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As Kenneth Goodman predicted, miscue analysis is a window on the reading process (Goodman, 1973). It helps teachers and researchers construct theories that build and expand on a psycho/sociolinguistic model of reading, discover how people read, understand readers' knowledge about language, and as a result supports students’ reading development. Major conclusions that have emerged from miscue analysis studies (Brown, Goodman, Marek, 1996) include:

   1.
Readers actively construct meaning as they transact with written texts.

   2.
Miscues are an important part of the reading process. All readers make miscues as a result of their reading transactions. Miscues inform researchers and teachers about reading development and how readers interpret text. They, also, reveal readers' points of view, background knowledge, and experiences.

   3.
In constructing meaning, readers use strategies including predicting, confirming, and inferencing. They also use the graphophonic, syntactic, semantic, and pragmatic language cueing systems simultaneously.  

   4. There is a single reading process. All readers regardless of ability use the same reading strategies and the language cueing systems in similar ways to construct meaning. Their background, experiences, cultural and linguistic differences influence the ways in which they effectively and efficiently use reading strategies and their language(s) to make sense of print.  


Miscue analysis can also help students gain insights into themselves as readers.  At the same time teachers/researchers learn more about the reading process by "eavesdropping" on readers as they talk about their own reading behavior.  In this article, we discuss ways to involve readers, especially readers who struggle and work hard at reading (Duckett, 200?), in using miscue analysis to help them revalue their abilities as readers and at the same time come to new understandings about the reading process. Since this procedure involves readers listening to and talking about the miscues they made during a previous oral reading, we call it "Retrospective Miscue Analysis" (RMA). RMA is an instructional tool, a series of reading strategy lessons that knowledgeable teacher researchers adapt to their own teaching contexts. One requirement, however, in using and adapting RMA is that teacher researchers understand the theoretical issues underlying, a constructivist, psychosociolinguistic model of the reading process (Flurkey, Xu, 2003) and continue to conduct and develop insight into miscue analysis (Goodman, Watson & Burke, 2005). 


FUNCTIONS AND PURPOSES OF RETROSPECTIVE MISCUE ANALYSIS

Retrospective miscue analysis serves two major purposes.  First, as an instructional tool, it invites readers to build insights into themselves as readers and the reading process. Readers become consciously aware of how they  use reading strategies and appreciate the knowledge they have of the linguistic systems they control as they respond to written texts.  RMA provides readers with the opportunity to know themselves as readers, to observe and evaluate their transactions with texts, and to revalue their strengths as learners and language users. Teachers use the miscue analysis to plan a reading instructional program. 

Second, RMA as a research tool provides knowledge to teacher researchers about the ways in which readers respond to their own miscues as they read and the degree to which a conscious awareness of the role of miscues influences reading development.   


RMA GENERAL PROCEDURES

General procedures for conducting retrospective miscue analysis sessions are presented below including: the RMI reading session, preparations for the RMA session, physical arrangements for the session, RMA participants and interactions, miscue selection, discussion and response to miscues and follow-up. We mostly address working with individual students but RMA is also used as Collaborative Retrospective Miscue Analysis in small groups and can become part of a theme cycle about reading as a whole class. We discuss these different alternatives at the end of this section.   

The RMI Reading Session

The first step involves the collection of an oral reading of a whole story or article, followed by a retelling using the steps of miscue analysis as presented in the Reading Miscue Inventory (RMI) (Goodman, Watson & Burke, 2005).  The reader is given a selection to read which is considered to be within the language and conceptual knowledge of the reader, but which is unfamiliar and somewhat challenging. The reading, the retelling and the discussion are all tape recorded. The reader reads the text without any aid from the teacher/researcher. The teacher/researcher marks the miscues on a typescript that is a replica of the actual reading material.  Following the oral reading, the reader usually responds with an oral retelling. After the unaided retelling, the teacher/researcher expands on the retelling by asking the reader open-ended questions. 


Ranges of reading genres and presentational formats (drawing, drama, writing) are sometimes used to gain information about the readers' comprehension. It is also useful to use the Burke Reading Interview (Goodman, Watson & Burke, 2005) to gain information about students' reading histories and insight into the views they hold of themselves as readers and the reading process. Some teachers have a range of reading material available and invite the readers to participate in the selection of material.

Preparations for the RMA Session

After collecting a reading for miscue analysis, the teacher/researcher listens again to the RMI reading and retelling episode, marks the miscues on the typescript of the story, and either makes a transcript of the retelling or notes aspects of the retelling that might shed light on the miscues and the reader's comprehension. For RMA purposes the miscues are coded using the classroom procedure (Goodman, Watson & Burke, 2005) to discover a profile of the reader's use of strategies and language cueing systems. It is important to be well acquainted with RMI. The RMI questions asks about each sentence read and provides data on the degree to which the oral reading makes sense (semantic acceptability), sounds like language (syntactic acceptability) and looks like or sounds like the expected written text (the graphophonic cueing system).  Based on the pattern of miscues, the teacher/researcher develops an instructional plan regarding the direction that the RMA session will take and arranges a schedule for RMA sessions with the reader. 

Miscue Selection

 It is important for all readers and teachers to understand that all readers make miscues and that these unexpected responses are evaluated differently by different listeners. It is helpful to have discussions about the value of miscues in understanding what is being read. Our purpose is not to eliminate the making of miscues but to help readers understand the role of high quality miscues during reading.  


The teacher should decide whether the reader will listen to his or her previous reading from the beginning and stop the tape recorder whenever  he/she hears a miscue or whether the teacher will select the miscues ahead of time in order to focus on particular types of miscues that supports the reader’s development.  The students' attitudes about themselves as readers are important in making such decisions.  When we work with students who struggle a lot with reading and have negative views about themselves as readers, we start by choosing miscues the readers make that are high quality or smart miscues that result in syntactically and semantically acceptable sentences. For example, a teacher might focus the reader's attention on omission miscues that result in acceptable sentences in order to highlight the value of continuing to read or the teacher and student explore how synonym substitutions show that the reader is concerned with making sense. These conversations that help readers value the strategies and language they use as they read is are similar to strategy lessons (Goodman, Watson and Burke. 1996) or guided reading. 

In the RMI (Goodman, Watson and Burke, 2005), we talk a lot about Betsy who reads a seven page story called, The Man Who Kept House. A good miscue sequence involves the first three lines of the second page of the story. The story text is formatted on the typescript as shown in the sample below. Betsy reads from the book the text sentences:

201          So the next morning the wife went off to

202     the forest. The husband stayed home and

203     began to do his wife’s work. 


as: 

So the next day the wife went off to 

the forest. The husband stayed home and

began to do his wife’s job. 

The two miscues in these sentences are high quality miscues. Betsy is predicting using her language, her knowledge and her developing understanding of the story. Day for morning and job for work retain the sentence structure:  they are both nouns for nouns and the miscues are synonyms for the text words. They are semantically acceptable and do not change the meaning of the story. These are miscues that do not need to be corrected even though they have little graphophonic information in common.  Day for morning both have desenders (<y> and <g>) at the end of the word and job and work have medial vowel letters in common.  High quality miscues often have no graphophonic similarity because the reader is being very efficient in the use of predicting strategies. We discuss with readers that sounding out or relying solely on graphophonic information is not always a good strategy.  By discussing such miscues, we help Betsy understand that in order to make the high quality miscues she did, she was paying attention to the meaning of the whole story. We help Betsy realize that work is a word that is used in folk tales but most people would say job in that slot and it is a smart substitution that good readers make.  


The purpose in our conversations about readers’ miscues is to help them value miscues as a necessary part of reading and to revalue themselves as “thinking” readers who are using reading strategies and their knowledge of their language. 


Allowing readers to be in control of selecting miscues by stopping the tape recorder whenever a miscue is heard is something teachers usually do after readers have had some experience with teacher selected miscues. In all RMA sessions, the kinds of responses readers make provide good insights into readers’ metalinguistic and metacognitive knowledge – the ability to talk and think about reading and language and its use. Teachers often report their surprise about the sophisticated ways readers are able to discuss how texts and language work and the reading strategies they use.  Readers have both conceptions and misconceptions about the reading process. Conversations about their reading help both teacher researchers and readers develop greater understanding about reading. 

Physical Arrangements for the RMA Session

Two tape recorders are usually arranged.  The original reading material and two typescripts are on hand. One typescript is unmarked--the other is marked with the reader's miscues. As the reader becomes comfortable with RMA, they appreciate marking their own miscues and evaluating their acceptability. One tape recorder is used to replay the original reading session as the reader and the teacher listen to and discuss particular miscues.  The second tape recorder is left on to tape and preserve the discussions. It is important to have all the materials available including pencils and paper for marking miscues and note taking. Tables and chairs are arranged so that every one is seated comfortably. A quiet and separate room for the session aids in obtaining a good tape recording.

It is important to establish with the students, the purpose of the procedure, the time the session will take, how many sessions there will be and what the student can expect. Struggling readers have been evaluated often and they believe that such experiences are to let them know what their problems are. We take the time at the beginning of the sessions to provide the reader with an overview of RMA and to let the reader know that we expect them to be actively involved in the process. Since students are most comfortable when they know what to expect, it is useful to have a printed guide for the session or series of sessions including the miscue questions. 

           Participants and Interactions during the RMI Session

As the session begins, the first tape recorder is turned on and allowed to run for the length of the session. The participants in the RMA session, then turn on the second recorder and listen to the original reading, following along with a typescript of the original text. 

Discussion and Response to Miscues

Each time the tape recorder is turned off in order to discuss a miscue, the reader is encouraged to explore with the teacher/ researcher what occurred and why.  Certain questions (based on the ones used in coding the sentences for the RMI) are asked of the reader about each miscue using the whole sentence and often including the reading of the paragraph in which the sentence is embedded. The process of identifying and discussing miscues continues throughout the RMA session and rarely are we able to discuss five miscues in a 45 minute session. 


The questions we list below guide the discussion about the miscue in the sentence. The questions should be part of a comfortable conversation teachers have with students and not become formulaic. The questions used also depend on whether or not the teacher selects the miscues ahead of time or the student stops the tape recorder.

The first questions focus on the reader's response to the miscue in general:

1. If the teacher selects the miscues, s/he says: I’d like you to listen to what you read last week and tell me what you heard. Two or three sentences before and after the miscues are chosen for listening. 

2. If the reader is in charge of stopping the tape recorder, the teacher starts by saying: Why did you stop the tape recorder?

Let’s listen again and let's see if we hear the same thing.  Why do you think you did that?  Is that a good thing to do while you are reading?  Do you think all readers do that?


The teacher/researcher keeps in mind the reader's responses to the initial questions as the questions shift to more specific questions that focus on reading strategies and uses of the language cuing systems:


1.
What does what you read mean?


2.
Did the story/ article make sense?


3.
Does what you've read sound like language?  


4.
Did you correct what you read?  Why did you correct it?  Should you have corrected it?


5.
Did what you read look like what is in the text?  Did it sound like what is in the text?


6.    Why do you think you made that miscue?  


If students do not understand the questions, we explore other ways to say the same thing. We ask questions to help students focus on the reading process by sharing their own ideas and reasons about the strategies they use, the language knowledge they have and what they know about how texts are written. Often if the answer to the question "Does this make sense?" is "Yes," the discussion revolves around the positive nature of high-quality miscues and additional questions are not asked.  The question which focuses on sound and graphic similarity is used to show readers that they are capable of using the graphophonic information in a text. This is especially true for students who repeatedly have been exposed to a diet of skills-based reading instruction and often believe that they do not have the ability to use their graphophonic knowledge. These students need to be helped to expand their view of language and meaning to include the context of the whole story. We often ask: What could go there to make sense in this story / article? 


Following the RMA session, the reader reads another selection to use during a subsequent session. The teacher/researcher analyzes the reading using the RMI, and miscues are selected for the next miscue session. However, if there are interesting miscues left from the previous reading to be discussed, the next RMI reading may be postponed for another session. 


Teachers will want to experiment with the kinds of questions to use with the students. Depending on the age of the students and the intensity of the sessions, questions should vary. Decisions about whether questions will vary or remain standard from one setting to another are all issues to be explored that depend on the purpose for the RMA. If students are encouraged to question each other in collaborative sessions, questions often are standardized and printed. 

Follow-Up on the RMA Session

The teacher listens to the tape recording of the RMA session and plans for further sessions following the above procedures. Reading Strategy Lessons or conversations need to be planned carefully. Subsequent RMA follow-up sessions need to take into consideration the miscues the reader has made and the goals for the instructional program. Students are invited to bring their own reading to follow up RMA sessions unless the teacher is using a core of reading materials in order to have typescripts for miscue markings available in advance.  Photocopies of the page from the reading material can be used for a typescript when the reader has selected his/her own material.

Alternate Uses of Retrospective Miscue Analysis

Retrospective Miscue Analysis is adaptable to different contexts, ages of students and purposes of reading instruction. Many teachers involve a small group of readers to work together on the reading of one of the students. The power of students working together cannot be underestimated.  In Collaborative Retrospective Miscue Analysis, two to four students work together with the teacher in the beginning so that the teacher demonstrates possible directions RMA sessions might take.  Eventually, the students run the RMA sessions themselves with a teacher present acting as a consultant. Teacher conferences with the students help them to continue to explore the reading process and help sustain interesting RMA lessons. It is necessary to gain a student's written permission to be used as an example in such a setting.


Some teachers explore Whole Class RMA Strategy Lessons. Numbers of middle and secondary school teachers involve the whole class in organizing a study of reading and written language as a theme cycle in the class.  They do literacy digs in their homes and in their out of school activities to discover who reads, what they read and why. They become aware that reading is pervasive as they walk to school, take the bus, eat cereal and go shopping.  Retrospective miscue analysis of one or two of the students in the class is  used to introduce the reading process and how people read and this focus on process continues throughout the theme cycle and the teaching of reading. Heidi Bacon teaches her reading class with a major focus on RMA. 

Primary grade children do better to discuss miscues during RMA in a small group. The teacher may use a Big Book as the children read along in an identical regular sized book. As the children read together, they explore their readings and talk about the miscues they and their teacher makes. They talk about the decisions they make as they read. It is always helpful to involve students in discussing the miscues teachers make while they read aloud.  


FURTHER CONSIDERATIONS

Teacher researchers who use miscue analysis, especially for readers who work hard at reading, are well aware of the negative attitudes that such  readers often have about themselves as readers.  It is not uncommon to hear such readers declare that they are poor readers because they omit words, make mistakes, mess up, don't remember everything they read, don't know every word, don't look up new words in the dictionary, read too fast, read too slow, substitute words or rearrange sentences as they read.  During conversations about reading, readers become consciously aware that all readers engage in such behaviors as they read and make many decisions as they read. As a result, readers revalue themselves as readers and the process of reading as well. They become more comfortable as readers and are willing to read more.  The more they read, the more flexible they become as readers and the better readers they become.   


As we have suggested above, the age and the proficiency of the reader  affects RMA.  Some of the questions may need to be adapted for younger students or be explored in greater depth for older and more sophisticated readers. Our research on Retrospective Miscue Analysis clearly shows that engaging readers in discussions about their own reading results in readers revaluing themselves as readers and developing into more competent and confident readers. Not all readers immediately become avid readers, the process takes time. However, we have helped readers set aside their negative views about themselves and they are able to read more and more sophisticated materials in order to enrich their lives and their work in a literate society.


FOR FURTHER READING

The idea for RMA was developed by a Canadian secondary school remedial reading teacher, Chris Worsnop, who used RMA procedures working one-on-one with his students, and then developed ways with his students to work collaboratively. 


There are many studies in RMA and many teachers using RMA successfully with their students. In each situation, the students gain confidence in their reading and in show growth in reading development.  With these researchers and teachers, we believe that the potential of RMA as a research and instructional tool can be explored in many directions. One of the purposes of our discussion and this introduction to RMA is to stimulate interest in its use. It is a sophisticated tool and it shows readers that they are in charge of their own learning and their own making of meaning as they read. Both teachers and students are empowered as they realize they are in charge of what they come to know.   We end with a list of references in this article and of other works that support understanding RMA.

Brown, J., Goodman K., & Marek, A., (1996) Studies in miscue analysis: An annotated bibliography. Newark, DE: International Reading Association

Davenport, R. 2002 Miscues Not Mistakes. Portsmouth, NH: Heinemann

Duckett, P. 2003. Envisioning Story: The Eye Movements of Beginning

Readers. Literacy Teaching and Learning. Volume 7 No. 1 and 2 pp. 77-89
Flurkey, A. (2008) Reading flow.  In Flurkey, A., E. Paulson, & K. Goodman (eds.) Scientific realism in studies of reading. New York: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. Pp. 267- 304. 

Goodman, Debra. 1999. The reading detective club. Portsmouth, NH: Heinemann

Goodman, K. (1973) Miscues: Windows on the reading process. In K. Goodman (ed.)  Miscue analysis: Applications to reading instruction  (pp. 3-14). Urbana, IL: NCTE 

Goodman, K. (1996) On Reading. Toronto: Scholastic.   

Y. Goodman (2003) Valuing language study: Inquiry into language for elementary and middle Schools. Urbana, IL: NCTE
Goodman, Y.  and A. Marek  (1996)  Retrospective miscue analysis. Katonah, NY: Richard C. Owen Publishers, Inc. 

Goodman, Y., D. Watson and C.  Burke (2005) Reading Miscue Inventory: From evaluation to instruction. Katonah, NY: Richard C. Owen Publishers, Inc.    

Goodman, Y., D. Watson and C. Burke (1996) Reading strategies: Focus on comprehension.  Katonah, NY: Richard C. Owen Publishers, Inc. 

Moore, R. and C. Gilles (2005)  Readiing conversations: Retrospective miscue analysis for struggling readers 4-12. Portsmouth, NH: Heinemann


  Paulson, Eric and Ann Freeman 2003   Insight from the eyes: The science of effective reading instruction, Portsmouth, NH: Heinemann

1
Copyright © Yetta M. Goodman 2008  All rights reserved.  Permission is granted to reproduce this article in its entirety for participation in the online discussion May 19-21, 2008 with Yetta Goodman, Prisca Martens, Alan Flurkey, and Heidi Bacon.   No duplication or distribution is allowed. 


