasons. They all gain 

insight into the reading process based on their experiences in the 

CRMA sessions. 

Collaboratiye Retrospectiye Miscue Analysis Response Form 

The collaborative retrospective analysis worksheet is created 

to focus the discussion and to give the students the opportunity to 

report ideas and thoughts they may not have been able to verbalize 

during the discussion. The worksheet incorporates the following 

five questions and statements. 

1. Does the miscue make sense? 

2. In what way does the miscue makes sense? / In what way 

doesn't the miscue make sense? 

3. Did you change it? 

4. Why did you change it? / Why didn't you change it? 

5. I n what ways did the miscue help o( not help your 

understanding of the text? 

6. Why do you think you made this miscue? Be creative. 
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7. Each student will generate a list of possible reasons about 

why the miscue may have been made. 

Questions one and two are fairly simple and the students come 

to quick consensus on these questions. Sometimes the students 

discuss whether they think a miscue made sense or not, but 

generally all came to the same conclusions. 

In answering question three, "Did you change it?", the students 

often replayed the tape, sometimes as many as three times so all 

could hear a particular miscue they are discussing. 

Question four, " Why did/didn't you change it?" was beneficial 

in helping the students begin to explore some of the notions about 

miscues and reading. They caught on quickly that if it made sense, 

one didn't need to change the miscue. They began to realize that 

the reader does not have to reproduce the text exactly and can still 

construct a meaningful text when reading. 

Question five poses the greatest difficulty for the students. 

The question asked, "In what ways did the miscue help or not help 

your understanding of the text?" 

During one of the collaborative sessions Kirb remarks , "I 

really don't know what that question means." At one point I try to 

clarify the question to help the students understand what is being 

asked. 

Question six, " Why do you think you made this miscue? Be 

creative." was the question that provides readers with the 

opportunity to interpret their miscue. 
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Statement seven, "Each student will generate a list of 

possible reasons about why the miscue may have been made." led to 

some interesting discussions and teasing. The students included 

personal reasons for the miscues. For example the students would 

tease each other about a certain boyfriend or girlfriend, or state 

that the reader was hungry or tired. 

At times the response form seems to confuse the issue rather 

than clarify the situation. In attempting to have questions that 

would elicit responses other than yes, and no, the questions became 

complicated. Since filling out worksheets is often a school 

activity, the response form seems to reinforce the idea that they 

need to provide a specific answer. In the beginning of the sessions 

the students are preoccupied with trying to figure out what the 

correct answer is rather than getting their ideas and thoughts down 

on paper. In the following segment the students come up with good 

responses but make shifts when they have to record their responses 

on the response form. 

Miscue: line 1214 
my class 

"I do not allow crying in the classroom," said Mrs. Gorf. 

Carolyn: Do you think you should have changed it? 

Terry: No. It's the same thing. 

Carolyn: In what way did the miscue help me. 

Terry: It helped me because it's the same thing.!!! 



Carolyn: It can't be the same thing. It has to be no because 
it didn't help you. 

Jose: It didn't help you? 

Terry: Okay. No. Then it didn't help me. 

Jesus. Okay. No it didn't help then. 

Terry: Why did I think I made this miscue. 

All: Cause the same thing.(AIi laugh) 

Kirb: Cause you are predictable. 

Terry: Cause I saw class and I didn't see room and I just 
read fast. 

Carolyn: You can't keep writing that. 
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Carolyn's concern that they keep writing the same response 

influences the group to respond that the miscue didn't help the 

understanding of the story even though they recognize the miscue 

means the same thing. 

Later in the discussion Terry comes up with a creative option 

for the miscue, but doesn't write it on the paper. 

Miscue: line 1331 
wake 

I won't have to walk up thirty flights of stairs ever again. 

When Carolyn asks her, "In what way does your miscue make 

sense," she replies, "You never know. There may be a stair creature 

that you have to wake up in the morning. Instead of writing this 

creative response, she put "because wake up and walk up look the 

same and she was still asleep." 
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Response Form 

The following is a analysis of the written responses given by 

the individual students during the CRMA sessions. As listed in 

Table 9 all the students mention pragmatics and sampling as 

reasons for miscues on the response form. Three students list 

predicting as a reasons for miscues. Semantics, syntax and 

confirming strategies are also mentioned. 

The rationale that Terry's gives for the miscues she made 

while reading Mrs. Gort relates to the graphophonic and pragmatic 

cueing systems. She also writes that she made some miscues 

because she is predicting. In filling out the worksheet, the 

majority of Terry's reasons fall under the category of pragmatics. 

Those reasons relate to being hungry, tired or bored. The next 

largest category is sampling the text. Attention to graphophonic, 

predicting and confirming strategies are also mentioned. 

In writing her own miscues, Carolyn's reasons fall into three 

categories: sampling, graphophonics and predicting. In analyzing 

Carolyn's worksheet for possible reasons for the miscues of the 

other students her responses fall into four categories; sampling, 

pragmatics, graphophonic and predicting. 

In analyzing his own miscues it is not surprising that Jose 

reports he is using the graphophonic cueing system in all his own 

miscues. That is the response that he gives most frequently when 

discussing the miscues of the other students. During the sessions 
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Table 9 

Compilation of Response Form Data: Reasons for Miscues 

READER 

Terry Carolyn Jose Kirb 

Semantics 0 0 1 2 

Syntactic 0 0 0 1 

Pragmatic 16 13 10 6 

Graphophonic 2 8 11 5 

Predicting 1 6 0 4 

Sampling 13 12 10 10 

Confirming 1 0 0 0 

I don't know 0 0 0 3 

Jose is always double checking with the other students to see what 

they put down and asking for help in spelling words as he fills out 

his worksheet. 

Kirb gives pragmatic reasons, such as he was tired, hungry or 

sleepy as a high priority for his miscues. Kirb's other most 

frequent responses focus on sampling and predicting strategies. 

Often his rationale for the miscues are meaning focused, the goal of 

the reader being to construct meaning for themselves. 

There are problems with the response form. At first the 

student are more preoccupied with answering the questions than in 

how the miscue influences the reading. Additionally question five 



is very confusing. The most interesting information comes from 

questions six and seven of the miscue response form. 
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This attention to the worksheet subsides after a few 

sessions. According to the students the journals were more helpful 

than the response form in getting their thoughts and ideas down on 

paper. 

Journals 

The students and I kept journals to record our thoughts, 

reactions and questions generated throughout this research. The 

purpose of the journal is to provide opportunities to triangulate 

data to support changes in the students views of reading and their 

reading behaviors. In this way the students had another medium 

through which to express their thoughts. 

Journals are analyzed to gain insights into some of the 

thought processes generated while collaborating, noting especially, 

the changes the students themselves recognized. The analysis 

focuses specifically on entries that designate shifts, changes in 

awareness or unexpected responses. 

In the short time frame available for the eRMA sessions, 

closing discussion and journals, writing time for the journals is cut 

short. Even with that impediment, the journals provided some 

wonderful insights into the feelings and thoughts of the students. 

At times I ask questions about the sessions to get feedback about 



how the CRMA sessions are going. I write reactions and answer 

questions and return the journals to the students. 
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In her journal Terry shares her concerns, her hopes, her fears 

and the fun she had in the group. During the first four instructional 

sessions Terry reports feeling weird, stupid and hopeful that the 

group will make her a beUer reader. 

1/31/91 
I was kind of nervous because I saw that they had lots of 
wires hooked up. I was kind of nervous because I thought 
that you were going to make me read out loud and I don't 
read really good when I read out loud. I felt kind of stupid 
because I did not read or write the sentence right. I 
thought that it was kind of weird because they had lot's of 
wires and they had a camera I hope that being in this 
group will make me a better reader. 

When I ask for a volunteer to read, Terry agrees. In her 

journal she shares some of her anxiety about reading out loud in the 

group. 

2/6/91 
Today I learned that even good readers make miscues. We 
also learned what the semantic, syntax and graphophonic 
were. She also wants one of us to read tomorrow, but I 
don't know if I should. We also worked on a paper about 
miscues. 

The students had fun in the miscues sessions. Terry refers to 

one of these experiences, the volcano miscue, in her journal. 

2/19/91 
Today Carolyn read a story and then we did miscues. But 
what was really funny was when she was trying to say 



volcano and she could not say it right. Then Sarah came in 
and we told her what we did. 
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Terry refers to the first serious debate the students had in 

the miscue session. The discussion about Jose saying we'll or well. 

She reiterates what she said before, about not having to correct all 

miscues. 

2/28/91 
Today Jose (well his miscues) we worked on them and we 
had a disagreement and nobody wanted to do the miscue. I 
learned the same things. You don't have to correct all your 
miscues. 

In her journal Terry comments that these miscue sessions 

help her in her classes. She evaluates the sessions and gives a 

rationale for why I should use this in my classes. 

3/22/91 
Yes I do use this reading study in most of my classes and 
it's helped me a lot. And if I read out loud and I make a 
miscue I go back and read a sentence and if I still can't get 
the word I will just go on. 

Towards the end of the CRMA sessions she expresses her 

sadness that the group will soon be over. 

5/2191 
I think this is good and I think you should do this next year. 
It's helped me. Now I don't get nervous when I read and I 
liked the stories that we read in here. And it brings people 
closer together. And you get to meet people you don't 
really know. Well today we did two miscues and I will 
miss not coming here. 

Carolyn shares some of her reservations about the sessions 

stating that she felt stupid and embarrassed. 



1/31/91 
I talked about process of learning. We said that if you see 
some letterslword twice and had to memorize it that you 
would probably only write it once. Fooled your minds 
I felt stupid at first when we had to speak into a speaker. 
And on tape. It is embarrassing. Are we the only ones in 
this "process of learning?" 
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Carolyn made some profound discoveries in the following 

journal entry. She learned about the cueing systems, miscues and to 

believe in herself as a reader. 

2/3/91 
Today we talked about miscues, semantic, syntax, 
graphophonic. I notice that you should learn to correct your 
mistakes, and not to be afraid of how you read. And that 
some miscues don't mess up what you read. We will read 
Feb. 7th and 8th I think. We read some miscues and 
answered some questions? Who will read first? 

In her journal Carolyn evaluates her own CRMA session. She 

feels it went pretty well. 

2/19/91 
Today well I read an exciting story. It was bad. It was fun 
too. I liked it a lot. We only had time for one miscue but 
Kirb , Jose and Terry put that I was thinking about Xavier. 
We did good this time and had a conversation about my 
miscues 

Carolyn feels that these groups are beneficial and should be in 

the class next year. 

4/2191 
Today Josh and Terry and Jose didn't get the plot but I 
sort of did. I wonder if we'll do this next year. I learned 
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miscues. We did only two miscues. Life was slow this 
hour. And I think that kids next year should be in a class 
like this cause it teaches you stuff and you get to listen or 
read different stories. 

When we did the activity "Paris in the the springtime, Jose 

misses the point. This is not surprising since he believes good 

readers read every word on the page. 

1/31/91 
I learned that you should read more carefully because if 
you don't you could make a lot of mistakes like today I was 
reading four phases that had the same word right after 
each other twice. If I had read it more carefully I would 
have caught it. I thought it was pretty fun doing this 
because it teaches you more about reading and other 
things. When I came I wasn't nervous but I didn't know 
there was going to be wires and all that stuff, but I like 
it. .. lt was fun trying to guess the answer's and you had to 
think a lot to try and guess it right. 

In the following entry Jose records a significant shift in his 

thinking about miscues and reading. 

2/28/91 
I learned that sometimes when you make a miscue it could 
still sound right. 

Jose responds to the literature they are reading, Western 

Gladiators. He is frustrated with me, then the author because of the 

way the author chose to end the story. He assumes I took out the 

ending because it was violent. I assure him that that was not the 

case he is annoyed at the author. This is significant because Jose is 

taking an active role in reading, responding to the literature. He now 

has ownership in the reading process. Reading was something that 
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was done to him. Now he is listening, questioning, evaluating and 

drawing conclusions based on his own opinion. 

3/05/91 
Today Kirb read a story about snakes that wasn't good at 
the end because the author didn't tell the rest of the story 
because he probably knew what was going to happen. 

When I ask if anyone uses any of the information from these 

sessions outside the group, he reflects his metalinguistic 

awareness on a personal level that he did not have before. 

3/07/91 
Do you use this information outside of class? No because 
no one ever reads but when I am reading and make a miscue 
I can tell myself why I made it. 

It is an eye opener for Kirb when he realizes that all readers 

miscue. In his journal responses, Kirb continually evaluates the 

group and how they are doing. He comments that one day "We did a 

record high of five miscues!" 

2/14/91 
Today we had trouble following along with the tape. We 
only found one miscue. Terry had fun singing Sesame 
Street. 

2/19/91 
Today Carolyn read. When she read she couldn't pronounce 
volcano. Jose said he would read next week, and the proof 
is on tape. The book we read was pretty funny. 

2/20/91 
Today we did a record high of five miscues! 



2/28/91 
Today my favorite miscue was adobo. I've learned that 
every one makes miscues. Especially at the beginning of 
the story. 

3/5/91 
Today I read a story that I thought was dumb because of 
the way the author ended it. Today we got three miscues 
done. We has trouble concentrating on the miscues. But 
the ones we did were good ones. 
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All students like writing in the journals and found them more 

helpful than the response form. They all include evaluative 

comments on the CRMA, respond to the literature, mention favorite 

miscues and feel that the eRMA sessions would help other students 

in reading. Jose, Terry and Kirb showed metalinguistic awareness 

about reading and miscues that they did not have before. Jose and 

Terry discuss metalinguistic awareness on a personal level and Kirb 

discusses it on a social level, noticing when his friends miscue. 

Data Collected After the Collaborative Retrospective Miscue 

Analysis Session 

This section includes a discussion of the final reading of 

Feathered Friends by each of the four students and the Burke 

Reading Interview and a Closing Interview. There is only cursory 

attention given to the RMI in this section since each was analyzed 

in depth in Chapter 4. 
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Burke and Closing InterYiew 

Attitudes about reading revealed at the conclusions of the 

study are analyzed through responses to the Burke Reading 

Interview and the Closing Interview. The data was generated from 

the individual interviews of each of the four students at the 

conclusion of the study. The questions are listed in Appendix E 

This information will be used to answer questions six and 

seven. 

6. What changes occur in the student's perceptions of the 

reading process after being involved in four collaborative 

retrospective miscue analysis sessions over a six month period. 

7. What changes occur in the student's description of their 

strengths and weaknesses as readers after being involved in four 

collaborative retrospective miscue analysis sessions. 

Table 10 shows a comparison between the initial and final 

Burke Reading Interviews. The following categories are analyzed: 

reading strategies verbalized, definitions of good readers, 

definitions of self as a reader, and comments students make about 

what they want to improve in their reading. Additionally, the 

Closing Interview is analyzed for evaluative comments about the 

CRMA sessions. 

When Terry comes to something she doesn't know when 

reading she, "stops, goes over the words or reads the rest of the 

sentence and comes back to that words." If she comes to something 
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she doesn't know she'll, "like try to pronounce it and then leave it 

alone." 

By her own definition poor readers, "read really slow and put 

like a period after each word and stuff." A poor reader is " Someone 

who doesn't pay attention and they are really slow and they don't 

pay attention to what they are reading." 

During the initial interview Terry is concerned about 

stuttering when she read. When I ask how she feels about herself as 

a reader now, Terry states, "I feel like I've learned more since I was 

in this class. And like I don't make that much miscues and I don't 

get uptight when I read." She elaborates when queried about getting 

uptight. 

Res: What do you mean you don't get uptight? 

Terry: Like before when I read I'd be really nervous and try 
not to make any miscues. Now I've learned that it is all 
right to make miscues and I'm more mellow about it. Like 
I can just read and stuff and if I make a miscue well then 
I'll go back and if it makes sense I'll just leave it. 

Res.: What would you like to do better as a reader. 

Terry: Try to understand words. 

She includes the word miscues into her vocabulary along with 

the understanding that a reader doesn't have to read every word 

exactly. "like I can just read and stuff and if I make a miscue, well, 

then I'll go back and if it makes sense, I'll just leave it." 
Terry reports improvement in her reading since she has 
been involved in the eRMA sessions. Her confidence· has 
increased. 
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When I ask why she thinks she is a better reader Terry replies, 

"Cause I don't get really nervous anymore. If I make a miscue, I 

don't get really shy anymore." 

Terry sees potential for growth in her reading. She has an 

increased appreciation for reading stating that before she used to 

think it was really boring. Terry shows a change in her attitudes 

about reading. 

Terry: Yes. I take reading more serious now. Like I can 
understand the stories better. My reading has become 
better. I don't stutter anymore and make that many 
miscues. Before I used to think that reading was really 
boring and stuff. Now I like it. It's getting better for me. 

She is more comfortable with herself as a reader not being so 

concerned about her stuttering. She feels she has improved and 

sees potential for more improvement. Terry does not feel she has 

to read every word and if she miscues, she miscues. She reports a 

renewed interest in reading. 

Carolyn states that when she comes to something she doesn't 

know she uses various strategies depending on the problem. First 

she, "reads the sentence and tries to figure it out. If that doesn't 

work she "tries to sound it out." 

A good reader, according to Carolyn, "reads carefully and slow 

sometimes." Carolyn's definition of poor readers is that they would 

probably skip words and sentences. "They skip a lot of words and 

just read real fast and they scan the words. They skip sentences." 
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Carolyn is able to discuss high quality and low quality 

miscues. When asked about her impressions about reading since the 

study began Carolyn states: 

Res: Do you think any differently about reading than you 
did before? 

Carolyn: Reading slow or fast is good depending on how 
you understand the story. 

Res.: Has there been any changes in your reading? 

Carolyn: Before I used to read fast and not read every 
word and I'd miss the point of the story cause I skipped a 
word that could have been the whole story that it was 
based on. Now I read almost every word. 

It seems that she is experiencing disequalibrium, not sure 

what she thinks about skipping words. She states that you can 

insert words which may be a good miscue. "It's bad if you skip a 

word and not get the meaning of the sentence." When I asked her 

some clarifying questions about skipping words she says that you 

can change a girl's name and it's not going to effect the story. 

Carolyn also reports a renewed interest in reading after being 

involved in the CRMA sessions. 

In clarifying the reading process Carolyn states, "everybody 

makes mistakes." She likes doing the sessions because they read 

different stories. 

The strategy Jose notes first when coming to something he 

doesn't know is to skip the word. This is a shift from the first 

interview. According to Jose, a poor reader reads slow and makes a 
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lot of mistakes. To improve as a reader he wants to not make so 

many miscues. By his definition a good miscue is "when you miscue 

a word and it makes sense." 

Two significant things that Jose learned in the eRMA sessions 

is that everybody miscues, and some miscues don't affect the 

meaning of the text. 

Kirb gives a very insightful definition of good and poor 

readers. Kirb has incorporated into his view of the reading process, 

reading flexibility, purpose, motivation, and intent. What is going 

on with the reader is paramount to determining whether one is a 

good reader or not. According to Kirb, one who doesn't like to read, 

won't read and therefore will not be a good reader. 

When discussing what he learned Kirb comments that he didn't 

know he made so many miscues. He shares that he didn't even know 

what a miscue was before this study. 

Kirb has a very sophisticated view of reading. He realizes 

that materials need to be adapted to the needs of the reader. 

Readers may get different interpretations reading the same 

material at different times. All readers miscue. Good readers are 

readers who read fast but still get the meaning out of the text. 

Good readers can substitute. Poor readers are simply put, "Those 

who don't care about reading." 

All the students report a renewed interest in reading and 

state that they would rather work with their peers than teachers. 

All four define high quality and low quality miscues complete with 



Table 10 
Compilation Initial and Final Responses on Burke Interview 

INITIAL 

Terry 

Reading Strategies 

Sound it out 
Context 
Skip 
Termination 

Definition of Good Definition of Self as a 
Readers Reader 
Reads without Not at the top not at 
messing up the bottom in the 
Not slow middle 
Loud I don't mess up on 
Knows words every word 

Context Reads with intonation Good reader 

What Would You Uke 
to Improve 
Read faster 
Not stutter 
Not mumble 

Read more 
Carolyn Sound it out Sounds out words Sometimes I don't try 

Jose 

Kirb 

FINAL 

Terry 

Sound it out Read perfect Normal 
Wait until someone Know all the words 
tells me Pauses 
Skip the word 
Context 
Look it up 

Reading Strategies 

Context 
Semantics 
Skip 

Reads fast 
Understands it 
Gets lost in the book 

Definition of Good 
Readers 
Reads fast without a 
lot of miscues 

Fair reader never had 
much trouble 

Definition of Self as a 
Reader 
I don't get uptight 
Middle to better 

Read faster 

Read faster and still 
understand 

What Would You Uke 
to Improve 
Try to understand 
words 

Context Read slow and Good reader Try not to make as 
Carolyn Sound it out carefully Sometimes I don't try many mistakes 

Skip it Reads fast Average Not make so many 
Jose Sound it out Doesn't make miscues then I would 

Ask someone mistakes read faster 
Context: figure out Read for meaning Average Get more meaning out 

Kirb meaning I can Understands story of text 
pronounce it I\) 

....... 
0> 
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appropriate examples. Terry, Kirb and Carolyn feel better about 

themselves as readers, stating that their reading has improved as a 

result of being in the CRMA sessions. Jose said that reading was 

more fun now, although he still described himself as an average 

reader. 

Beading Miscue Inyentory 

Upon completion of the collaborative retrospective miscue 

analysis sessions, each reader read orally into a tape-recorder 

Feathered Friends followed by a retelling. The retelling is used to 

corroborate findings of the miscue analysis. The story is the same 

one they read at the onset of the study. In this way shifts of 

strategies are documented. 

The patterns of strengths and weaknesses of each reader at 

the conclusion of the study is analyzed using Reading Miscue 

Inventory, (Procedure I). Additionally the RMI is used to determine 

strategies the readers use noting any changes that occur. 

This analysis will be used to answer questions number eight 

and nine. 

8. What strengths and weaknesses are revealed through 

analysis using Procedure I of the Beading Miscue Inventory after 

being involved in four collaborative retrospective miscue analysis 

sessions. 

9. To what extent can these changes be attributed to 

retrospective miscue analysis in a collaborative setting? 
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Tables 11 and 12 present the RMI statistics from the first and 

the last reading of Feathered Friends to facilitate comparison. 

Meaning Constryction 

Terry is a moderately proficient reader. She focuses on the 

surface features of the text, often regressing and subvocalizing 

when reading. 

After the CRMA session Terry is more relaxed when reading, 

not stopping and regressing at every possible miscue. There has 

been improvement and growth in Terry's reading proficiency 

although the statistics show a decrease in the number of miscues 

that show no meaning loss. Terry is reading efficiently, sampling 

the text, not trying to create an exact rendition of the text. This is 

reflected in a decrease in the number of subvocalizations Terry 

made while reading the text. In her first reading she made 75 

subvocalizations. Subvocalizations refers to the comments she 

made while reading such as "um," "oh," "wait," "oh yeah." In the final 

reading she made 47 subvocalizations. The first reading took 16 

minutes and the second reading took 14 minutes. Additionally she 

reduced the number of miscues by 12 miscues making fewer 

miscues during this reading. 

Carolyn shows an increase of miscues that focus on meaning 

during the second reading of the text. Seventy-four percent of her 

miscues retain all or some of the meaning of the text compared to 

65% in the first reading. Carolyn has more control over her reading 
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Table 11 

First Reading: Statistics from Four Students Reading Feathered 

Friends 

Terry Carolyn Jose Kirb 

Meaning 
Construction 

No loss 43% ] 77%* 35% ] 65% 37% ] 56% 72% ] 93% 
Partial loss 35% 27% 19% 21% 

Loss 23% 38% 44% 7% 

Grammatical 
Relationships 

Strength 41 % ] 76% 34% ] 65% 33% ] 63% 62% ] 83% 
Partial 

strength 35% 31% 21% 21% 
Overcorrection 1% 0% 1% 14% 

Weakness 23% 35% 37% 3% 

Graphic 
Similarities 

High 84% 66% 89% 68% 
Some 4% 17% 6% 18% 
None 12% 17% 5% 14% 

Sound 
Si mil arities 

High 76% 66% 89% 55% 
Some 12% 14% 7% 31% 
None 12% 20% 4% 14% 

*Total of 
Bracketed 
Categories 

Number of 
Words 1,310 1,310 1,310 1,310 

Number of 
Miscues 95 186 79 29 

Miscues Per 7 14 6 2 
Hundred Words 
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Table 12 

Second Reading: Statistics from Foyr Stydents Reading Feathered 

Friends 

Terry Carolyn Jose Klrb 
Meaning 
Construction 

No loss 40% ] 74%* 45% ] 74% 48% ] 59% 93% ] 100% 
Partial loss 34% 29% 11 % 7% 

Loss 26% 26% 41% 0% 

Grammatical 
Relationships 

Strength 
40% J 74% ~% ] 73% 49% ] 63% 93% ] 100% 

Partial 
strength 34% 29% 14% 7% 

Overcorrection 0% 1% 0% 0% 
Weakness 26% 26% 38% 0% 

Graphic 
Similarities 

High 76% 62% 84% 92% 
Some 10% 20% 10 % 8% 
None 14% 18% 6% 0% 

Sound 
Similarities 

High 76% 62% 84% 85% 

Some 20% 16% 10% 15% 

None 16% 18% 6% 0% 

"Total of 
Bracketed 
Categories 

Number of 
Words 1,310 1,310 1,310 1,310 

Number of 
Miscues 83 137 63 12 

Miscues Per 
Hundred Words 6 10 4 



strategies and selectively applies those strategies while 

constructing a meaningful text. 
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During her initial reading Carolyn was efficient, reading 

quickly, at times substituting nonsense words and continuing 

reading. This is an efficient reading strategy, but at times Carolyn 

was not effective. She would lose meaning and not self correct. 

Carolyn demonstrates a shift in strategies to the point that she 

even over corrects once during the final reading of Feathered 

Friends. Carolyn self-corrected 22 times during this reading. In 

the initial reading she self corrected 16 times. There was an 

increase of self-correcting when there is a meaning loss. In 

addition during her second reading there is a decrease in the 

number of miscues. 

Fifty-nine percent of the miscues Jose makes represent no 

loss or partial loss in the area of meaning construction during his 

second reading. Compared to his first reading of Feathered Friends, 

Jose makes fewer miscues and of those , more focus on 

constructing meaning while reading. 

Kirb is an efficient, effective reader using a variety of 

strategies when reading. His miscues include insertions, omissions 

and substitution. Attention to the process of reading for a reader 

who was already proficient did not have any detrimental impact on 

Kirb. He produces fewer miscues during his second reading than his 

first and the ones he creates helped him in constructing a 

meaningful text. He is more efficient with only 20 regressions in 
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his second reading, seven of which were self corrections, compared 

to 30 regressions in his first reading which did not involve any oral 

miscue. 

Grammatical Relationships 

As shown on Table 12, 73% of Terry's miscues represent a 

strength or partial strength in the miscues she produced. There is 

an increase in miscues showing strength in grammatical 

relationships from 650/0 in the first reading to 73% in the second 

reading. Carolyn is a efficient reader effectively applying self 

correction strategies when there is a meaning loss. With an 

increase in, and a selective use of correction strategies, Carolyn is 

becoming a more proficient reader. 

Sixty-three percent of Jose's miscues represented strength or 

partial strength in the area of grammatical relationships during his 

second reading. As shown in Table 12, on the initial reading only 

34% of Jose's miscues resulted in a strength in grammatical 

relationships compared to 49% on his second reading. 

All of Kirb's miscues showed either strength or partial 

strength in grammatical relationships. In the first reading he 

overcorrected four times, in this reading no overcorrections were 

noted. 
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Graphic and SQund Similarities 

Terry shows a greater spread in the categories of graphic and 

sound similarities compared to her first reading. This reflects her 

flexible attitude towards miscues. She is incorporating her 

sampling and predicting strategies to a greater extent which will 

increase her reading proficiency. 

Carolyn's RMI still shows a spread in the use of graphophonic 

information when reading. As shown in Table 12, the spread is 

greater than in the first reading. In the second reading 620/0 of her 

miscues retained high graphic similarities compared to 66% in the 

initial reading. Twenty percent retained some graphic similarities 

and 18°1c, have no similarities to the text which suggests predicting 

strategies on the part of the reader. In the second reading 62% of 

Carolyn's miscues have high sound similarity to the text. As with 

the graphic similarities there is a spread with 16% of the miscues 

showing some sound similarities and 22% of the miscues showing 

no similarities. 

Jose is paying less attention to surface features with 84% of 

his miscues showing high graphic and sound similarity, 

respectively. On the first reading 890/0 of his miscues show high 

graphic and sound similarity. An increase in the category of 

miscues having no sound or graphic similarity suggests Jose is 

relying more on predicting and sampling strategies than during the 

onset of the research study. 



284 

All Kirb's miscues had either high or some similarity to the 

text. There could be a concern that Kirb is paying too much 

attention to the surface features of the text. 

Retelling 

Terry gives an accurate account of the events that happened in 

Feathered Friends. She understands the concept of the bird saving 

the people in the space station. She refers to the author saying that 

"the man, the author said that if you go up to a space station and 

hear a bird song not to worry that you're safe and everything." This 

retelling is more cohesive than the first retelling, following the 

story line sequentially. 

Carolyn provides a very thorough and cohesive retelling. The 

text states, " ... We soon would have been slightly dead" and Carolyn 

substitutes Silently for slightly. This is an excellent example of 

Carolyn's efficient, effective reading proficiency. 

Her substitution is more logical than the author's. She 

incorporates her interpretation into her retelling. 

Jose produces a more accurate retelling than during the first 

reading .. He refers to Sven as "that man" and mentions the canary, 

though not by name. He also mentions the other men in the space 

station but doesn't give anyone a specific name. Jose still has some 

confusion about the oxygen mask. He reports that the oxygen mask 

had gas in it and that is why the canary fainted. With this 



interpretation the canary still saved the day because the alarms 

didn't go off. 
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Kirb gives an accurate and more technical retelling after his 

second reading stating that, "They had an eclipse and it was real 

cold and the air purifier froze. Gas would have killed them all if 

Claribel wasn't there." 

He note during the Burke and Closing Interview that he 

realized he gave different information in the retelling. He likened 

reading to a puzzle, "The more you read something you more pieces 

you can put together." 

Three of the four students show strength in the area of 

meaning construction. Additionally all show a greater variety and 

flexibility in the strategies they incorporate during reading. 

These changes in attitudes, beliefs and use of reading 

strategies are attributed to the CRMA sessions because students did 

not discuss miscues and the reading process in the classroom or any 

place else. Two students remark that they read more in the 

collaborative groups than they do anywhere else. They all report 

that the CRMA sessions are a positive experience and they enjoyed 

doing them. Finally, they all recommend CRMA sessions as a useful 

classroom instructional technique for their peers. 



CHAPTER 6 

CONCLUSIONS 
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This chapter assesses the procedures in the study including a 

critique of the collaborative groups, the role of the teacher, the 

eRMA response form, and the journals. A discussion of 

metalinguistic awareness of the part of the students is included. 

Each question researched in the study is discussed. A profile of 

each student noting specific changes in attitudes, strategies and 

perceptions observed is addressed. Implications and 

recommendations for further study are included. 

Critique of Procedures 

This section includes a critique of the specific procedures 

conducted the study. Specifically, the collaborative groups, the 

response form, the journals and the role of the teacher are 

discussed. 

Collaboratiye Groyps 

A collaborative group of four middle school students meeting 

twice a week over four a four week period creates a successful 

learning environment. Sitting and talking about miscues in a 

collaborative setting is an effective instruction strategy for these 

middle school students. Fifty minute sessions are productive. In 

the session, the students continually supported and helped each 

other understand concepts about reading, miscues and the role of 
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the reader in constructing a meaningful text. All students had the 

opportunity to read and share insights with their peers. 

Response Form 

At times the response form seems to confuse the discussion, 

interrupt the dialogue and take attention away for the discussion at 

hand. Students are overly concerned with completing the response 

forms correctly which diverted their attention from the quality of 

the miscues. On the other hand students need structure in the 

collaborative group. The questions provided an anchor for the 

students. Whenever the students got off track someone would say, 

"Okay, what's the next question?" 

In evaluating the response form the following questions 

caused confusion for the students: 

4. Why did you change the miscue! Why didn't you change the 

miscue? 

5. In what ways did your miscue help or not help your 

understanding of the text? 

In the future I will use the following questions changing 

question four and five, having the students respond in a journal 

rather than on a separate sheet of paper. The task becomes too 

much like a school activity rather than a tool for exploration. I 

would put the questions on a chart on the wall for the students to 

refer to whenever necessary, but not use as a sheet to fill out. 

1. Write the miscue in your journal. 
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2. In what way does your miscue make sense? - In what way 

doesn~ make sense? 

3. Did you change it after you made the miscue? 

4. Did you think you should change it? Why? 

5. Why do you think you made this miscue? 

6. Think of as many possible reasons for this miscue as you 

can. 

The information and questions. on the response form focus the 

students on positive aspects of the miscue. 

Journals 

The journals provided wonderful insights to the thoughts and 

reactions of the student in the collaborative groups. Students 

shared their fears about the study, their hopes of becoming better 

readers and events in the sessions that left an impression on them. 

It was a personal extension of the collaborative session. The 

students reported that they liked writing in the journals. It is an 

effective way to keep in touch with what the student are thinking 

and feeling. It provides an opportunity to respond intimately to the 

individual students. 

The nature of the journals for self evaluation seems to 

suggest that they are of more value to the students than the 

response forms. Terry feels the response form aren't that helpful 

because she keeps writing the same thing over and over again. In 

Terry's estimation the journals are more helpful. 
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Terry: Cause we would write down that we did and then read 
them. And we'd say we messed up and we did this or we'd say 
we did pretty good on this one. 

Kirb liked the journals because "you could put down what you 

were thinking." The journals were a valuable tool for the students 

to express their ideas and thoughts. 

Role of the Teacher 

The role of the teacher in the CRMA session is beneficial and 

crucial to the success of the sessions. Joining the CRMA sessions 

ten minutes before completion allows the students to share their 

experiences and ask questions. It also gives the teacher an 

opportunity to mediate the learning of the students by asking 

questions, pointing out contradictions and noting the reader's 

strengths and weaknesses. The ten minute time frame is productive 

and facilitates the CRMA discussions. 

Questions 

This section addresses each of the questions specifically in 

relation to the students in the CRMA sessions. 

In answer to the following questions it is necessary to 

recognize that each student describes the reading process in a 

variety of ways. These are four very unique individuals who have 

very different attitudes and beliefs about reading. 



Before the eRMA Sessions 

Question 1. How do adolescent students in a seventh grade 

classroom describe the reading process before involvement in 

collaborative retrospective miscue analysis sessions? 

290 

In analyzing Terry's comments about the reading process she 

focuses on the word level in her comments stating that she leaves 

"the word" behind and figures it out when she finishes the sentence. 

She also sounds it out and if that doesn't work she gives up and 

closes the book. In articulating her definition of reading, Terry 

states it is, "looking at a lot of letters but trying to spell it out." 

Terry reports that good readers read "every word on the page" and if 

they, "mess up they catch it real quick." In helping a student who 

was having trouble with reading Terry focuses on what the reader 

knows and thinks while trying to construct a meaningful text. 

Carolyn states that she would try to figure out the word from 

the context of the sentence or use some phonic strategies that she 

was taught. She comments that authors use hard words to test kids 

when they are reading. In helping kids who were having trouble 

with reading Carolyn helps them sound out the words. She also uses 

the pictures to help the students figure out the word. To improve as 

a reader Carolyn wants to read more at home. In describing herself 

as a reader she states that sometimes she is a good reader and 

sometimes she isn't in the mood and she won't try to learn the 

words. Carolyn reports that people read to learn and that good 

readers read every word in a book. 
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In describing the reading process, Jose focuses solely on the 

decoding aspect of reading. His definition of reading gives insight 

to his beliefs about reading. Jose defines "perfect reading" as 

reading loudly, pausing when there is a period and knowing all the 

words. The only cueing system he refers to throughout the 

interview is the graphophonic cueing system. If he can't sound out 

the word he waits until someone tells him the word. According to 

Jose people read for enjoyment or for homework. To help someone 

having trouble with reading Jose would tell him the word if he knew 

it. 

In describing the reading process Kirb focuses on 

understanding the text, operating from a holistic perspective. He 

refers to the semantic and the syntactic cueing system when 

talking about the reading process. When he comes to something he 

doesn't know when reading he tries to figure out the word from the 

context of the sentence. He reports that he tries to figure out how 

the word he doesn't know fits into the sentence. Kirb suggests that 

readers read so that the characters can take you to another place 

and to, "get away." To help someone who was having trouble with 

reading Kirb would have them read it out loud and then have them 

spell it out. He would tell them what it meant so they could 

understand it. 

Question 2. How do those students describe their strengths 

and weaknesses as readers before involvement in collaborative 

retrospective miscue analysis sessions? 
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Before involvement in the CRMA sessions Terry describes 

herself as a middle reader. She doesn't "mess up" on every word, but 

she doesn't know every word either. In describing her weaknesses 

Terry states that she reads slow, stutters and mumbles. These are 

the things she would like to improve in her reading. 

Carolyn describes herself as a good reader who sometimes 

won't try when reading. If she is in the mood she learns the words 

better. To improve as a reader Carolyn wants to read more at home. 

Jose describes himself as a normal reader who reads with 

good speed. To improve he wants to read faster. 

Kirb describes himself as a fair reader, never having much 

trouble with reading. To improve as a reader he wants to read 

faster and still understand the story. 

Question 3. What are reading strengths and weaknesses as 

revealed through analysis using Procedure I of the Reading Miscue 

Inventory (RMI) before involvement in collaborative retrospective 

miscue analysis sessions? 

According to RMI statistics on this text, Terry is a moderately 

proficient reader using effective reading strategies, but is not 

efficient evidenced by her regressions and subvocalizations. She 

uses a variety of strategies when reading producing substitutions, 

omissions and self-corrections in her endeavor to construct a 

meaningful text. Often Terry's miscues would retain the same 

grammatical function. Although most of Terry's substitutions had a 
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high graphic and sound similarity, her miscues showing no sound or 

graphic similarity are almost always fully acceptable. 

According to the RMI statistics on this text, Carolyn is a 

moderately proficient reader. Carolyn is an efficient reader, but 

her effectiveness is impeded by her limited use of meaningful 

substitutions which would facilitate her construction of a 

meaningful text. These types of miscues peppered her reading of 

the text which at times hampered her understanding of the text. At 

times Carolyn's miscues resulted in a loss of grammatical relations 

when she substituted words like Careful for Claribel and grabs for 

g~. Her non-words often did retain the grammatical function of 

the text word. Carolyn incorporates a variety of strategies when 

reading, including sounding out, sampling and predicting. This is 

reflected in the spread of percentages she had in the area of graphic 

and sound similarity. 

Based on the RMI statistics on this text, Jose is the a 

nonproficient reader. Jose relies on the surface features of the 

text, rarely making miscues that varies significantly from the text. 

Jose's major strategy for reading when he comes to a word he didn't 

know was sounding out the word. Relying on this strategy, allowed 

him to retain the grammatical function of words, while often ending 

up with a nonsense word which would result in a loss of meaning. 

Jose is text bound, relying heavily on his strategy of sounding out 

words resulting in slow methodical oral reading. 
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On this text, Kirb is a proficient reader being both efficient 

and effective. When reading he substitutes, omits and self corrects 

constructing a meaningful text. Kirb often repeats lines and 

phrases to get the gist of what he is reading. Those regressions 

provide valuable information about Kirb's reading. He seems to 

catch himself before he miscues, reading ahead and predicting as he 

is reading. Kirb uses a variety of strategies when reading, including 

sounding out, sampling and predicting when reading which is 

reflected in the spread of percentages he had in the area of graphic 

and sound similarity. 

Questions 4 and 5. Questions four and five are answered from 

data gathered during the collaborative retrospective miscue 

analysis sessions. Each student's perceptions, about the reading 

process, reading miscues and reading strategies while involved in 

the eRMA sessions are presented for discussion. These questions 

are presented together because they are closely related instead of 

trying to separate the two where comments are taken out of context 

and lose their significance. In discussing the reading process each 

reader talks about reading strategies and reading miscues. 

4. What is revealed about a student's perception of the 

reading process when engaged in a collaborative discussion about 

miscues during retrospective miscue analysis sessions? 

5. What is revealed about a student's perception of reading 

miscues and strategies when engaged in a collaborative discussion 
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evaluating their own reading miscues and those of their peers 

during collaborative retrospective miscue analysis sessions? 

Terry. Based on Terry's comments and dialogues during the 

CRMA sessions she begins to understand miscues as a qualitative 

rather than a quantitative issue. In the first CRMA session when 

she makes miscue substitutions that did not disrupt meaning she 

was happy when she self-corrected the miscues. As the study 

progresses, Terry begins to analyze the miscues, focusing on 

whether the miscues makes sense rather than thinking that every 

miscue has to be self-corrected. 

During the second day of her CRMA session discussion Terry 

acknowledges a miscue shouting "I was expecting to hear that!" 

Different options for miscues are opening up for Terry. 

During Carolyn's miscue session, Terry stops the group saying, 

"Hold on" as she repeats the miscue to herself. She decides that no, 

indeed, she does not agree with Kirb that the substitution miscue of 

handling for handing doesn't make sense. During this session Terry 

states that Carolyn's substitution miscue of colorful for colored is 

better, in her opinion, than what the author wrote. This is a shift 

for Terry who previously stated that good readers correct all their 

miscues. 

Terry became the anchor for the miscue discussions. She 

often would focus the group, and manipulate the response form to 

help the reader understand the questions. Perhaps she has a better 

understanding of the concepts discussed because she already 
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experienced a CRMA session on her own reading. The questions and 

comments make sense to her. She continually asked the readers if 

the miscue made sense to them. The text, for Terry becomes 

something that could be legitimately manipulated, as the reader 

constructs a meaningful text. Terry recognizes that readers don't 

have to correct all their miscues. 

Carolyn. Carolyn not only changes her perceptions of reading 

in the CRMA sessions, she also matures socially as a result of being 

in the collaborative groups. Initially she is preoccupied with 

getting the form completed correctly. As the sessions continues 

she refers less and less to the response form and focuses on the 

text and the miscue being discussed. Carolyn recognizes Terry's 

self-correcting strategies as a strength in her reading on the 

second day of Terry's CRMA session. Carolyn states "it's a strength 

because she self-corrected herself right after she made the miscue 

because it didn't make sense." 

During the discussion about her own reading Carolyn is 

contradictory when talking about reading speed. She states, 

"Reading fast is a bad thing because you don't get the meaning of the 

story. Then she states, "It's a good thing, because everybody 

doesn't read every word and you want to know what the story is 

about." She comments that she made some miscues because she is 

reading too fast. During the CRMA on her reading of Jumanji 

Carolyn changes her response, stating she makes the miscue 

because she wants to know what the story was about. In this 
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interpretation, reading too fast is a conscious choice the reader is 

making, based on the interest of the story. 

In the discussion about the substitution miscue of colorful for 

colored Carolyn justifies her misoue saying, "I didn't correct myself 

because colorful is like colored." Discussing one's own reading is 

powerful because the reader's voice is heard. During this CRMA 

session Carolyn states that she miscues because she was 

predicting. This is a new miscue option for her. 

During Jose's miscue discussions Carolyn is adamant that the 

dialect miscue of w.a..U. for ~ is a substitution miscue. Kirb 

disagrees. Carolyn does not change her contention until she 

discovers for herself that "Jose always says it like that." She is 

understanding the concepts for herself, not concerned about getting 

the correct response on the response form. 

The CRMA discussion adds a whole new dimension to the role 

of the author, and the relationship between the author and the 

reader for Carolyn. In the beginning she credits the author with 

putting hard words in the story to test the reader. Now she 

recognizes her role in creating a meaningful text. She recognizes 

that her choice of words may be better than the authors. 

Jose. Jose is diligent in following along with the taped 

reading and hearing miscues. This direct attention to reading and 

the observation that all readers make miscues has an impact on 

Jose's understanding of the reading process. 
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Jose acknowledges that a reader can substitute a proper noun 

for a proper noun and it is an acceptable miscue because "you can 

say it a bunch of ways." He is recognizing flexibility in the 

application of reading strategies. During Carolyn's CRMA session 

Jose begins risk taking, answering a question before anyone else. 

He is beginning to understand the questions, venturing a guess. 

Previously he waited for others to respond and then wrote whatever 

was said on the response form. During Carolyn's CRMA session Jose 

is adamant that an insertion miscue of his. makes sense. This is a 

positive move for Jose is the discussion about miscues. 

During his reading he comments, "All readers miscue. No?" 

Jose's insecurities are evident in the way he continually answers 

each question with a question. Through participation in the CRMA 

sessions Jose begins to understand two very important concepts. 

He recognizes that all readers miscue and good readers don't read 

every word "perfect." He entertains a more realistic view of the 

reading process. 

During Jose's reading of pedro and Diablo Jose was confident 

enough to make his opinion and his voice be heard. He is aware of 

the quality of miscues. If a miscue doesn't make sense the reader 

corrects it. In a discussion of his own miscue Jose says, "Hold on." 

He repeats the miscue to himself. Then he says, "It didn't make 

sense." He is thinking about what makes sense to him rather than 

asking others in the group for their responsas. It is significant that 

Jose suggests that the reason for his miscue is that he was "reading 
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too slow." This is a shift for Jose since he previously stated that 

when he makes a miscue it is because he is reading too fast. 

Another major shift occurs for Jose during his eRMA session when 

he refers to his self correcting strategies. He acknowledges that he 

corrects even when there is no meaning loss because he is trying to 

read all the words perfectly. He is recognizing through his own 

eRMA reading and the readings of his peers that readers don't 

produce an exact rendition of the text. Some miscues are 

acceptable because they make sense, the focus being on making 

meaning, not saying all the words right. 

KiLb.. Kirb realizes that all readers miscue and that they 

miscue for a variety of reasons. He recognized that some self-

corrections were a "waste of time," and that some miscues were 

related to the readers predicting strategies. He also recognizes 

Jose's dialect miscue and debates long and hard with the other 

students that the miscue WJill for w.e.:u was not a miscue. For Kirb 

reading is a meaningful process. 

During his own eRMA session Kirb is insecure and sensitive. 

He abandons his logical reasons for miscues when students question 

him. 

Students show significant shifts in understanding the reading 

process and the miscues during their own eRMA session. The power 

and understanding of eRMA seemed to come alive for each student 

when they discuss their own reading and their own miscues. Each 

student made significant personal shifts during discussion of their 



own miscues. Often a reader would say, "stop" or "hold it" and 

repeat the miscue silently, trying to discern the reasons for the 

miscue themselves. 
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The following question is answered from data gathered after 

the collaborative retrospective miscues analysis sessions: 

Question 6. What changes occur in the student's perceptions 

of the reading process after being involved in four collaborative 

retrospective miscue analysis sessions over a six month period. 

When Terry comes to something she doesn't know when 

reading she, "stops goes over the words or reads the rest of the 

sentence and comes back to that words." If she comes to something 

she doesn't know she'll "like try to pronounce it and then leave it 

alone." 

By her own definition poor readers, "read really slow and put 

like a period after each word and stuff." A poor reader is "Someone 

who doesn't pay attention and they are really slow and they don't 

pay attention to what they are reading." 

She has included the word miscues into her vocabulary along 

with the understanding that a reader doesn't have to read every 

word exactly, "like I can just read and stuff and if I make a miscue, 

well, then I'll go back and if it makes sense, I'll just leave it." 

To improve as a reader Terry wants to understand the words 

better. 

Carolyn states that when she comes to something she doesn't 

know she uses various strategies depending on the problem. First 
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she, "reads the sentence and tries to figure it out. If that doesn't 

work, she tries to sound it out." 

Carolyn is able to discuss high quality and low quality 

miscues stating that some miscues a reader tries to fix, or a reader 

could just add a word that goes with the sentence and that would be 

a good miscue. Carolyn states "a reader can read fast or slow 

depending on how you understand the story." Carolyn refers to the 

strategy of substituting proper nouns as an example of when it is 

appropriate to skip a word. 

Jose states that if you read faster you don't make any 

miscues. Jose is trying to assimilate the ideas and concepts we 

discussed during the sessions with the beliefs about reading that he 

has already internalized. He focuses on miscues rather than 

meaning, stating that if you read faster you won't make miscues and 

if you know all the words you will read faster. 

Jose acknowledges that everyone makes miscues and that 

some miscues disrupt meaning for the reader and others don't effect 

the meaning of the story. He states, "It feels better that you know 

more stuff about reading." 

Kirb gives a very insightful definition of good and poor 

readers. Kirb has incorporated into his view of the reading process, 

reading flexibility, purpose, motivation and intent. What is going 

on with the reader is paramount to determining whether one is a 

good reader or not. According to Kirb, one who doesn't like to read, 

won't read and therefore will not be a good reader. 
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When discussing what he learned Kirb comments that he 

didn't know he made so many miscues. He shares that he didn't even 

know what a miscue was before this study. Kirb differentiates 

between good readers skipping words and poor readers skipping 

stating that a good reader would be interested in finding out what 

the word was and a poor reader would not care. 

The eRMA sessions have helped Kirb consider many other 

issues and possibilities relating to his own reading. He states that 

when he is reading something he might be thinking of a whole 

different text than what the author intended. He likens reading to a 

puzzle, the more you read the more pieces of a puzzle you have. If a 

miscue makes it easier for a reader to read a selection or the book 

then Kirb's classifies the miscue as a good miscue. 

Kirb realizes that materials need to be adapted to the needs of 

the reader. Readers may get different interpretations reading the 

same material at different times. All readers miscue. Good readers 

are readers who read fast but still get the meaning out of the text. 

Good readers can substitute. Poor readers are simply put, "Those 

who don't care about reading." 

Question 7 What changes occur in the student's description of 

their strengths and weaknesses as readers after being involved in 

four collaborative retrospective miscue analysis sessions. 

Previously Terry was concerned about stuttering when she 

read. At the completion of the study Terry states, "I feel like I've 

learned more since I was in this class. And like I don't make that 



much miscues and I don't get up tight when I read." Terry reports 

improvement in her reading since she has been in the CRMA 
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sessions. Before the CRMA session she used to get nervous and try 

not to make any miscues. Now she is "mellow about it." She reports 

that if she reads and makes a miscue and she if it makes sense, she 

will just leave it. If it doesn't make sense she will go back and 

correct it. 

Terry shows a change in her attitudes about reading. She is 

more comfortable with herself as a reader. She feels she has 

improved and sees potential for more improvement. To improve as a 

reader she would like to try to understand words. Terry is still 

referring to words when talking about reading but now she is 

referring to understanding them rather than getting them correct. 

Carolyn states that when she comes to something she doesn't 

know she uses various strategies depending on the problem. First 

she, "reads the sentence and tries to figure it out. If that doesn't 

work she, "tries to sound it out." 

A good reader, according to Carolyn "reads carefully and slow 

sometimes." In describing herself as a reader Carolyn states that 

she is a good reader because she make a lot of miscues. She 

acknowledges that she corrects them, and comments that even the 

best readers miscue. Carolyn also reports a renewed interest in 

reading after being involved in the CRMA sessions. In clarifying the 

reading process Carolyn states, "everybody makes mistakes." She 

stated, "It's bad if you skip a word and not get the meaning of the 



sentence." Carolyn liked doing the sessions because they read 

different stories. 
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The strategy Jose notes first when coming to something he 

doesn't know is to skip the word. This is a shift from the first 

interview. By his definition a poor reader reads slow and makes a 

lot of mistakes. To improve as a reader he wants to not make so 

many miscues. By his definition a good miscue is "when you miscue 

a word and it makes sense." 

Kirb now notices when he miscues and when other readers 

miscue. He reports that this does not slow him down, because, "it's 

not like a radar trying to catch myself. It's just being in the group 

has made me notice it more." He thinks more about the meanings of 

the words stating that maybe he gets more meaning out of the text 

because he learned that everyone makes miscues. 

Question 8. What strengths and weaknesses are revealed 

through analysis using Procedure I of the Reading Miscue Inventory 

after being involved in four collaborative retrospective miscue 

analysis sessions. 

Terry is more relaxed when reading not stopping and 

regressing at every possible miscue. There is improvement and 

growth in Terry's reading proficiency. She is reading efficiently, 

sampling the text. This is reflected in a decrease in the number of 

subvocalizations Terry makes while reading the text. Additionally 

she reduces the number of miscues by 12 miscues making fewer 

miscues during this reading. Terry's RMI reflects Terry's flexible 
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attitude towards substitution miscues. She is incorporating her 

sampling and predicting strategies to a greater extent which will 

eventually increase her reading proficiency. 

Carolyn shows an increase of miscues that focus on meaning 

during the second reading of the text. Carolyn is a efficient, reader 

effectively applying self correction strategies when there is a 

meaning loss. With an increase in, and a selective use of those 

strategies Carolyn is becoming a more proficient reader. During her 

initial reading Carolyn was efficient, reading quickly, at times 

substituting nonwords and continuing reading. This is an efficient 

reading strategy, but at times Carolyn was not effective. She would 

lose meaning and not self correct. Carolyn demonstrates a shift in 

strategies to the point that she even over corrects once during the 

final reading of Feathered Friends. Carolyn's RMI shows a greater 

spread in the use of graphophonic information when reading during 

the second reading than during the first reading. 

Compared to his first reading of Feathered Friends, Jose 

makes fewer miscues and of those miscues, more are focused on 

constructing meaning while reading. Jose is paying less attention 

to surface features of the text. An increase in the category of 

miscues having no sound or graphic similarity suggests Jose is 

relying more on predicting and sampling strategies than during the 

onset of the research study. 

Kirb is an efficient, effective reader using a variety of 

strategies when reading. His miscues include insertions, omissions 
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and substitution. Attention to the process of reading for a reader 

who was already proficient did not have any detrimental impact on 

Kirb. He produces fewer miscues during his second reading than his 

first and the ones he creates help him in constructing a meaningful 

text. In the first reading Kirb overcorrected four times, in this 

reading no overcorrections are noted. 

Question 9. To what extent can these changes be attributed to 

retrospective miscue analysis in a collaborative setting? 

The students all report that they feel the CRMA sessions 

benefited them and would help students in school. After being 

involved in these groups they have a renewed interest in reading. 

Terry feels the CRMA groups were good because she isn't 

nervous when reading. Carolyn reports that it was helpful seeing 

how other people read. She said being in the group helped her 

realize reading is fun because of all the different stories they read. 

Jose reports it's fun knowing that everybody makes miscues. Jose 

comments that the miscue groups are good because you aren't 

nervous to speak out. When asked, Kirb thought reading in a 

collaborative group like this would help kids in reading. Poor 

readers would learn what miscue are because they might think 

miscues are all bad. He feels this might help them become better 

readers. He also feels good readers would benefit from the eRMA 

sessions. They might learn to substitute words and read a little 

faster and still get the same meaning out of it. 
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Working in the collaborative group with their peers was a fun 

experience for the students. They felt comfortable, enjoyed reading 

the stories and made discoveries about their own reading 

strategies. These understandings evolved from the group 

discussions and debates. They only discussed miscues in the 

context of the eRMA sessions. Therefore, shifts and changes are 

directly related to involvement in the eRMA session. 

Observations 

This section includes my personal observations of the 

research study. It includes observations about collaborative groups, 

the readers, the students development of metalinguistic awareness 

and my role in the eRMA sessions. 

Observations of Collaboratiye Groups 

In this study the collaborative groups create a successful 

environment for students to discuss miscues and the reading 

process. The students are comfortable in the collaborative group 

because they "weren't so nervous" and they are working "with their 

equals." In an environment when students practice, take risks and 

make miscues learning occurs on many different levels. The 

collaborative group creates a supportive environment where 

students' activate zones of proximal development (Vygotsky 1978) .. 

Students are transformed as they transact with a text, gain new 

understandings of themselves as readers, incorporate new 
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information about the world and learn to function successfully in a 

collaborative group. 

All students discover aspects of their reading strategies 

Jose recognizes that "trying to read perfect" made him miscue more. 

Terry recognizes that she miscues because she "was expecting to 

see that" (the miscue), in the text. Carolyn comments that she 

miscues because she wants to find out what was going to happen in 

the story. Kirb states that he knows now that all readers miscue 

and that he didn't realize that he miscued, but it doesn't matter as 

long as the story "makes sense." The students are changed and their 

understanding of themselves as readers has changed as a result of 

the CRMA sessions. 

Students respond to the literature as they read. When Terry 

finished reading Mrs, Gorf, Jose responds, "Aww, he ate the apple." 

Along the same line when the group was discussing Jose's reading 

of pedro and Diablo, Kirb says, "Wouldn't it be great if that 

happened?" They often critiqued the literature saying whether they 

liked a particular story or not. Jose and Kirb both rejected the 

author's choice of ending in Western Gladiators. Reacting, 

responding and rejecting literature while transacting with the text 

is a powerful mediator for learning. The students are continually 

evaluating the text as they read in the CRMA session. 

Text selection is an important aspect of the CRMA sessions. 

The text influences the discussions as students offer their thoughts 

and reactions to the text. Dialogues emerged naturally based on the 



students interpretations of the text. Students aren't asked to 

understand the authors meaning, or the teachers, but share their 

own understandings and meanings in open dialogue. 
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Students learn new information. Based on the experiences of 

the students everyone in the group has the opportunity to be experts 

in the collaborative sessions. These responses came from the 

authentic questions of the students. These could be related to the 

reading, language and how it works or experience students had in 

the world. Kirb explains to the group what the acronym P .S. means 

when the group is at a loss in understanding the story. Terry 

shares from personal experience that an adobe wall is made of mud, 

clay and straw. 

Students share cultural experiences based on there knowledge 

and interpretations of the world. In one discussion the student 

compare the "cowboy culture, the rap culture and the hard rock 

culture. 

Jose: There are going to be a million of cowboys at the Judds 
Concert. Sick. Tucson is turning into a cowboy state. 
Arizona is. 

Terry: If you go to Cas a Grande and you like Rap, you are an 
oddball. I'm serious man. 

Kirb: Where? 

Terry: Casa Grande. There are no rappers there. If you have a 
mini truck and you have rap up loud you are an oddball. They 
have those mini trucks there and they are all fixed up and 
everything except they have either rock or Mexican. They don't 
have no rap. 
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The students listen to these discussions intently, learning 

new understandings about the world, and in the process expand their 

views of the world. 

Students learn to communicate, mediate and negotiate in the 

context of the collaborative group. Terry states that she liked the 

collaborative sessions because she "got to know kids she never 

would have known in the classroom." The collaborative sessions 

provide an environment where students get to know each other on an 

intimate level learning to develop tolerance and understanding for 

another's point of view. They acquire strategies that will help 

. them to function as productive members of society. Personal as 

well as intellectual growth and maturity is an issue in the 

collaborative sessions. Students learn the parameters of social 

behavior, recognizing what is appropriate and what isn't appropriate 

in the collaborative group. Carolyn has the opportunity to see 

appropriate interactions between students in the eRMA session. 

This setting provides an opportunity for her to learn effective ways 

of negotiating, influencing and supporting others in the group. 

When she goes on about her scratch the group gently let's her know 

that she is taking it too far when they all say, "Ohhh." She 

understands the point immediately, stating that her scratch isn't 

that bad. When Jose is vulnerable about miscues, the whole group 

reassures him that all students miscue. They learn to share, 
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support each other, listen to each other and to debate differences of 

opinion during the CRMA session. 

The students go to great lengths to have the other students 

understand their interpretation of a miscue. Terry gets a piece of 

tape to demonstrate what she means about taping a note m and i.n1Q 

a box. They discuss the miscue and decide that .to. and i.D.1Q. do 

indeed have different meanings. The students go back and forth 

discussing Jose dialect miscue until they reach an understanding. 

During these discussions the reader finds his or her voice in 

the collaborative group. When a reader miscues, they must inform 

the group first about why they think they miscued. They are the 

only ones with that information. The other students must listen. 

As the readers begins to recognize and verbalize their own 

strengths they find their voices and in doing so become empowered, 

learning to express their ideas, thoughts and beliefs. 

Finally the opportunity for a less proficient student to read 

along when other students are reading is in and of itself a powerful 

learning experience. This aspect of the collaborative group alone 

provides rationale for the CRMA session. Readers are exposed to a 

text that they alone would not be able to read, activating the zone 

of proximal development. They are expanding their capabilities 

based on the social and personal transactions of the collaborative 

group. 



312 

Readers 

The readers represent a variety of reading models in their 

beliefs about reading. In comparing their beliefs about reading to 

their reading proficiency it appears that one's personal beliefs 

about reading influence one's oral reading proficiency. The students 

were often trying to do what they perceived good readers did and at 

times this impeded their reading proficiency. Collaborating about 

reading strategies and the reading process brought some of these 

belief's under close scrutiny. Students realized that "all readers 

miscue" and that trying to read every word perfectly "messes a 

reader up." Terry knows that readers miscue, so if she miscues 

when reading and it makes sense, she "just leaves it." Jose 

recognizes in the miscue sessions that," it's all right to miscue as 

long as it makes sense." These readers now focus on making sense 

when reading, that being the goal of readers. Not sounding out the 

word, not getting the word perfect, not pausing after every word, 

but constructing a meaningful text. They are examining their 

beliefs about reading and their use of strategies when reading. 

These readers are all moving towards proficiency. 

Metaljngujstjcs and Metacognjtjon 

I address metalinguistics and metacognition because it 

emerged from the data collected in the study. Students discuss the 

miscues on a metalinguistic and metacognitive level. 
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Intellectualizing about metalinguistic and metacognition is 

popular these days. Metacognition refers to the capacity to 

distance oneself from one's own functioning and to step back and 

reflect on the thinking that is taking place (Brown, 1984). 

Metalinguistics awareness involves the reader becoming more 

aware of language as a object and not only a means of 

communication. Part of this awareness is an ability to reflect on 

language in its own right and to manipulate it in some sort of 

intentional and deliberate fashion (Wisner, 1991). 

The fields of metacognition and metalinguistics leads to some 

fascinating and interesting discussions. The two fields become 

less distinct when analyzing actual student responses. For 

example Jose says he miscued gummy for gunny because he saw 

two ~ and he thought it was an m. He is talking about letters, a 

metalinguistic response, but it is related to metacognition, when he 

refers to what he saw and what he thought. Similarly there is 

another discussion when Carolyn miscues colorful for colored, The 

students discuss what one does do when they actually read, "Do you 

see with you eyes or see with you brain?" 

Carolyn: My eyes saw it but my brain wasn't thinking. 

Jose: How can your eyes ... the brain can't see anyways. 

Kirb: Yeah. You have to think to see in the first place. 

Carolyn: There is a little cell that goes, sends the message to 
our head. 
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This starts out as a metalinguistic discussion, but moves into 

the area of metacognition. The important issue here is that the 

students are thinking about language, thinking about thinking and 

questioning aspects of reading on a very sophisticated level. They 

are developing metalinguistic and metacognitive awareness in the 

meaningful context of actual reading and miscue discussion. This is 

not to suggest that all students have to be taught about 

metalinguistic awareness in an information giving fashion. 

Discussing metalinguistics in the context of authentic experiences 

with language heightens a readers understanding about what they 

are doing when reading, providing opportunities for them to become 

more proficient readers. 

The four students don't look at reading and miscues in the 

same way they did before they began these CRMA sessions. It is no 

surprise that the students respond to the miscues on metalinguistic 

and metacognitive levels. In discussing language the conversation 

naturally falls into the realm of metalinguistic discussions. 

Students are fully capable of discussing miscues on a 

metalinguistic level. The students in the group would often talk 

about words, "fitting the text," "making sense," or "looking the 

same." The CRMA sessions have raised to a conscious level 

metalinguistic and metacognitive awareness on the part of the 

students. This awareness along with knowledge about what readers 

actually do when reading opens the door for the readers to increase 

reading proficiency. 
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My Role in the eRMA Sessions 

Collaborative retrospective miscue analysis is based upon a 

psychosociolinguistic model of the reading process which contends 

that reading is a process of constructing meaning from the text 

(Goodman, 1984). This view recognizes that the systems of 

language are interrelated in the processing of text, and that 

focusing on meaning is the primary strategy available to readers. 

To conduct this type of session in the classroom a teacher must 

operate from this holistic framework. My role is to create 

conditions which permit learners to exhibit and make the most of 

their zones of proximal development (Vygotsky 1978). 

My role is crucial in creating an environment conducive to 

meaningful CRMA sessions. To effectively use CRMA as an 

instructional strategy it is imperative that the teacher understands 

the concepts involved. My beliefs about reading, learning theory and 

my role as facilitator and mediator in the learning environment all 

are important to the success of the sessions. For example 

discussions about reading speed, dialect differences and self 

corrections strategies emerged from the CRMA sessions 

themselves. Knowing that Jose believes that good reading is 

getting all the words, "perfect" prompts me to focus on his 

meaningful substitution miscues. The purpose of this instructional 

strategy is not to correct his understanding, but through the use of 

examples and questions, to help him begin to look at what he 

actually is does when reading and to recognize how that is similar 
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or different to what he says he does. As facilitator of these 

discussions, my beliefs must be well thought out to initiate such 

dialogue. 

Language plays a central role in human learning. The 

collaborative group creates zones of proximal development for all 

participants. Growth and development in the zone of proximal 

development is mediated by the text, the transaction between the 

students in the group and the metalinguistic discussions about 

miscues that occur. 

In addition the teacher is a mediator. When the teacher joins 

the discussion during the last 10 minutes his or her professional 

judgement is necessary to support each reader in maximizing their 

full potential as successful readers. According to Goodman & 

Goodman (1989) teachers mediate by asking questions, offering 

hints, directing attention to particular strategies, calling attention 

to overlooked information and supporting learners as they 

synthesize what they are learning into new concepts and schemas. 

These discussions at the end of the eRMA sessions cannot be 

canned, or prepared for in the normal sense. A teacher must have a 

firm grasp of the concepts to focus the discussion on particular 

strategies which support the reader in creating a meaningful text, 

or if necessary draw attention to contradictions helping students 

come to terms with inconsistencies between what the students are 

saying they are doing and what they are actually doing. 
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Personal Observations 

In writing these case studies I attempt to capture the essence 

of the dialogue documenting significant shifts in understandings 

about the reading process and the students' own reading strategies. 

Many things are going on simultaneously and so targeting one 

specific event is a challenge. At times I feel the impact is lost 

when the dialogues are taken out of context. I am frustrated with 

the amount of data and the seemingly impossible task of compacting 

it into one coherent research study. Repeatedly I stop and ask 

myself, "What did I want to find out in this study?" "Did I find my 

answer?" I answer the second question with a resounding, "Ves." 

I want to share what I personally learned from the study. My 

original inquiry was to find out what happens when students sit 

together in a collaborative group and talk about reading without the 

constant direction or facilitation of a teacher. I didn't anticipate 

the range of issues and the depth of discussions that occur. There 

were numerous examples throughout the eRMA sessions where the 

text mediated the learning. Students discuss dialect differences, 

reading speed and how it is influenced by many different variables, 

and the role of the author in influencing miscues. They discuss a 

wide range of miscues including substitution, insertions and 

omissions miscues. They discuss high quality and low quality 

miscues, focusing on meaning construction. They acknowledge that 

some miscues didn't matter as long as the text made sense to the 

reader. Every session contained a significant literacy event. 
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As the CRMA sessions progress, the tone of the sessions 

change. In the beginning of the study the students pretty much 

expect the reading to be an exact reproduction of the text. If a 

reader miscue, the miscue should be corrected. By day two of 

Carolyn's reading of Jumanii, the comments shift to a qualitative 

stance. Students began asking qualitative questions and making 

comments like, "Did it make sense?", "Did you know what the word 

meant?", "You didn't need to correct it because it would have been a 

waste of time." They soon determine that only miscues that disrupt 

the meaning of the story need to be corrected. I am surprised how 

quickly the students' attention shift from the text to the reader's 

role in constructing a meaningful text as they confer about miscues. 

Similarly, there were many examples where the students 

mediate the learning. Terry shared information about adobe walls 

and Kirb shares information about the acronym for post script. 

Throughout the sessions students change the questions on the 

response form to facilitate the reader's understanding. Students 

introduce new options for miscues to each other extending each 

other's zone of proximal development. They help each other look at 

issues from different perspectives. 

Students' understandings evolve, emerge, shift and are 

transformed in the CRMA sessions. Their self-confidence grows and 

they learn to believe in themselves as readers. They are empowered 

to manipulate the text purposefully, depending on their 

understanding of the text. 
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Socially the students mature. Students support each other, 

especially when a reader is feeling vulnerable. At times they argue, 

but they work through those problems. They recognize each person's 

contribution to the CRMA sessions. 

I am happy with my findings. I found that a heterogeneous 

group of peers involved in CRMA sessions facilitates changes in 

attitudes, beliefs and reading strategies of the readers involved. 

Classroom Implications 

This study, I believe is a superficial introduction to the power 

and possibilities of CRMA sessions in the classroom. I say 

superficial because the CRMA sessions in this study were conducted 

over a four week period. As an instructional tool used in the 

classroom, the CRMA session would take place throughout the year 

supported by classroom discussions on miscues, reading strategies 

and the reading process itself. Judged by the depth of the 

discussion and interpretation that went on in these group over this 

short time frame, I believe that when CRMA sessions are embedded 

into the classroom structure the proficiency of the readers will 

increase dramatically. 

It is important that these groups are heterogeneous groups. A 

CRMA session is not another form of reading group. It is a discovery 

and an exploratory session where students have the opportunity to 

learn what strategies they incorporate when reading and are 

exposed to the reading strategies of others in the group. Students 
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are valued for the unique contribution they bring to the group. All 

share in the opportunity to be experts. 

Further Study 

only used narrative text in this study. I chose readings 

based on the students' proficiency, interests and culture. There is a 

whole new range of questions related to content area reading. 

Would discussing reading in a content area in this way help students 

in understanding concepts and content of subject matter material? 

Similarly, text selected by the students would also open up a new 

range of possibilities for what occurs in the eRMA sessions. 

Furthermore, a longitudinal study documenting the growth and 

development over a longer period of time would add significantly to 

the data available concerning shifts and changes that occur in the 

readers over time. 



December 
Burke Interview 

001.0X - Interview 
002.0X - Interview 
003.0X - Interview 
004.0X - Interview 

1 st reading - RMI 

001 .01 - Student #1 
002.01 - Student #2 
003.01 - Sudent #3 
004.01 - Student #4 

APPENDIX A 

PROPOSED SCHEDULE 

Instructional sessions: Appendix B 

Jan.10th - Session 1: Want to learn 
Risk taking 
Mistakes 
Practice 

Jan. 11th - Session 2: Rdng Process' talk about miscues 
Jan. 17th - Session 3: Types of miscues' journals 
Jan. 18th - Session 4: Code reader as a group 

Jan. 24th - 1st reader' Begin RMA COLLABORATIVE 
Jan. 25th - RMA' questions' journal 
Jan. 31st - 2nd reader' Begin RMA COLLABORATIVE 
Feb. 1 st - RMA , questions , journal 
Feb. 7th - 3rd reader' Begin RMA COLLABORATIVE 
Feb. 8th - RMA 'questions' journal 
Feb. 14th - 4th reader' Begin RMA COLLABORATIVE 
Feb. 15th - RMA , questions , journal 

Burke Interview' Second Reading 
Feb. 21 th - 1 st reader: Second reading' RMI ] 
Feb. 22nd - Burke 
Feb. 28th - 2nd reader: Second reading' RMI 
Mar. 1 st - Burke 
Mar. 7th - 3rd reader: Second reading' RMI 
Mar. 8th - Burke 
Mar. 14th - 4th reader: Second reading / RMI 
Mar. 15th - Burke 
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INSTRUCTIONAL LESSON 

LESSON 1 

Process of learning: Want to learn 
Risk taking 
Mistakes 
Practice 

Discuss learning and the concept of mistakes/miscues. 

LESSON 2 

Strategies readers use: Skip 

Cueing systems: 

Ask someone 
Look it up in the dictionary 
Substitute 
Stop reading 

Semantic 
Syntactic 
Graphophonic 

LESSON 3 
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Discuss sentences that show strength and weakness in these areas. Meaning focus of 
effective miscues. Discuss predicting, confirming self correction strategies that 
readers use. Code sentences. Appendix C. 

LESSON 4 

Code volunteer reader and discuss miscues. 
Use worksheet that will be used in the collaborative sessions. Appendix G. 
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APPENDIXC 

MISCUE WORKSHEET 

1. I keep hoping that I passed the algebra test. 
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Did what the reader said mean the same thing as what was in the text? ___ _ 

Did what the reader said sound like language ? ___ _ 

Did what the reader said look like what was in the text? ___ _ 

Judy 
2. "I'm really bored," said Julie, "why don't we go out and play?" 

Did what the reader said mean the same thing as what was in the text? ___ _ 

Did what the reader said sound like language ? ___ _ 

Did what the reader said look like what was in the text? ___ _ 

front 
3. The rock was at the foot of the tree. 

Did what the reader said mean the same thing as what was in the text? ___ _ 

Did what the reader said sound like language ? ___ _ 

Did what the reader said look like what was in the text? ___ _ 

out loud 
4. The teacher looked up and asked Doug to read aloud. 

Did what the reader said mean the same thing as what was in the text? ___ _ 

Did what the reader said sound like language ? ___ _ 

Did what the reader said look like what was in the text? ___ _ 



APPENDIX 0 

BURKE INTERVIEW 

Burke Reading Interview: Name :, ______ Date: __ _ 
(Adapted) 

Age: ______ Grade: __ _ 

1. When you come to something you don't know, what do you do? 

Do you ever do anything else? 

2. Who is a good reader that you know? 

3. What makes ___ a good reader? 

4. Do you think ___ ever comes to something she/he doesn't know? 

5. "Yes." When --:-___ comes to something she/he doesn't know, what do you 
think he/she does? 
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"No. Suppose ___ comes to something she/he doesn't know, what do you think 
she/he would do? 

6. If you knew someone was having trouble with reading, how would you help that 
person? 

7. What would a teacher do to help that person? 

8. How did you learn to read? 

9. What would you like to do better as a reader? 

10. Do you think you are a good reader? Why? 

11. Reading is .. . 

12. Good readers .. . 

13. Why do people read? 



Name: ______________ _ 

Age: ____________ __ 

1. 

APPENDIXE 

CLOSING INTERVIEW 

Date: ______ __ 

Grade: ___ _ 

1.- Describe yourself as a reader? (What kind of reader are you?) 

2. Do you think you are a good reader? Why? 
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3. Do you have any impressions about reading itself as a result of the RMA sessions? 
Do you think about reading in a different way than you did before you were involed in 
these sessions? 

4. Have there been any changes in your reading as a result of the collaborative RMA 
sessions? What effect has the collaborative RMA had on your reading? 

5. Do you have any different attitudes in your reading as a result of the collaborative 
RMA sessions? 

6. Do you prefer doing sessions with an adult or collaborating with fellow students? 

7. What are some good/bad things about collaborating with other students? (What is 
the best part about doing collaboration with your fellow students; what is the worst part 
about doing collaboration with your fellow students?) 

8. Did you find the worksheet helpful in doing the miscue analysis? 

9. What do you think about the journals? 

10. Tell me what you know about the reading process. 

11. In general, how do you feel about reading. 

12. Do you have any questions you want to ask me about these sessions or the research 
we have been doing? 
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APPENDIXG 

eRMA RESPONSE FORM 
S. Costello. 1991 

Write the text and the miscue on this paper. 

1. Does the miscue make sense? 

2. In what way does it make sense? - In what way doesn't it make sense. 

3. Did you change it after you made the miscue? Write in the change you made. 

4. Did you think you should change it? Why (change it?) 

5. In what ways did the miscue help or not help your understanding of the text? 

6. Why do you think you made this miscue. 

7. Think of as many possible reasons for this miscue as you can. (Discuss). What do 
you think about these reasons? Use back of paper of you like. 
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PHRASES 
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Memorize the phrases below. As soon as you do this, turn the paper over and write 
them at the top of the back of this page. Do not look at the phrase once you have turned 
this page over. 

PARIS 
IN THE 

THE SPRING 

BIRD 
IN THE 

THE HAND 

ONCE 
INA 

A LIFETIME 

SLOW 
MEN AT 

AT WORK 

In the Middle 
Atwell,N. (1987) 
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RIDDLES 
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1. Two men played chess. They played five games, and each man won three. How do 
you explain this? 

2. Answer this question within five seconds and do not return to check your answer: 
How many animals of each species did Moses take aboard the ark with him? (Note: 
the questions is not how many pairs, but how many animals.) 

3. An archaeologist reported that he had discovered two gold coins in the desert near 
Jerusalem dated 439 B.C. Many of his fellow scientists refused to take his claim 
seriously. Why? 

4. If you have only one match and you entered a room to start a kerosene lamp, an oil 
heater, and a wood burning stove, which would you light first, and why? 

5. Here is a question on internatioanl law: if an international airliner crashed exactly 
on the U.S.-Mexican border, where would they be required by law to bury the 
survivors? 

6. Some months have thirty days; some have thirty-one. How many have twenty
eight? 

7. A farmer had seventeen sheep; all but nine died. How many are left? 

8. You have a dime in an empty wine boHle. The boHle is corked. Your job is to get 
the dime out of the bottle without taking the cork out. You must do this without 
damaging the bottle in any way. How do you do it? 

9. Explain the following true boast: "In my bedroom, the nearest lamp that I usually 
keep turned on is 12 feet away from my bed. Alone in the room, without using 
wires, strings, or any other aids or contraptions, I can turn out the light on that 
lamp and get into bed before the room is dark." 

10. Memorize the phrases below. As soon as you do this, turn the paper over and write 
them at the top of the back of this page. Do not look at the phrases once you have 
turned this page over. 

PARIS 
IN THE 

THE SPRING 

BIRD 
IN THE 

THE HAND 

ONCE 
INA 

A LIFETIME 

SLOW 
MEN AT 

AT WORK In the Middle 
Atwell,N. (1987) 
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Arthur C. Clarke 

101 To the best of my knowledge, there's never been a 

102 regulation that forbids one to keep pets in a space 

103 station. No one ever thought it was necessary - and 

104 even had such a rule existed, I am quite certain that 

105 Sven Olsen would have ignored it. 

106 With a name like that, you will picture Sven at 

107 once as a six-foot-six Nordic giant, built like a bull 

108 and with a voice to match. Had this been so, his chances 

109 of getting a job in space would have been very slim; 

110 actually he was a wiry little fellow, like most of the 

111 early spacers, and managed to qualify easily for the 

112 150-lb. bonus that kept so many of us on a reducing diet. 
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113 Sven was one of our best construction men, and 

114 excelled at the tricky and specialized work of collecting 

115 assorted girders as they floated around in free fall, 

116 making them do the slow-motion, three-dimensional ballet 

117 that would get them into their right positions, and fusing 

201 the pieces together when they were precisely dovetailed 

202 into the intended pattern. 

203 I never tired of watching him and his gang as the 

204 station grew under their hands like a giant jigsaw 

205 puzzle; it was a skilled and difficult job, for a 

206 space suit is not the most convenient of garbs in 

207 which to work. 
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208 However, Sven's team had one great advantage over 

209 the construction gangs you see putting up sky-scrapers 

210 down on Earth. They could step back and admire their 

211 handiwork without being abruptly parted from it by gravity .... 

212 Don't ask me why Sven wanted a pet, or why he chose 

213 the one he did. I'm not a psychologist, but I must 

214 admit that his selection was very sensible. Claribel 

215 weighed practically nothing, her food requirements were 

216 infinitesimal - and she was not worried, as most 

217 animals would have been, by the absence of gravity. 

301 I first became aware that Claribel was aboard when 

302 I was sitting in the little cubbyhole laughingly 
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303 called my office, checking through my lists of technical 

304 stores to decide what items we'd be running out of next. 

305 When I heard the musical whistle beside my ear, 

306 I assumed that it had come over the station intercom, and 

307 waited for an announcement to follow. It didn't: 

308 instead, there was a long and involved pattern of melody 

309 that made me look up with such a start that I forgot all 

310 about the angle beam just behind my head. When the stars 

311 had ceased to explode before my eyes, I had my first view 

312 of Claribel. 

313 She was a small yellow canary, hanging in the air 

314 as motionless as a hummingbird - and with much less 

315 effort, for her wings were quietly folded along her sides. 

316 We stared at each other for a minute; then, before 
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317 I had quite recovered my wit, she did a curious kind of 

318 backward loop I'm sure no earthbound canary had ever 

319 managed, and departed with a few leisurely flicks. 

401 It was quite obvious that she'd already learned how to 

402 operate in the absence of gravity, and did not believe 

403 in doing unnecessary work. 

404 Sven didn't confess to her ownership for several 

405 days, and by that time it no longer mattered, because 

406 Claribel was a general pet. 

407 He had smuggled her up on the last ferry from 

408 Earth. When he came back from leave - partly, he 

409 claimed out of sheer scientific curiosity. He wanted 
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410 to see just how a bird would operate when it had no 

411 weight but could still use its wings. 

412 Claribel thrived and grew fat. On the whole, we 

413 had little trouble concealing our unauthorized guest 

414 when VIPs from Earth came visiting. A space station has 

415 more hiding places than you can count; the only problem 

416 was that Claribel got rather noisy when she was upset, 

417 and we sometimes had to think fast to explain the 

418 curious peeps and whistles that came from ventilating 

419 shafts and storage bulkheads. There were a couple of 

501 narrow escapes - but, then who would dream of looking 

502 for a canary in a space station? 
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503 'Ne were now on 12-hour watches, which was not as 

504 bad as it sounds, since you need little sleep in space. 

505 Though of course there is no "day" and "night" when you 

506 are floating in permanent sunlight, it was still 

507 convenient to stick to the terms. 

508 Certainly when I woke up that "morning" it felt 

509 like 6 a.m. on Earth. I had a nagging headache, and vague 

510 memories of fitful, disturbed dreams. It took me ages 

511 to undo my bunk straps, and I was still only half awake 

512 when I joined the remainder of the duty crew in the mess. 

513 Breakfast was unusually quiet, and there was one seat 

514 vacant. 

515 "Where's Sven?" I asked, not very much caring. 

516 "He's looking for Claribel." someone answered. 
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517 "Says he can't find her anywhere. She usually wakes him 

518 up." 

601 Before I could retort that she usually woke me up, 

602 too, Sven came in through the doorway, and we could see 

603 at once that something was wrong. He slowly opened his 

604 hand, and there lay a tiny bundle of yellow feathers, 

605 with two clenched claws sticking up pathetically into 

606 the air. 

607 "What happened?" we asked, all equally distressed. 

608 "I don't know," said Sven mournfully. "I just 

609 found her like this." 

610 "Let's have a look at her," said Jock Duncan, 
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611 our cook-doctor-dietitian. We all waited in hushed 

612 silence while he held Claribel against his ear in an 

613 attempt to detect any heartbeat. 

614 Presently he shook his head. "I can't he,ar anything 

615 but that doesn't prove she's dead. I've never listened 

616 to a canary's heart," he added rather apologetically. 

617 "Give her a shot of oxygen," suggested somebody, 

618 pointing to the green-banded emergency cylinder in its 

701 recess beside the door. Everyone agreed that this was 

702 an excellent idea, and Claribel was tucked snugly into 

703 a face mask that was large enough to serve as a complete 

704 oxygen tent for her. 



339 

705 To our delighted surprise, she revived at once. 

706 Beaming broadly, Sven removed the mask, and she hopped 

707 on to his finger. She gave her series of "Come to the 

708 cook-house, boys" trills - then promptly keeled over again. 

709 "I don't get it," lamented Sven. "What's wrong 

710 with her? She's never done this before." 

711 For the last few minutes, something had been 

712 tugging at my memory. My mind seemed to be very sluggish 

713 that morning, as if I was still unable to cast off the 

714 burden of sleep. I felt that I could do with some of 

715 that oxygen - but before I could reach the mask, under-

716 standing exploded in my brain. I whirled on the duty 

717 engineer and said urgently: 

718 "Jim, There's something wrong with the air! 
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719 That's why Claribel's passed out. I've just remembered 

801 that miners used to carry canaries down to warn them of 

802 gas." 

803 "Nonsense," said Jim. "The alarms would have 

804 gone off. We've got duplicate circuits, operating 

805 independently." 

806 "Er - the second alarm circuit isn't connected up 

807 yet," his assistant reminded him. 

808 That shook Jim; he left without a word while we 

809 stood arguing and passing the oxygen bottle around like 

810 a pipe of peace. 

811 He came back 10 minutes later with a sheepish expression. 
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812 It was one of those accidents that couldn't possibly 

813 happen; we'd had one of our rare eclipses by Earth's 

814 shadow that night; part of the air purifier had frozen 

815 up, and the single alarm in the circuit had failed to 

816 go off. Half a million dollars' worth of chemical and 

817 electronic engineering had let us down completely. 

818 Without Claribel, we should soon have been slightly dead. 

901 So, now, if you visit any space station, don't be 

902 surprised if you hear an inexplicable snatch of bird 

903 song. There's no need to be alarmed; on the contrary, 

904 in fact. It will mean that you're doubly safe-guarded 

905 at practically no extra expense. 
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