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THE UTILITY OF PFLAUM’S ORAL READING

MiscUre CATEGORIES

Richard Parker
Jan Hasbrouck
Gerald Tindal

Abstract

Miscue analysis as advocated by Goodman (Goodman, 1969) is a clinical tool that
permits inferences about a student’s reading processes. Miscues also can be
approached from a utilitarian point of view by teachers who must make practical
decisions about, for example, group placements and functional reading levels.
These teachers may need to know: (a) Will two assessment specialists using miscue
analysis arrive at the same conclusions about a given student’s oral reading errors?
(b) do miscue analysis results correspond with results from other reading compre-
hension measures? and (c) can miscue analysis results be used in a non-clinical
manner for instructional decisions such as group placement? In this study, a
derivation of Goodman and Burke's (1972) miscue analysis developed by Pflaum
(1980a,1980b) was investigated. It was applied to the audio-taped reading of three,
250-word passages by 77 students in Grades 4, 5, and 6. First, four types of
reliability estimates were obtained on data from two scorers. Next, miscue types
were used to predict placement in existing four reading groups at each grade level.
Finally, miscue counts were correlated with three other comprehension measures.
Results generally were not supportive of using miscue types for making decisions
about individual students. In general, a simple count of the total number of oral
reading errorswas more reliable and had more predictive efficiency than any miscue
type. Alarge variation in results from one grade level to the next indicates danger
in generalizing about miscues over the elementary grades. There was some
indication that the non-clinical utility of miscue analysis may be studied more fruit-
fully with lower achieving students.

MISCUES IN THE CLASSROOM

Informal Reading Inventories (IRIs), whether
teacher-constructed, basal series-based, or com-
mercially developed, have survived a barrage of
criticism for their lack of reliability and validity
(Ekwall, 1976; Harris & Niles, 1982; Marr & Lyon,
1980; Pikulski & Shanahan, 1982; Powell, 1970;
Schwartz, 1984) and remain the most popular read-
ing assessment tools in the classroom (Harris &
Lalik, 1987). For many teachers, criticisms of low

test reliability and validity are largely irrelevant:
They regard an IRI not as a test but as a clinical tool
for studying astudent’s reading processes (Powell,
1970). They contend that “an informal inventory is
no better than the person using it” (Pikulski, 1974,
pp- 146-147). Others take a utilitarian view of IRIs,
using them to make practical classroom decisions
such as locating instructional reading levels and
placing studentsin reading groups—with areason-
able degree of consistency and precision (Harris &
Lalik, 1987).
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For those with the “clinical investigation”
point of view, Goodman’s (1969) system of miscue
analysis provides a useful framework for explor-
ing thereading process. Although commercialIRIs
vary in how oral reading errors are counted and
classified (Ekwall, 1976; Schwartz, 1984), newer
versions commonly recommend some variation of
Goodman’s miscue analysis (Harris & Niles, 1982).
“Simple quantitative assessment . . . should be dis-
. couraged . . . in favor of a combined quantitative/
qualitative assessment that helps theteacher exam-
ine patterns of miscues that reveal the strategies
used by the child in finding meaning” (Harris &
Niles, 1982, p. 160).

Miscue analysis follows traditional error iden-
tification (mispronunciations, substitutions, omis-
sions, insertions, hesitations) and is used to infer
how and to what extent the reader gains meaning
from context clues. The full set of procedures,
represented by the Reading Miscue Inventory
(RMI, Goodman & Burke, 1972), is complex, requir-
ing five comparisons between each error and its
correct alternative: dialect, intonation, visual con-
figuration, phonetic configuration, and grammati-
cal function. The examiner also must determine
whether each error (a) is corrected by the reader, (b)
is grammatically correct, (c) is semantically correct,
and (d) results in a change of meaning. Interrela-
tionships among various error patterns then are
examined to gain insight into the reader’s compre-
hension strategies.

Miscue analysis has much to commend it.
First, while traditional error categories are defined
by within-word referents only, miscue analysis
errors are defined more broadly, in terms of rela-
tionships at the sentence and passage levels, re-
flecting more recent psycholinguistic conceptions
of reading comprehension. Second, oral reading
errors are viewed as varying in their severity or
importance to the overall understanding of the
passage. Third, miscue analysis allows students to
be classified qualitatively, according to the strate-
gies they most commonly use to get meaning from
text. Identification of learner strategies can be
potentially useful in instructional planning.
Fourth, a considerable body of literature has been
generated on miscue analysis. The main research
base is composed of 18 doctoral dissertations com-
pleted between 1970 and 1973, 13 of themat Wayne
State University, where Kenneth Goodman di-
rected aU. S. Office of Education project on reading
miscue research. The dissertations are in-depth,
qualitative, clinical investigations, conducted with
reading samples from relatively few students; Ns
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of 3 to 15 are cited (Allen, 1976). A bibliography of
miscueresearch publicationsisincluded in Appen-
dix A.

Miscue analysis also has been criticized, how-
ever, for being too complex and time-consuming
(Hood, 1978; McGinnis & Smith, 1982; Pflaum,
1980b; Pikulski, 1974), and for using overlapping
error categories (Pikulski, 1974) that result in unre-
liable error classification (Page, 1976; Pflaum,
1980a, 1980b). Simpler versions of Goodman’s
original procedures havebeen developed (Pflaum,
1980a; Weaver, 1980), utilizing less complex deri-
vations of the full RMIC (McGinnis & Smith, 1982;
Smith & Weaver, 1978). Furthermore, reliability
seldom is a concern for practitioners tending to-
ward qualitative, clinical exploration, such as the
original Wayne State researchers.

Reliability is of concern mainly to those practi-
tioners with utilitarian needs. Since they use these
measures for making practical decisions, precision
in measurement and consistent results are impor-
tant. A representative of this latter group is Pflaum
(1980a, 1980b), who developed alternative miscue
analysis procedures that are purported to be less
time consuming, more reliable, and of greater util-
ity than Goodman and Burke’s (1973). Pflaum’s
simplified miscue analysis procedures require
only three to five decisions for each oral reading
error: whether the error (a) is self-corrected, (b)
changes the meaning of the sentence, (c) renders
the sentence incomprehensible, and (d) involves
the use of phonic cues. Finally, degree of phonic
use is rated as high, partial, or slight (pp. 280-281).
This coding system “was tested for coder reliability
with four experimenters whose average levels of
agreement ranged from 83 to 100%” (p. 280), which
is substantially higher than that reported by Page
(1976) onsimpler oralreading error ratings. Yetthe
specifics of Pflaum’s (1980a) scorer training and
reliability estimation are sketchy and ill-defined.

The purpose of this study was to investigate
Pflaum’s (1980a, 1980b) miscue analysis proce-
dures by applying them to three, 250-word pas-
sages read by 77 students in Grades 4, 5, and 6. The
study addresses the following three utilitarian
concerns:

1. Can Pflaum’s miscue categories be reliably
identified and coded by different raters after a
reasonable training period?

2. Can the number and type of identified mis-
cues differentiate existing within-grade reading
group placements?

3. Do the number and types of identified mis-
cues correlate significantly with other estimates of



reading comprehension (teacher ratings, Analyti-
cal Reading Inventory [Woods & Moe, 1985], or the
Maze procedure [Guthrie et al., 1974]) ?

METHOD
Students

This study was conducted with 120 students in
a 280-pupil elementary school located in a middle-
SES, rural West Coast community. The district
generally performs around the 60th to 70th percen-
tiles on national achievement tests. Very few
minority students attended the school; none were
sampled in the study. Students were sampled
randomly from fourth-, fifth-, and sixth-grade
reading groups that had been formed 6 months
before the study (in September) on the basis of
cumulative folder reports, recommendations of
the previous year’s teachers, informal classroom
observations, and IRIs. Four reading groups
(High, High-Medium, Low-Medium, and Low)
had been established across classrooms (four class-
rooms per grade level) at each of the three grade
levels. The Low group was composed of students
who were withdrawn from the classroom for either
Chapter I or Special Education/Resource Room
instruction. The other three groups all represent
single instructional units. Through stratified ran-
dom selection, 10 students were chosen from each
of the four reading groups, totaling 40 subjects at
each of the three grade levels.

Instrumentation

Eight trained examiners administered three
reading measures: (a) a modified version of the
Analytical Reading Inventory (ARI, Woods & Moe,
1985), (b) three Maze tests (Guthrie et al., 1974)
derived from students’ basal readers, and (c)
timed, audio-taped Oral Reading of the same three
basal passages.

The Analytical Reading Inventory

The ARI manual gave inadequate guidance for
consistent scoring among the eight members of the
research team: “Some of the decision-making is
based upon subjective evaluations,” for example,
A careful look at the severity of the miscues and
the overt demeanor of the student would be neces-
sary before a final judgment could be made”
(Woods & Moe, 1985, p. 18). Therefore, a modifica-
tion of the ARI was administered individually,
yielding an instructional reading level (grade-
equivalency score) for each student.

Four modifications were made to the ARL (a)
“Miscue analysis” and “story retell” were deleted;
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(b) objective decision rules were established for
determining how many test passages to admini-
ster, and in what order; (c) objective procedures
were established for computing instructional lev-
els from reading rate and comprehension scores
only; and (d) ARI entry level was determined by
current reading group placement, rather than from
performance ontheword list reading task. Reason-
able average interrater reliability (r = .90) was ob-
tained across the eight examiners after these modi-
fications were made.

Basal Passages: Maze and Timed Oral Reading

Maze and timed Oral Reading measures
sampled basal passages that had been selected
from Grade 4, 5, and 6 reading texts in classroom
use: Running Free, Three Cheers, and Distant Views
(Scott, Foresman Reading Series, 1987). Readabil-
ity scores were calculated for each passage, based
on the average of Spache, Fry, and RAYGOR for-
mulas. Each student read three passages, with
readabilities calculated at grade level, 1 yearabove
grade placement, and 1 year below grade place-
ment.

Group-administered Maze (i.e, multiple-
choice Cloze) (Guthrie et al., 1974) tests were pro-
duced for all selected passages, using the following
procedures. Only the first and last sentences of a
250-word passage wereleft intact; otherwise, every
sixth word was deleted, and students were offered
five alternatives in a “keyword search” (Roid &
Haladyna, 1982). The four distractors were ran-
dom selections from the pool of deleted words.
Students completed three Maze tests, each contain-
ing 34 items. For each student, “percent correct”
scores for the three tests were averaged for analy-
ses.

Audio-recordings were obtained on individu-
ally timed Oral Readings of the same three intact
basal passages. Four types of errors were counted:
mispronunciations/substitutions, additions,
omissions, and hesitations of at least 4 seconds,
after which students were told the word. The
audio-tapes later were analyzed using Pflaum’s
miscue categories.

Teacher Ratings

Teachers were asked to estimate each student’s
ability to get meaning from text. Ratings were
made on a grade equivalency scale from1.0to 12.0,
in 6-month increments.

Procedures

InMarch, 12 teachers administered three Maze
tests to their reading groups within a 20-minute

¢ Resource Consultant Training Program
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session, using scripted directions. The order of
presentation of the three tests was counterbalanced
within each classroom group. Over the next 2
weeks, students were withdrawn individually
from class to read the same three passages aloud
and to complete the ARIL. The Oral Reading/ARI
administration order was counterbalanced within
groups, as was the order in which the three pas-
sages were orally read. The Maze/Oral Reading
. order could notbe counterbalanced becausea prior
Oral Reading would reveal answers to the Maze.

ARI and Oral Reading assessments required
approximately 27 minutes per student (15- to 50-
minute range). The ARI alone required approxi-
mately 18 minutes for most students (8 to 35-
minute range), while the Oral Reading averaged
only 9 minutes (6~ to 15-minute range).

The final sample of 77 students was composed
of 26 in Grade 4, 22 in Grade 5, and 29 in Grade 6.
Deleting unclear audio-tapes reduced the number
of usable recordings from 309 (three passages read
by 103 students) to only 231 (three passages, per 77
students), a 25% data loss. Because individual
testing sessions could be rescheduled for absences,
Oral Reading and ARI results were available for
117 of the 120 students. Group tests could not be
rescheduled, so Maze results were available for
only 103 of the original 120 students. All analyses
are based on the reduced sample of 77 students for
whom all data were available.

Miscue Analysis

Examiners were trained to analyze the 231
taped Oral Readings using some of Pflaum’s
(1980a) miscue categories: (a) first word and head-
ing errors, (b) uncorrected errors with no meaning
change, (c) uncorrected errors with meaning
change (severe/not severe), (d) corrected errors
with no meaning change, (e) corrected errors with
meaning change (severe/notsevere), and (f) words
pronounced by the examiner (pp. 280-282).
Pflaum’s final category—use of phonic cues (high,
partial, or little}—was eliminated because of time
constraints.

An initial 3-hour training session was con-
ducted with six taped passages that had been de-
leted from the study because of incomplete data.
Two graduate-level education students listened to
the tapes, independently marked blank protocols,
compared theirscores to the “expertscoring” of the
head trainer (the second author), and discussed
scoring discrepancies. At the close of the training
session, scorers were given a tape recorder and
duplicate tapes of 18 additional recordings to be
scored and returned within a week. The coding
summary sheet is included in Appendix B.
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Disappointingly low agreement between the
two scorers occurred with the 18 passages. A
second, 3-hour training session was scheduled to
discuss the largest score discrepancies. “Expert
ratings” again were presented by the trainer, scor-
ing guidelines were clarified, and a few additional
recorded readings werescored, with more satisfac-
tory results. Finally, the two scorers were given
duplicate tapes for the 231 clear recordings pro-
duced by 77 students.

Modifications of Miscue Categories

All analyses were based upon the following six
miscue categories: (a) Total Number of Oral Read-
ing Errors (Total); (b) Uncorrected Miscues (Un-
corr); (c) Self-Corrected Miscues (Corr); (d) Errors
Causing a Significant Sentence Meaning Change
(M.Chg); (e) Errors Causing No Significant Sen-
tence Meaning Change (No M.Chg); and (f) Mean-
ing Change Errors that are so Severe as to Prevent
Grammatical Completion of the Sentence (Severe).
Two of Pflaum’s main categories—" first word and
heading miscues” and “examiner pronounced
miscues”’—were eliminated from analysis because
theerrors occurred in only asmall percentage of re-
cordings (5% and 8%, respectively), depressing re-
liability and reducing power for statistical tests.
Higher error rates for these categories probably
would have been found for younger students.
Other miscues with insufficient data points were
the “severe/notsevere” sub-categories under both
“uncorrected meaning-change errors” and “cor-
rected meaning-change errors.” To decrease the
null responses for statistical analyses, the two
“severe” sub-categories were combined.

RESULTS
Descriptive Data

Average counts for all oral reading errors (To-
tal) and for the six miscue categories are presented
inTable1 by reading group within gradelevel. The
overall error rate was 4% to 5% for all three grades.
Differences among the three gradelevels in miscue
frequencies were tested through ANOVA, result-
ing in no significant F ratios. At all grade levels,
most errors involved a change in sentence meaning
and were uncorrected (Uncorr). Self-corrections
(Corr) had generally low frequencies and were the
least frequent miscue type in Grades 5 and 6. Most
meaning-change miscues (70-80%) were perceived
as “severe.”

Inasecondary analysis, error frequencies were
totaled over three passages and plotted across the
three grades as shown in Appendix C.
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Table 1: Mean Counts of Total Oral Reading Errors and Five Miscue Types Produced
by Grade 4, 5, and 6 Students Within 250-Word Basal Reader Selections

Grade 4 (n=26) Grade 5 (n=22)

Grade 6 (n=29)

M SO M SO M SD  E,, P
Total? 12.7 7.8 10.4 52 9.7 6.2 1.59 21
Uncorr? 8.6 5.5 6.7 3.5 7.2 5.7 96 .38
Corr? 44 4.4 3.7 3.0 2.5 1.5 2.46 .09
M.Chg* 7.2 54 55 31 5.0 3.9 1.90 15
NoM.Chg® 3.9 2.1 4.1 22 45 2.9 35 70
Severe$ 6.0 5.6 4.2 3.5 35 3.0 2.61 .08

! Total number of oral reading errors.
2 Errors not self-corrected by student.
$ Errors self-corrected by student.

4 Errors causing a significant change in sentence meaning.
5 Errors causing no significant change in sentence meaning.
¢ Errors implying severe or extreme changes in meaning.

Reliability of Miscue Scoring

Following training, two of the graduate stu-
dent examiners independently scored a random
sample of 63 audio-taped readings. Reliabilities
were calculated at the passage level from counts of
each of thesix error types. Four methods were used
to estimate interscorer reliabilities for these raw
score counts as shown in Table 2: Pearson r, Stan-
dardized Score Disagreement Index (SSDI),
Cohen’s Kappa, and “Hit” rates.

Pearson correlations were all significant at
p<.001 and were all moderate to strong (range .69-
.93). Thesereliability estimates were used to calcu-
late the standard error of measurement (SEMeas)
for each miscue type and confidence intervals for
making judgments about individualscores. The +1
SD (69%) confidence intervals for each miscue type
were: Total, +1.4; Uncorr, +1.3; Corr, +1.3; M.Chg,
£1.2;NoM.Chg, +1.2; and Severe, +1.2. Translating
fromraw scores to percentiles, we can predict with
68% certainty (+1SD) that an obtained 50th percen-
tile score represents a true score within these inter-
vals: Total, 40th-70th; Uncorr, 40th-70th; Corr, 1st-
70th; M.Chg, 30th-70th; No M.Chg, 20th-80th; and
Severe, 1st-70th.

The second agreement estimate, the Standard
Score Disagreement Index (SSDI), reflects how
discrepant two ratings are for each miscue type,
averaged over all samples. First, standard (Z)
scores were created from the combined raw miscue
counts. Next, each pair of standard scores for a
given miscue type was differenced (yielding inter-
rater discrepancies), and the absolute differences

were summed and averaged, resulting in a SSDI.
The SSDI can be interpreted as the average amount
of disagreement between scorers in standard de-
viation units. The SSDIs presented in Table2 range
from about one fourth of a standard deviation unit
(.26) for Total, to over one half of a standard devia-
tion unit (.54) for Corr. For scores near the mean,
this translates to discrepancies from about 10 to 20
percentile points. The SSDI has four desirable
qualities: (a) ease of computation from standard
scores, (b) comparability across different miscue
types and scales, (c) consideration of degree of dis-
crepancy between scorers versus only hit/miss
calculations, and (d) interpretability in common
standard deviation units, with a functional upper
limit of 3.

Because correlations only loosely reflect classi-
fication agreement (Fleiss, 1981), two classification
indices also were calculated—Cohen’s Kappa and
Hit rates. The continuous data scales were first
transformed to categorical scales, using percentile
ranks, resulting in five, 20-percentile categories.
Percentiles have the desirable characteristic of
equally distributing the raw scores across catego-
ries.

Cohen’s Kappa, a conservative index that re-
flects only agreement beyond chance (Fleiss, 1981),
then was applied to the categorized data. Kappa
coefficients ranged from .32 to .64 (all significant at
p<.001), as shown in Table2. The obtained Kappas
of .44 and .49 for Total and Uncorr indicate “good”
agreement, while the others indicate “poor” agree-
ment beyond chance (Fleiss, 1981).

¢ Resource Consultant Training Program
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Table 2: Four Interscorer Reliability Estimates for Total Oral Reading Errors and Five Miscue
Types, Based on Two Independent Scorings of 63 Audio-Tapes

Pearsonr? SSDI? Cohen’s Kappa?® Hit Rates*

Total 93 26 60 .68
Uncorr 92 .28 64 71
Corr 69 .54 33 .50
M.Chg 86 40 35 .50
NoM.Chg 82 43 39 52
Severe 75 A8 32 49
! All significant at p<.001

2 Standard Score Disagreement Index: average disagreement or discrepancy between scorers,

in standard deviation units.

3 Cohen’s Kappa: anindex for agreement beyond chance. 0=Chance, <0=less than chance
agreement, 1= omplete agreement. Values of .40 -.75 represent “good” agreement beyond chance (Fleiss,
1981, pp. 212-236). A synthetic 7-point classification scale was derived from the original continuous score

scale. All tabled values are significant at p<.001.

4 Hit Rates: Proportion of taped samples for which both scorers gave same score (using a 5-point, percentile

category scale).

The final agreement index, included for its
simplicity, was a simple proportion of Hits (a pair
of scores from two raters in the same category on
the 5-point percentile scale). The number of Hits
was divided by the number of opportunities (63) to
calculate Hit rates. Hit rates varied from 49% to
71% (see Table 2), with highest agreement for Total
and Uncorr and the lowest for Severe, Corr, and
M.Chg. Hit rates are not corrected for chance
agreement; a 20% (1/5) Hit rate would be obtained
by chance alone.

Predicting Reading Groups From

Miscues

The second major question of this study,
whether miscues differentiate existing reading
group placements, was addressed by conducting
separate univariate ANOVAs among the four
reading groups for each grade. For greater stability
of results, analyses were conducted on average
scores, based on all three taped readings. Themean
miscue scores presented in Table 3 appear to gen-
erally decrease from low to high reading groups,
but only half of the F ratios for between-group
differences were significant. The significant grade
4 F ratios cannot be interpreted as linear trends, as
there was an unfortunate similarity between the
medium-high and medium-low Grade 4 groups.
For Grades 5 and 6, only M.Chg and Severe mis-
cues consistently predicted group placement. The
generalized correlation coefficient, “eta” (Hays,

University of Oregon *

1981, p. 349), for these two miscue types was of
moderate size (range 1=.58-.73).

To better assess the predictive accuracy of
miscues in making reading group placements, the
reading group variable was “effect-coded”
(Pedhazur, 1982, pp. 289-296) and regressed on the
strongest predictor, M.Chg miscues, at both Grade
5and 6levels. “Fitted” scores for each student were
then examined and tallied as closer to actual group
placement (a “hit”) or to some other group (a
“miss”). At the Grade 5 level, with 1=.73, the hit
rate forM.Chg miscues was 8/22, or36%. AtGrade
6, the Hit rate (with n=.66) was 12/29, or 41%. Hit
rates of other miscue types were lower.

Miscue Correlations with Other
Criterion Measures

The third question addressed in this study was
whether miscue scores related to three other read-
ing estimates: teacher ratings of students’ reading
comprehension ability, the Analytical Reading
Inventory, or the Maze test. Pearson correlations
between miscue raw scores and these three criteria
are presented by grade level in Table 4.

Correlations between the six miscue types and
four criterion measures are presented in bar graph
form by grade level (Appendices D, E, and F), and
across the three grades (Appendix G).

The large number of correlations (54) cautions
interpretation of general patterns of significant
(p<.01) correlations only. Primarily low- to high-



¢ Miscue Utility 7

Table 3: Mean Miscue Counts Displayed by Four Reading Groups
for Grades 4, 5, and 6, and ANOVA Results Between Groups!

Miscue Types

N Total Uncorr  Corr M.Chg NoM.Chg Severe
Grade 4 Groups
Low 8 61.0 37.5 25.6 35.5 12.8 34.6
Med-L 6 29.3 20.6 8.6 14.1 13.1 8.6
Med-H 6 315 226 8.8 18.6 11.0 15.0
High 6 23.5 18.5 5.0 13.5 9.6 8.8
Fon 6.0** 2.2 5.6** 3.9 0.4 6.5**
Grade 5 Groups
Low 6 42.3 24.5 17.8 22.8 11.6 22.6
Med-L 5 35.2 25.1 10.0 22.6 11.8 12.8
Med-H 6 28.6 18.3 10.3 14.0 14.3 9.6
High 5 174 11.8 5.6 6.4 10.6 3.2
E, . (Eta) 3.2 2.0 21 6.7(.73)** 3 5.3(.69)*
Grade 6 Groups
Low 7 47.8 36.7 11.1 27.8 19.1 19.5
Med-Low 9 29.1 22.3 6.7 14.0 14.4 9.1
Med-High 7 19.5 114 8.1 9.5 9.2 7.5
High 6 18.1 14.1 3.8 8.0 9.8 6.1
F;.; (Eta) 5.3(.62)*4.1(.58)* 3.8 6.4(.66)* 2.0 4.2(.58)*
* <01
** <.005

'Eta, the generalized correlation coefficient (MSbt/MStot), is presented only for those significantF ratios with
mean scores properly ordered according to group level.

moderate correlations are noted, varying system-
atically across miscue types and across grade lev-
els. At Grade 4, the miscue types most strongly
related to the criterion measures are Corr, Total,
and Severe, in that order. At Grade 5, no miscue
type bore uniformly strong relationships with all
three criterion measures, although Severe and M.
Chg came closest. At Grade 6, Total, Uncorr, and
M.Chg were most strongly related to the three
criteria. Very low correlation coefficients (r=.27
and below) were produced only by No M.Chg, at
the Grade 4 and 5 levels.

DISCUSSION
This study addressed three utilitarian con-
cerns in using Oral Reading miscue analysis: inter-
scorer reliability, reading group placements, and
the relationship between miscues and other com-

prehension measures. From Grades 4, 5, and 6, 77
students read three, 250-word passages from the
basal, completed a modified ARI (Woods & Moe,
1985), and took three Maze tests (Guthrie et al,,
1974). Miscue analyses, using Pflaum’s (1980a)
taxonomy, were performed from audio-tapes of
the Oral Reading. Scores were obtained on the total
number of oral reading errors and five miscue
categories: (a) those corrected by the student, (b)
uncorrected miscues, (c) those causing significant
meaning change in a sentence, (d) those causing no
meaning change in sentence, and (e) those causing
severe or extreme changes in sentence meaning.
Interscorer reliability of the miscues was quite
low, in contrast to Pflaum’s (1980a) report that
“average levels of agreement ranged from 83 to
100%” (p. 280). Using Cohen’s Kappa and SEMeas
only, fotal errors and uncorrected miscues demon-
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Table 4: Correlations Among Six Miscue Types and Four Criterion Measures,
Presented for Grades 4, 5, and 6

Criterion Measures
Grade Miscue Types T. Rate ARI-c Maze
4 (N=26) Total .61* 61% 67%
Uncorr 37 49% 41
Corr .80* 58* .78*
M. Chg 26 47 47
No M. Chg 27 20 23
Severe 62% .61* 59%
5 (N=22) Total .54* 67* 46
Uncorr 42 45 .20
Corr 44 63% 56*
M. Chg .62% .65% 49
No M. Chg 08 A3 18
Severe .50 74* 66*
6 (N=29) Total 61% .64* 74*
Uncorr S7* .60* 72*
Corr 38 41 .38
M. Chg 55* .63* 73
No M. Chg .55*% A48 .60*
Severe 50* 50* 59*
*p<01

Note: All correlations are actually negative.

strated reasonable reliability. If individual stu-
dent-level decisions were based on miscue scores,
a large error band of more than 30 to 60 percentile
points would be necessary—too broad for most
practical uses. Of the six miscue types, the most
reliable were total number of errors and uncorrected
miscues, while the least reliable were corrected and
severe meaning change miscues, regardless of which
reliability index was computed.

The problem of unreliability is likely because
of the small number of miscue counts per typical
taped reading relative to the large variance among
students’ scores. The students sampled for this
study spanned the full range of achievement, but,
as reported earlier, the average district achieve-
ment level was high. Improved reliability would
likely be noted among more deficient readers with
higher miscue rates. These low reliability levels
resulted despite 6 hours of training by the second
author, an experienced teacher-trainer and reading
teacher of 14 years. Although scorers had the
advantage of using only audio-tapes, which had
been first screened for clarity, they reported that
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most tapes needed to be stopped periodically
during scoring and many replayed to ensure accu-
racy; Pflaum (1980a) concurs that audio-taping for
later analysis is essential. From a utilitarian view,
then, miscue analysis may be too cumbersome to
implement in the classroom. Given the low relia-
bility under optimal training and scoring condi-
tions, we could expect it to be even lower in the
classroom.

This study also addressed theutility of miscues
for making reading group placements. No signifi-
cant between-grade differences were obtained for
any miscue type. Although certain miscue types
reached significance in predicting within-grade
reading group placements, no single miscue type
was effective at all three grades. A grouping anom-
aly (the Medium-Low and Medium-High groups
were reversed in achievement level) was noted in
the Grade4 data, which madethosedata difficultto
interpretate. The strongest reading group predic-
tors were meaning change miscues at Grades 5 and
6, and both total errors and corrected miscues at the
Grade 4 level. The corresponding generalized



correlation coefficients () were of moderate size

(range 1=.58-.73), but when translated to accuracy
in group placement of individual students, the best

Hit rates were 36% and 41% (for meaning change
miscues). Therefore, only certain miscue types
appeared effective for each gradelevel, and consid-
erable error would be involved in their use for
placing individual students in reading groups.

The third major question posed in this study
was how miscues related to other measures of
reading comprehension, namely teacher ratings, a
modified ARI, and the Maze. There was consider-
able consistency among the three criterion meas-
ures in miscue correlations. As in predicting read-
ing group placements, however, the miscue types
with most predictive efficiency (r=.60-.80 range)
varied from one grade to another. The only miscue
type that produced at least moderate-size correla-
tions (r=.54-.74 for 8 of 9 coefficients) across the
three grade levels was total number of errors. The
best grade-specific matches with these three com-
prehension measures were corrected miscues at
Grade 4, severe miscues at Grade 5, and total num-
ber of errors at Grades 4 and 6. The fact that there
were no correlations above .80 argues against the
use of any miscue type as a replacement of any of
the three existing criterion measures.

This study had several limitations. First, some
of Pflaum’s (1980a) original categories were de-
leted because of low incidence rates and training
time constraints, thus limiting the conclusions.
Second, this study dealt only with Grades 4 to 6;
such large variation in results were obtained from
onegrade to the next that conclusions should notbe
overgeneralized even to all elementary grades.
Third, the anomalous grouping situation noted in
Grade 4 reduces the usefulness of some of the
group-prediction data. Fourth, miscues were not
clinically interpreted, contrary to Goodman’s
original focus and intent; this study is mute on the
subject of miscues’ usefulness in investigating the
process of gaining meaning from text. Finally, Oral
Reading fluency was excluded from the study to
maintain the focus on miscues. Fluency scores,
however, were obtained from these data and
showed stronger reliability and uniformly
stronger prediction of reading groups and of the
criterion measures than did any of the miscue
types. Results of these supplementary analyses are
presented in bar graph form in Appendix H.

In summary, no miscue type matched therelia-
bility or the power in predicting reading group
placements, teacher ratings, ARI scores, or Maze
testsas did thesimple measure, total number of oral
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reading errors. Lack of interscorer reliability, the
relatively small number of Oral Reading miscues
demonstrated by most students, and the large
variability of miscue counts among students all
reduced the utility of the theoretically well-
grounded miscue categories. In addition, the
modest practical utility of any miscue type appears
to vary greatly from one grade level to the next.
These writers hypothesize that certain miscue cate-
gories, particularly severe meaning change mis-
cues, might be more profitably studied in Grades 1
to 4.
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APPENDIX B
MISCUE ANALYSIS CODING SUMMARY SHEET
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APPENDIX C

Five Types of Miscue Errors: Change over 3 Grades
(One S.EMean Error Bars)
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APPENDIX D

Six Miscue Types and 4 Criterta: Grade 4 Correlations
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APPENDIX E

Six Miscue Types and Four Criteria: Grade S Correlations
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APPENDIXF

Six Miscue Types and Four Criteria: Grade 6 Correlations
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APPENDIX G

Six Miscue Types and Four Criteria:

Correlations Averaged Over Grades 4, S, 6.
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APPENDIX H

Three tMiscue Types and Oral Reading Fluency:
Correlattons with Four Criteria at Grades 4, S, 6
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